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1.0 Introduction

The proposed project consists of the reconstruction, realigning, and widening of Farm-to-Market
(FM) 1387 from North Midlothian Parkway to FM 664 for approximately 5.8 miles in Ellis County, Texas.
The first segment of the project would require the acquisition of approximately 28 acres of right of way
(ROW) along both sides of the existing FM 1387. The second segment would be realigned on new location
from the intersection of FM 1387 at Longbranch Road to FM 664 (see Appendix A for the Project Location
Map). The realignment section would require 32 acres of new ROW. The proposed project would require
a total of approximately 61 acres. The existing ROW width varies between 80 to 100 feet.

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to study the potential environmental consequences
of the proposed project and to determine if such consequences warrant the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement. The EA is prepared to comply with both the Texas Department of
Transportation’s (TxDOT) environmental review rules and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
TxDOT has conducted an independent evaluation of all parts of this EA that were prepared by contractors
and has determined that this EA meets the standards under NEPA, regulations in 40 CFR Subchapter A,
and FHWA'’s and TxDOT’s NEPA procedures. The EA was made available for public review and TxDOT
considered the comments received. If TxDOT determines that there are no significant adverse effects, it
will prepare and sign a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which will be made available to the public.

2.0 Project Description
2.1 Existing Facility

The existing FM 1387 consists of two undivided 12-foot-wide rural lanes with 2-foot-wide shoulders on
both sides, as well as turn lanes at various locations along the existing roadway. The existing ROW width
varies between 80 to 100 feet throughout the project corridor. The existing drainage flows into open
ditches on both sides of the road. There are permanent utility easements along the roadway. There is one
bridge located over North Prong Creek. No bicycle and pedestrian accommodations currently exist along
the project limits, except for a 0.6-mile portion on the south side of FM 1387, from west of Midlothian
Heritage High School to east of Walnut Grove Road. The existing speed limit is 50 miles per hour (mph).
Refer to Appendix B for the project photos, Appendix C for the schematics, and Appendix D for the existing
typical sections.

2.2 Proposed Facility

The proposed project would include the expansion of the current two-lane roadway to an interim four-
lane roadway (ultimate six-lane roadway). The proposed improvements consist of 11- to 12-foot-wide
travel lanes depending on ROW restrictions with a 10-foot-wide shared-use path in the westbound
direction and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk in the eastbound direction with a variable-width, raised median. The
project would also include turn lanes and intersection improvements at side and cross streets. The project
passes through the eastern portion of the City of Midlothian and Ellis County, Texas.

The portion east of Longbranch Road would be realigned. The new alignment would begin at the
intersection of FM 1387 and Longbranch Road and would extend to approximately 1,240 feet (0.2 mile)

FM 1387 Widening Environmental Assessment 1
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east of the existing FM 1387 and FM 664 intersection. Refer to Appendix A for the project location map
and Appendix C for the schematic.

The proposed improvements include the reconstruction of a bridge that spans across North Prong Creek.
For a length of approximately 210 feet, the bridge would consist of 12-foot-wide lanes (two in each
direction for the interim phase and three in each direction for the ultimate phase) with an overall width
of 122 feet. Safety guard rails would also be proposed along the bridge structure. A maximum depth of
impact at the bridge section would be approximately 15 feet for the proposed bridge columns.

The proposed project would add capacity and have a proposed design speed of 40 mph. The typical
proposed ROW would be approximately 140 feet wide, with the minimum and maximum ROW width
ranging from 115 feet to 350 feet. Within the proposed project, drainage will be conveyed into a storm
sewer system with crossing culverts. Refer to Appendix C for the schematics and Appendix D for the
proposed typical sections.

The typical depth of impacts ranges from 2.5 feet to 4.5 feet (maximum depth of impact at the proposed
bridge reconstruction is approximately 15 feet).

The proposed ROW would be approximately 61 acres, with no temporary easements and approximately
0.14 acres of a permanent drainage easement. The total cost of the proposed project is approximately
$125 million and the total cost for the ROW is approximately 14.9 million. These costs would be funded
with a combination of local, state, and federal funding sources.

2.3 Logical Termini and Independent Utility

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requires that federally funded transportation projects have logical
termini (23 CFR 771.111[f][1]). Simply stated, this means that a project must have rational beginning and
end points. Those endpoints may not be created simply to avoid proper analysis of environmental impacts.
The limits for the proposed improvements to FM 1387 are from North Midlothian Parkway to FM 664.
These limits were chosen because they are major crossroads with considerable contributions to traffic
within the proposed project area.

Federal regulations require that a project have independent utility and be a reasonable expenditure even
if no other transportation improvements are made in the area (23 CFR 771.111[f][2]). This means that a
project must be able to provide benefits by itself and must not compel further expenditures to make the
project useful. Stated another way, a project must be able to satisfy its purpose and need with no other
projects being built. The proposed project can stand on its own without the implementation of other traffic
improvements because the proposed improvements can be accomplished without additional
improvements to adjacent facilities. The project limits encompass the entire length of the project in which
construction would take place and account for transitions into the existing roadway. Because the project
stands alone, it does not irretrievably commit federal funds for other future transportation projects.

Federal law prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements (23 CFR 771.111[f][3]). This means that a project must not
dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives. The proposed project would not restrict the
consideration of alternatives for foreseeable transportation improvements because the proposed

FM 1387 Widening Environmental Assessment 2
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improvements would not preclude the future widening of adjacent roadway facilities or the development
of other transportation modes or routes.

24 Planning Consistency

Both the North Central Texas Council of Governments’ (NCTCOG) financially constrained 2045
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Update and the 2023-2026 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP), as amended, were initially found to conform to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP) by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit
Authority (FTA) on December 15, 2022. The proposed project is consistent with the MTP and TIP.

3.0 Purpose and Need
3.1 Need

The proposed project is needed because the current capacity of FM 1387 within the project limits is
inadequate to meet current and future traffic volumes, resulting in congestion, and reduced east-to-west
mobility.

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data

Growth

The City of Midlothian’s Comprehensive Plan Update anticipates residential and commercial growth along
FM 1387, most notably at the intersection of South Walnut Grove Road. According to the United States
(US) Census Bureau, the population of the City of Midlothian in 2010 was 18,037. In 2022, that number is
estimated to be 38,635, a growth of 114 percent. The Texas State Data Center does not publish population
projections for places in Texas, although the county projection suggests steady growth over the planning
horizon for the proposed project (Table 1).

Table 1: Estimates and Projections for the City of Midlothian, Ellis County, and the State of Texas in
2010, 2022 and 2050

Percent 2050 Percent
Change Proiection Change
2010-2022 J 2020-2050
City of
Midlothian 18,037 38,635 114 N/A N/A
Ellis County 149,610 212,182 42 257,336 21
State of Texas 25,145,561 29,653,355 18 35,465,604 20

Source: US Census Bureau (2022); Texas State Data Center State and County 0.5 Migration Scenario Projections

(2022)
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Congestion

Increased growth in this area will result in congestion and a demand for more mobility. Refer to the traffic
data within the project limit (see Table 2). There is a lack of east-to-west connectivity within the study area
which can create more challenges in transportation in an already growing place.

Table 2: Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) along FM 1387

Year AADT
Segment Vehicles per Day (VPD)

Between North Midlothian Parkway and Bryson

10,746 11,090 11,445 11,811 12,189
Lane

Between Bryson Lane and FM 664 4,919 4,919 4,968 5,328 5,989

Source: Corridor Analysis Report FM 1387 from N Midlothian Parkway to FM 664 (2023)

33 Purpose

The purpose of the project is to reduce congestion and improve mobility on FM 1387 from North
Midlothian Parkway to FM 664.

4.0 Alternatives
4.1 Build Alternative

Improvements would include the expansion of the existing two-lane rural roadway to a four-lane urban
roadway (ultimate six-lanes) with a raised median with realignment east of Longbranch Road. Turn lanes,
where applicable, will be located at side streets and intersections. Improvements would consist of 11-foot
and 12-foot-wide travel lanes depending on ROW restrictions, a 10-foot-wide shared-use path on the north
side, and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk on the south side of the roadway. The proposed ROW width will range
from 120 to 300 feet. This alternative would provide pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, reduce
congestion, and improve mobility. Refer to Section 2.2 for more details.

4.2 No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed FM 1387 project would not be constructed. The No-Build
Alternative would not require the conversion of approximately 61 acres of new ROW from existing land
uses to transportation use nor would other project-related impacts occur. The No-Build Alternative would
not aid in traffic demand and local traffic management. Consequently, the anticipated mobility benefits of
the proposed project would not be realized. For this reason, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the
project's need and purpose, therefore the Build Alternative is the preferred alternative. However, the No-
Build Alternative was carried forward for comparison purposes.

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

To ensure the proposed FM 1387 alighment promotes mobility and minimizes impacts to adjacent
properties and businesses, these alternative options were evaluated:

FM 1387 Widening Environmental Assessment 4
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Reconstruction and Widening of the Existing FM 1387

The alternative follows the existing FM 1387 alignment and would include the expansion of the current 2-
lane rural roadway to a 6-lane urban roadway. This alternative would displace single-family homes west of
FM 664, in addition to the 10 residences that are located in a row on the south side of FM 1387 (from the
southwest corner of Clinton Lane to the southeast corner of Virginia Boulevard). All of these homes are
partially within the proposed ROW and cannot be avoided. This alternative received public disapproval at
the August 30, 2018, public meeting, resulting in the development of a realignment beginning east of
Longbranch Road.

Realignment Alternatives East of Longbranch Road

This alternative involves four realignment shift scenarios east of Longbranch Road to FM 664, south of
Legacy Estates. These realignment alternatives (one northern and three southern realignment shifts) were
presented to the public meeting on August 30, 2022. Based on the public comments, adjustments and
selection of the realighment section were made.

5.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Environmental issues were a primary focus in the planning, design, and environmental analysis processes.
In support of this EA, the following technical reports were prepared and may be inspected and copied
upon request at the TxDOT Dallas District Office at 4777 E. Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150, Monday
through Friday, from 9 a.m.to 5 p.m.:

e Community Impact Assessment Technical Report
e Archeological Background Study
e Archeological Permit Application
e Archeological Resources Survey Report
e Project Coordination Request for Historic Studies
Historic Research Design
Historic Resources Survey Report
Water Features Delineation Report
Species Analysis Form and Spreadsheet
FPPA Form (NRCS-CPA-106)
Air Conformity Report Form
Congestion Management Process Disclosure Statement
Air Quality Resources Technical Report
e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment
e Traffic Noise Analysis Report
e Indirect Effects Technical Report
e Cumulative Effects Technical Report
The technical reports listed above, apart from the Archeological Resources Survey Report and the Historic

Resources Survey Report (HRSR), are based on the environmental study area associated with the final
schematic design shown in Appendix C. The environmental study area and the actual proposed project
area are the same. The discussion of the study area for the Archeological Resources Survey Report and the
HRSR are discussed in Section 5.7.
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Resource categories with the potential to be affected by the implementation of the proposed project are
summarized in the following sections.

5.1 Right-of-Way Property Acquisition

The Build Alternative would require acquiring approximately 61 acres of new ROW. The existing ROW
within the project limits is 54 acres (Appendix C). Anticipated residential displacements are discussed in
Section 5.5.2.

The ROW acquisition would be limited to those properties required for roadway construction. ROW
acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property
Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act). All property owners, from whom property is needed, are
entitled to receive just compensation for their land and property. Just compensation is based upon the fair
market value of the property. Accommodations for persons with limited English proficiency will be made
during the right-of-way acquisition process.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no project-related ROW would be acquired; therefore, no displacements
would occur.

5.2 Land Use

The project corridor is within a growing, predominately suburban area with residential development and
undeveloped land. There are various traffic-generating establishments along FM 1387 such as Midlothian
Heritage High School, Longbranch Elementary School, and Longbranch Community Baptist Church (Figure
1in Appendix E).

The proposed project area is relatively developed mixed with undeveloped land, rural and suburban
residential properties, and various businesses. The undeveloped land and vegetation include pastures with
wooded riparian corridors and mowed/maintained areas along existing roadways. Most of the
undeveloped land does not appear to be used for agricultural purposes. The project crosses North Prong
Creek, South Grove Creek, and Long Branch Creek, as well as six unnamed tributaries. There are no known
historical features within and immediately adjacent to the project limit.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would occur; therefore, there would no project-related
changes to land use.

5.3 Farmlands

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (see
Figure 2 in Appendix E) was used to determine the soil types present within the proposed project area
and the U.S. Census Bureau map of urbanized areas (see Figure 3 in Appendix E) was used to see the areas
within designated urban areas that are exempt from the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). The FPPA
Form (NRCS-CPA-106) was completed, and the results of the analysis indicate a site assessment score of
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less than 60 points; therefore, NRCS coordination is not required (see Appendix F). Observations made
during the site reconnaissance on August 10, 2023, revealed that some agricultural lands exist adjacent to
the proposed project; however, most of the undeveloped land does not appear to be used for agricultural
purposes. The soils determined to be within the existing and proposed ROW are listed in Table 3.

Table 3: Soil Types within the Proposed Project Area

Map Unit Name Farmland Classification

Austin silty clay, 1 to 3 percent slopes Farmli?;\soc;:::]ac';ewide
Austin silty clay, 2 to 5 percent slopes, moderately eroded Not prime farmland
Austin silty clay, 5 to 8 percent slopes, moderately eroded Not prime farmland
Broken alluvial land, rarely flooded Not prime farmland
Eddy gravelly clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Not prime farmland
Eddy soils, 3 to 8 percent slopes, eroded Not prime farmland
Eddy soils, 8 to 20 percent slopes Not prime farmland
Frio silty clay, O to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded Not prime farmland
Houston Black clay, 1 to 3 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland
Stephen-Eddy complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes, eroded Not prime farmland
Stephen-Eddy complex, 3 to 5 percent slopes Not prime farmland
Stephen silty clay, 1 to 3 percent slopes Not prime farmland

Sources: NRCS Web Soil Survey, https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx (accessed
9/6/2023); NRCS Prime and other Important Farmlands,
https://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov/references/public/LA/Prime _and other Important Farmland.html (accessed
9/6/2023).

The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects was completed on February 8, 2023,
and scored 25 (0 on Part IV) for Ellis County; therefore, coordination with the NRCS is not required.
Farmland impacts would be limited to areas where the new location realignment section would be
constructed. The proposed FM 1387 would result in the division or separation of existing agricultural land.
The majority of farmlands would continue to function as they do under existing conditions; therefore,
encroachment-alteration effects stemming from farmland impacts are not substantial as a result of the
Build Alternative.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, additional ROW would not be obtained, existing farmland would not be
developed; therefore, there would be no impacts to farmland.

5.4 Utility Relocation

It is reasonably foreseeable that utilities will have to be relocated as a result of this project.
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Two refined liquid product transmission pipelines cross the project. These features are not considered
environmental concerns for the project.

The impacts resulting from the removal of any utilities from within existing project ROW (e.g., construction
noise, potential disturbance to archeological resources, and potential impacts to species habitat) have
been considered as part of the overall project footprint impacts within this EA.

It has not yet been determined whether the dislocated utilities will be re-installed within the project ROW
or to a location outside the project ROW. However, the potential impacts resulting from the re-installation
of the displaced utilities within the project ROW have been considered as part of the overall project
footprint impacts (e.g., construction noise, potential disturbance to archeological resources, and potential
impacts to species habitat) within this EA. To the extent that the owner of any displaced utility determines
to re-install the displaced utility at a location outside of project ROW, such location will be determined by
the owner of the utility subject to the rules and policies governing the utility relocation process.
Additionally, the owner of the utility will be responsible for acquiring any easements outside the project
ROW and ensuring that the design and construction meet all regulatory and environmental compliance
requirements. See 43 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) 21.37(a)(9), (g)(1)), and (g)(4); and 43 TAC
21.38(e)(2).

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts to utilities.
5.5 Community Impacts
5.5.1.Community Study Area and Demographics

The community study area is based on census blocks within approximately one mile of the proposed
project. The community study area is encompassed by eight census tracts, 12 block groups, and 246 census
blocks. The total recorded population of the community study area based on the 2020 Census Data is
15,480. Of the 246 census blocks in the community study area, 40 (16.2%) have zero population, and 49
(19.9%) have a minority population greater than or equal to 50% of the total population. Of the 49 census
blocks with minority populations greater than or equal to 50%, two are located adjacent to the proposed
project.

Of the estimated 15,480 persons within the community study area, 10,505 (67.9%) are White alone; 2,492
(16.1%) are Hispanic or Latino; 1,497 (9.7%) are Black or African American alone; 85 (0.6%) are American
Indian and Alaska Native alone; 168 (1.1%) are Asian alone; 9 (0.1%) Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander alone; 49 (0.3%) are some other race alone; and 675 (4.4%) are two or more races.

Of the eight census tracts and 12 block groups encompassing the community study area, none have
median household incomes below the 2023 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty
guideline of $30,000 for a family of four. Median incomes for census tracts range from $79,107 to
$141,102. The block group’s median income ranges from $68,098 to $144,375. There are an estimated
16,225 households within the eight census tracts encompassing the community study area, with 852
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(5.3%) being below the poverty threshold. There are an estimated 9,966 households within the 12 block
groups encompassing the study area, with 706 (7.1%) being below the poverty threshold.

5.5.2.Displacements

Ten residences could potentially be displaced by the proposed project. All are single-family homes located
along FM 1387. These 10 residences are located in a row on the south side of FM 1387 from the southwest
corner of Clinton Lane to the southeast corner of Virginia Boulevard. All of these homes are partially within
the proposed ROW and would be displaced, subject to final design considerations.

Potential displacements were minimized by avoiding impacts to structures where possible and using
available vacant or open land where practicable. Constraints were mapped and used in the planning
process to avoid important resources such as places of worship, public facilities, and other various
resources. Encroachment-alteration effects could include the loss of undeveloped land for agricultural use.

ROW acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act). All property owners, from whom property is needed,
are entitled to receive just compensation for their land and property. Just compensation is based upon the
fair market value of the property.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no potential displacements resulting from the proposed
project.

5.5.3.Access and Travel Patterns

The proposed project is generally anticipated to reduce travel times through the inclusion of raised
medians, widening of the roadway from one to two lanes in each direction, and reconstruction of
intersections. Raised medians could increase travel times for motorists adjacent to FM 1387 and along
cross streets without median breaks, but increases would be minimal, with median breaks being located
at regular intervals along the corridor.

Access along FM 1387 for pedestrians/cyclists would also be improved through the inclusion of shared-
use lanes and sidewalks. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would comply with TxDOT’s Bicycle
Accommodation Design Guidance. TxDOT'’s guidance implements the U.S. Department of Transportation
Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations, as well as FHWA policy.

Bicycle traffic would be accommodated with a 10-foot-wide shared-use path in the westbound direction
and a 5-foot-wide American with Disabilities Act-compliant sidewalk in the eastbound direction along the
entire project limit (see Appendix C for the schematics and Appendix D for the typical sections).

There is the potential for the proposed project area to experience changes in the mode(s) of transportation
utilized by area residents and changes in traffic volumes. The introduction of new bike/pedestrian facilities
in the immediate area may encourage people to pursue alternative modes of transportation. With
improved access to bike/pedestrian facilities, people may have more desire to visit or use local services
and facilities.
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No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no changes to access for vehicular and pedestrian traffic
within the project limits between North Midlothian Parkway and FM 664.

5.5.4.Community Cohesion

No substantial adverse impacts to community cohesion are anticipated. One neighborhood, where
10 displacements are anticipated, and where median breaks would be limited to only one of three cross
streets entering the neighborhood, would likely feel the largest impact on community cohesion. FM 1387
would continue to provide direct access to all adjacent properties while most cross streets would continue
to provide access across FM 1387 as they currently do, along with additional lanes and turn lanes to
facilitate more efficient travel. Median breaks would provide U-turn access for cross streets and adjacent
property owners without median breaks. Sidewalks and shared-use paths would reduce existing levels of
separation for bicyclists and pedestrians.

A detailed discussion of the community impacts can be found in the Community Impacts Assessment (CIA)
Technical Report Form for the proposed project.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no impacts to the community associated with the
proposed project.

5.5.5.Limited English Proficiency

Executive Order (EO) 13166 requires Federal agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any
need for services to those with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a system to
provide those services so LEP persons can have meaningful access to them. Persons who have special
communication or accommodation needs, or need an interpreter, have been, and will continue to be
encouraged to contact the TxDOT Dallas District Public Information Office for assistance. Reasonable steps
have been and will continue to be taken to ensure LEP persons have meaningful access to the programs,
services, and information TxDOT provides. If a request is received, TxDOT will make every reasonable effort
to accommodate persons with special communication or mobility needs.

LEP populations are present across the community study area but are limited. The LEP population is
estimated to be 613 (2.3%) across the 12 census block groups. Of the 613 LEP persons; 434 (70.8%) are
Spanish Speakers; 70 (11.4%) are Other Indo-European Language Speakers; 52 (8.5%) are Pacific Island
Language Speakers; and 57 (9.3%) are Other Language Speakers. Accommodations have been and will be
provided for Spanish language speakers for all public involvement. (see Figure 3 in Appendix E).

Accommodations for LEP persons for public involvement events for the proposed project have included
providing bilingual (English/Spanish) public notices, placing public notice display ads in English and Spanish
newspapers, and having Spanish-speaking staff present at public involvement events. In addition, the
public involvement notices state that accommodations for other non-English languages would be provided
if requested ahead of the meeting and hearing. Refer to Section 7.0 for more information about public
involvement conducted for the proposed project.
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5.5.6.Environmental Justice
EO 12898 directs federal agencies to:

e identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of their actions on minority and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law.

e develop a strategy for implementing environmental justice.

e promote nondiscrimination in federal programs that affect human health and the environment,
as well as provide minority and low-income communities access to public information and public
participation.

Environmental Justice (EJ) populations occur throughout the community study area as discussed in Section
5.5.1. Based on the analysis, EJ populations are not expected to experience disproportionately high and
adverse impacts. Of the ten potential displacements, two are within an EJ census block and eight are within
non-EJ census blocks; therefore, displacements would impact both EJ and non-EJ geographies. Impacts to
access, travel patterns, and community cohesion would also be equally shared between EJ populations
and non-EJ populations. Refer to the CIA Technical Report Form for the locations of the EJ census areas
containing minority and low-income populations within the CIA study area, as well as census data obtained
from the U.S. Census Bureau.

No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no impact, adverse or beneficial, to EJ populations.
5.6 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

The section of FM 1387 from North Midlothian Parkway to Longbranch Road is an existing roadway. The
portion east of Longbranch Road would be realigned. The new alignment would begin at the intersection
of FM 1387 and Longbranch Road and would extend to approximately 1,240 feet (0.2 mile) east of the
existing FM 1387 and FM 664 intersection. Vegetation in the ROW consists primarily of maintained grasses
with minimal tree cover at some of the stream crossings. Aesthetic enhancement of the existing roadway
and the realigned section is minimal. The Build Alternative would have minimal effect on the overall
aesthetic quality along the proposed project area. Visual impacts resulting from the Build Alternative
would include roadway widening. Because this is a change from the existing condition, the viewsheds of
existing residences and business facilities would be directly impacted. However, these impacts would not
be considered as being detrimental to business operations. Landscaping would not be included as a part
of the proposed project.

The proposed project may incorporate safety lighting, which could be considered as a positive effect on
the visual and aesthetic qualities of the proposed pedestrian and bicycle accommodations. During the final
design, the design and location of light fixtures would be completed. Local, state, and federal requirements
would be reviewed during the final design and designation of additional lighting required for this project.
The roadway lighting system could consist of low-impact, downward directional lighting to minimize
impacts to adjacent properties.
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Where reasonable and feasible, mitigation measures that would result in beneficial visual and aesthetic
impacts may be programmed for this project. These measures may include aesthetic enhancements, such
as lighting, and/or decorative details. Aesthetic treatments would be developed during the final design
and incorporated into the project design as appropriate.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not result in FM 1387 project-related visual impacts along the existing
corridor as the proposed improvements would not be constructed.

5.7 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related structures,
buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state laws require
consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, NEPA and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, among others, apply to transportation projects such as this one.
Evaluation of impacts to cultural resources has been conducted under Section 106 of the NHPA in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (PA) among FHWA, TxDOT, the Texas State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the
Implementation of Transportation Undertakings. Review and coordination of this project followed
approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws.

5.7.1.Archeology

The purpose of the archeological investigation is to conduct an inventory or determine the
presence/absence of archeological resources (36 CFR 800.4) and to evaluate identified resources for their
eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), per Section 106 (36 CFR 800) of
the NHPA of 1966, as amended, or as a designated State Archeological Landmark (SAL) under the
Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT) (13 TAC 26.12).

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the archeological resources is defined as the footprint of the
proposed project to the maximum depth of impact and project-specific location. The project's total APE
encompasses approximately 120.6 acres, and measures 5.8 miles long, with widths ranging from 80 to 100
feet. The typical depth of impact is anticipated to be 2.5 feet, with an anticipated maximum of 15 feet. The
survey was conducted within the proposed ROW on parcels in which right-of-entry (ROE) had been
granted.

The survey was conducted on October 18 and 19, 2023, and consisted of an intensive pedestrian survey
with shovel testing within the portions of the APE where ROE was granted. In total 63 shovel tests were
excavated in the APE. Although backhoe trenching was initially proposed for the property along the east
side of North Prong Creek where ROE was granted, the field survey recorded extensive disturbances in
that area due to the construction of a nearby earthen dam, and trenching was therefore deemed
unnecessary. Two archeological sites were recorded during this survey, 41EL304 and 41EL305. Both sites
consist of demolished historic structures and are recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP and as
SAL. No additional work is recommended in the surveyed parcels, but an additional survey will be
necessary for the ROE-denied properties prior to road construction. In particular, additional survey will be
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needed along the APE of the road relocation between FM 664 and Longbranch Road, the proposed ROW
on the south side of FM 1387 from Longbranch Road to North Prong Creek, the pasture on the west side
of North Prong Creek, the north side of FM 1387 from the Midlothian Fire Station to Kensington Drive, the
south side of FM 1387 from Kensington Drive to just west of Onward Road, and both sides of FM 1387
between Kirk Road and Midlothian Parkway. All notes and field records will be curated at the Center for
Archaeological Studies in San Marcos. See the Archeological Survey Report for FM 1387 for detailed
information.

The project is compliant with Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 (and subsequent amendments) and the
ACT. Section 106 coordination will be conducted in accordance with the terms and conditions of the First
Amended Programmatic Amendment (PA) among the FHWA, the THC, the Advisory Council for Historic
Preservation, and TxDOT, as well as the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the
THC.

A TxDOT archeologist has reviewed the report and concurs with the results. The SHPO concurred with this
assessment in a letter signed and dated February 22, 2024 (Appendix F). The identification efforts and
analysis of effects completed to date are adequate. No further work or consultation is required within the
evaluated portions of the APE. Once access is obtained to areas for which access has been denied, TxDOT
will complete the required investigations and consultation prior to construction. If unanticipated
archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in the immediate area will cease and
TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures under the
provisions of the PA and MOU.

It is not anticipated that the proposed project would result in direct impacts to known archeological
resources. In the unlikely event that cultural resources are discovered during the construction of the
proposed project, TxDOT would immediately initiate cultural resource discovery procedures. All work in
the vicinity of the discovery would cease until a specialist from TxDOT and/or the THC could arrive on site
and assess the discovery’s significance and the need, if any, for additional investigation.

Consultation with federally recognized Native American tribes was concluded on February 16, 2024.
Responses were received from Comanche Nation, Caddo Nation and Shawnee Tribe with no objections or
expressions of concern. See Appendix F for the tribal coordination documentation.

Potential impacts to archeological resources would be limited to the construction phase of the project and
confined to the existing and proposed ROW, thus, encroachment-alteration effects would not occur. Once
access is obtained to areas for which access has been denied, TxDOT will decide if mitigation would be
required. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would result in direct impacts to known
archeological resources.

No-Build Alternative

As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be no project-related impacts on
archaeological resources associated with the No Build Alternative.

5.7.2.Historic Properties
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TxDOT-certified historians surveyed the project APE on September 26 and 27, 2023. It was determined
through consultation with the SHPO that the APE for the proposed project is 150 feet on either side of the
existing ROW and 300 feet on either side of the proposed ROW. The survey identified a total of 34 historic-
age (built prior to 1982) properties in the APE. Property types include domestic and agricultural, dating
from c. 1950 to the late 1970s and early 1980s (majority of properties built later). TxDOT historians
determined that the properties are common designs that lack architectural merit, are not works of a
master, and have no known historic associations with important events or persons, and are therefore not
eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion A, B, or C. See the HRSR for FM 1387 for detailed information.

On December 8, 2023, TxDOT historians determined that there are no historic, non-archeological
properties in the APE. In compliance with the ACT and the MOU, TxDOT historians determined project
activities have no potential for adverse effects. Individual project coordination with SHPO is not required
(Appendix F).

No-Build Alternative

No changes to existing conditions would occur in the No-Build Alternative scenario; therefore, no impacts
to historic properties are anticipated.

5.8 Protected Lands
Section 4(f

Section 4(f) protects publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge of national, State, or local significance, and any land from a historic site of national, State, or local
significance. Hawkins Spring Park and the recreational facilities at Midlothian Heritage High School are two
potential 4(f) properties adjacent to the project. These properties would not be impacted by the proposed
project.

Section 6(f

The proposed project would not use any lands protected by Section 6(f) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act or Parks and Wildlife Code (PWC) Chapter 26 lands. There are no Section 6(f)
properties present in the proposed project area.

Chapter 26

Chapter 26 of the Texas PWC protects the taking of public land designated and used prior to the
arrangement of the project as a park, recreation area, scientific area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. There
are no Chapter 26 properties present in the proposed project area.

No-Build Alternative

As construction of the proposed FM 1387 project would not occur, there would be no project-related
impacts on Section 4(f), Section 6(f), and PWC Chapter 26 properties associated with the No-Build
Alternative.
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5.9 Water Resources
5.9.1.Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404

This project will involve regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and therefore will require authorization
under Section 404 of the CWA. Table 4 shows the waters that are anticipated to be jurisdictional waters in
which regulated activity is anticipated to take place. It also indicates whether the impacts are anticipated
to be authorized under Section 404 by a non-reporting nationwide permit (i.e., no pre-construction
notification (PCN) required), or if it is anticipated that a nationwide permit (NWP) with PCN, individual
standard permit (SP), letter of permission (LOP), or regional general permit (RGP) will be required.

Field reconnaissance conducted on August 10 and October 25, 2023, confirmed this determination. Eleven
water features were identified within the proposed project area. Wetland boundaries and stream ordinary
high-water marks were determined in the field according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and 2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2). A detailed discussion of the water features can be
found in the Water Features Delineation Report for the proposed project and is available at the TxDOT
Dallas District office.

Table 4: Water Features

Covered by NWP with PCN,

Name of . .
Location of water non-reporting | SP, LOP, or RGP
water Type of water feature ]
feature NWP under required under
feature* . .
Section 404? Section 404?
Intermittent tributary to 32.488804,
1 _ Y, NWP 14 N
Waxahachie Creek -96.968003
Intermittent tributary to 32.488574,
2 . Y, NWP 14 N
Waxahachie Creek -96.959815
Intermittent tributary to 32.485598,
6 Y, NWP 14 N
North Prong Creek -96.921702
Long Branch Creek 32.485354,
7 . Y, NWP 14 N
(Perennial Stream) -96.904839
32.485156, Y, NWP 14 with
8 Pond N
-96.904436 PCN
1 Intermittent tributary to 32.483421, N Y, NWP 14 with
Long Branch Creek -96.897766 PCN
South Grove Creek 32.483034,
12 . Y, NWP 14 N
(Intermittent Stream) -96.882427

*The table shows only the waters that are anticipated to be jurisdictional waters in which regulated
activity is anticipated to take place. All other water features have been omitted from this table.
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Table 4 and Figure 4 in Appendix E show the water features where regulated activity is anticipated to take
place. Impacts on these water features would result from roadway construction and culvert installation
and would be authorized under NWP 14 and must comply with the conditions of the permit. Water
features 8 and 11 will require a PCN due to permanent impacts exceeding 0.10 acre. The need for an SP
under Section 404 is not anticipated. If it is later determined that an SP under Section 404 is needed,
compliance with Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines will be confirmed
prior to submittal of the individual standard permit application. Adverse construction-related impacts
would be minimized by implementing soil erosion and sedimentation Best Management Practices (BMPs),
as noted in Section 5.9.2.

No-Build Alternative

As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be no project-related impacts on
potentially jurisdictional water features associated with the No-Build Alternative.

5.9.2.Clean Water Act Section 401

For projects that require an NWP under Section 404 that is covered by TCEQ’s blanket 401 water quality
certification, regardless of whether the NWP is non-reporting, or requires the submission of a PCN, TxDOT
complies with Section 401 of the CWA by implementing TCEQ conditions for NWPs. For projects that
require authorization under a NWP under Section 404 that is not covered by TCEQ’s blanket 401 water
quality certification, or under an SP, LOP, or RGP under Section 404, TxDOT will coordinate the Section 401
water quality certification with TCEQ. TCEQ will either approve or deny the Section 401 water quality
certification or issue a waiver. The TCEQ Section 401 water quality certification decision must be submitted
to the USACE before use of the NWP can be confirmed, or an SP, LOP, or RGP decision can be made.

General Condition 25 of the NWP Program requires applicants using NWP 14 to comply with Section 401
of the CWA. Compliance with Section 401 requires the use of BMPs to manage water quality on
construction sites. General Condition 12 also requires applicants using NWP 14 to use appropriate soil
erosion and sedimentation controls.

Impacts on water quality would be minimized by using BMPs to control erosion, sediment, and post-
construction Total Suspended Solids, as identified in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3).
BMPs would be used before and after construction, regularly inspected, and proactively maintained.

No-Build Alternative

As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be no project-related impacts on
potentially jurisdictional water features associated with the No-Build Alternative

5.9.3.Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

This project is federally funded and therefore is subject to EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and will not
involve construction in any wetlands.

No-Build Alternative
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As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be no project-related impacts on
wetlands associated with the No-Build Alternative.

5.9.4.Rivers and Harbors Act

This project does not involve work in or over a navigable Water of the U.S.; therefore, Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act does not apply. Likewise, a navigational clearance under the General Bridge Act of
1946, and Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (administered by the U.S. Coast Guard [USCG]) is not
applicable. Coordination with the USCG (for Section 9 and the General Bridge Act) and the USACE (for
Section 10) would not be required.

5.9.5.Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

The project is not located within 5 linear miles (not stream miles) of, is not within the watershed of, and
does not drain to an impaired assessment unit under the July 7, 2022, Section 303(d) list.

5.9.6.Clean Water Act Section 402

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

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

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not alter the amount of runoff generated within the proposed project
area.

5.9.7.Floodplains

Ellis County and the City of Midlothian are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program. The study
area is located on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel Numbers 48139C0155F and 48139C0175F
(effective June 3, 2013).

This project is federally funded and therefore is subject to and would comply with federal EO 11988,
Floodplain Management. However, the project will not involve a significant encroachment in the
floodplain.
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A review of Federal Emergency Management Agency FIRMs indicates that the majority of the proposed
project area is outside the 100-year floodplain. The sections of the proposed project that cross the
tributary to Waxahachie Creek and North Prong Creek are situated within Zone AE (areas subject to
inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event generally determined using approximate
methodologies, with base flood elevation of 707 to 712 feet and 661 to 662 feet, respectively). Mandatory
flood insurance purchase requirements and floodplain management standards apply. This project is
subject to and would comply with federal EO 11988 on Floodplain Management. The department
implements this EO on a programmatic basis through adherence to its Hydraulic Design Manual. The
design of this project would be conducted in accordance with the department’s Hydraulic Design Manual.
Adherence to the TxDOT Hydraulic Design Manual ensures that this project would not result in a
“significant encroachment” as defined by FHWA’s rules implementing EO 11988 at 23 CFR 650.105(q).

No-Build Alternative
This alternative would not alter the existing level of roadway encroachments into floodplains.
5.9.8.Wild and Scenic Rivers

The proposed project would not impact any present, proposed, or potential unit of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not apply.

5.9.9. Coastal Barrier Resources
The Coastal Barrier Resources Act does not apply.
5.9.10. Coastal Zone Management

The proposed project is not located within the Texas Coastal Management Plan boundary. Therefore, a
consistency determination is not required.

5.9.11. Edwards Aquifer
The TCEQ Edwards Aquifer Rules and the EPA Edwards Aquifer MOU do not apply.
5.9.12. International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC)

This proposed project does not cross or encroach upon the floodway of the IBWC ROW or an IBWC flood
control project.

5.9.13. Drinking Water Systems

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

5.10 Biological Resources
5.10.1. Impacts to Vegetation

The proposed project would directly impact the following vegetation type: Agriculture (4.79 acres),
Blackland Prairie: Disturbance or Tame Grassland (16.49 acres), Central Texas: Riparian Hardwood Forest
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(3.44 acres), Central Texas: Riparian Herbaceous Vegetation (1.08), Edwards Plateau: Oak / Hardwood
Motte and Woodland (9.12 acres), Native Invasive: Deciduous Woodland (1.47 acres), Open Water (1.19
acres), and Urban (77.66 acres). Refer to the Vegetation Map in Figure 5 in Appendix E.

The Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) data obtained from the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
(TPWD) on January 15, 2024, was reviewed along with the TPWD Rare, Threatened, and Endangered
Species of Texas list for Ellis County, dated September 1, 2023. The TXNDD radii search revealed there is
no element of occurrence record within 1.5 miles of the proposed project. Within 10 miles of the proposed
project, the following occurrences were recorded: two records of Hall’s prairie clover (Dalea hallii), one
record of Glass Mountains coral-root (Hexalectris nitida), one record of Warnock’s coral-root (Hexalectris
wanockii), one record of plateau milkvine (Matelea edwardsensis), one record of Vertisol Blackland Prairie
(Schizachyrium scoparium — Sorghastrum nutans — Andropogon gerardii — Bifora americana Vertisol
Grassland). These species and plant communities are located outside of the proposed project area and
would not be impacted by the proposed project.

According to the MOU with TPWD, important remnant vegetation includes communities listed as suitable
vegetation type and within the range of Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN). Important
remnant vegetation includes 1) rare vegetation communities and 2) those that are suitable vegetation
types for SGCNs. The proposed project area contains a potential suitable vegetation community for the
Sutherland hawthorn (Crataegus viridis var. glabriuscula); however, no signs of the species were identified
during site visits during its fruiting season; therefore, it is presumed to be unoccupied. To address
important remnant vegetation's second component, general vegetation types of those SGCNs that the
proposed project may impact include agriculture, grassland, woodland, riparian, and urban. These
vegetation types are located within the proposed project area. Impacts to these vegetation types were
guantified by using Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas correcting for discrepancies using actual observed
vegetation types. None of these areas that include vegetation community for SGCNs are considered rare
or remnant vegetation communities. Potential impacts to vegetation would be confined to the existing
and proposed ROW; thus, encroachment-alteration effects would not occur. Impacts to vegetation would
be avoided or minimized by limiting disturbance to only that which is necessary to construct the proposed
project. The removal of native vegetation, particularly mature native trees and shrubs would be avoided
to the greatest extent practicable. Seeding and replanting with TxDOT-approved seed mixes containing
native species would be used in the re-vegetation of disturbed areas.

Notable features are North Prong Creek, Long Branch Creek, South Grove Creek, and their associated
floodplains and wide riparian corridors that the proposed project would bridge over or culverts extended.

No-Build Alternative

If the No-Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project would not be constructed. No impacts
to vegetation related to the construction of the proposed project would occur. Existing land use and
activities, including routine mowing, would continue to periodically impact vegetation communities.

5.10.2. Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species
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This project is subject to and will comply with EO 13112 on Invasive Species. The department implements
EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and
Aesthetics Design Manual. Accordingly, seeding and replanting with TxDOT-approved seed mixes
containing native species would be done where possible. Soil disturbance would be minimized in the ROW
to minimize invasive species establishment.

5.10.3. Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping

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

5.10.4. Impacts to Wildlife

As discussed in Section 5.10.1, the proposed project area contains both wildlife adapted to urban
environments and others only found in the wooded and aquatic areas. Mammalian species that likely
inhabit the area include the coyote (Canis latrans), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), raccoon
(Procyon lotor), and eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger). Amphibians and reptiles such as the Texas rat snake
(Elaphe obsoleta lindheimeri), red-eared slider (Trachemys scripta), western ribbon snake (Thamnophis
proximus), and the northern cricket frog (Acris crepitans) may also utilize the different available habitats
within the proposed project area.

The TXNDD radii search revealed element of occurrence records within 1.5 and 10 miles of the proposed
project. Within 10 miles of the proposed project, two records of the Black-Capped Vireo (Vireo atricapilla).
This species is located outside of the proposed project area and would not be impacted by the proposed
project.

As noted, there is suitable habitat present within the proposed project area for state and federally-listed
species, and SGCN species as discussed in Section 5.10.10.

The portion of the proposed project east of Longbranch Road would be realigned. This realignment would
bisect continuous wildlife habitat resulting in habitat fragmentation. This would result in wildlife
potentially being exposed to greater predation, human activities, domesticated animals and increased
wildlife-vehicle collisions. Direct or indirect impacts to wildlife species are expected for all habitat within
and adjacent to the project including areas of adjacent urban development and existing roadway
structures (culverts, utility poles, etc.). Proposed work would include vegetation removal, soil disturbance,
demolition, and construction of new roadway and roadway structures. Itis likely that the impacted wildlife
would recolonize the available habitat once construction of the proposed project is complete. Designing
the bridge to span the floodplain, including Long Branch Creek, may enable the bridge to function as a
wildlife crossing, and may help to lessen impacts to local populations once construction is complete.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed; thus, there would be no
project-related impacts on wildlife.
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5.10.5. Migratory Bird Protections

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

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

e Schedule vegetation clearing activities outside the typical nesting season (March through
September).

Additional preemptive and preventative measures that may be applied, where appropriate and
practicable, are described in TxDOT’s Guidance — Avoiding Migratory Birds and Handling Potential
Violations.

5.10.6. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The project is anticipated to require a nationwide permit issued by the USACE. Compliance with the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act will be accomplished by complying with the terms and conditions of the
nationwide permit.

5.10.7. Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007

This project is not within 660 feet of an active or an inactive Bald or Golden Eagle nest. Therefore, no
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required.

5.10.8. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act

There are no tidally influenced waters in Ellis County and the proposed project would not affect essential
fish habitat. The Essential Fish Habitat/Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
does not apply.

5.10.9. Marine Mammal Protection Act
The proposed project area does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals.
5.10.10. Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species

The TXNDD data obtained from TPWD on January 17, 2024, the RTEST data obtained from TPWD on May
29, 2024, and the USFWS Official Species List, obtained May 29, 2024, were reviewed. Based on field
investigations conducted on August 10 and October 25, 2023, and as detailed in the Species Analysis
Spreadsheet and Species Analysis Form, the following were identified:

Federally-Listed Endangered, Threatened, Candidate, and Proposed Species

According to the USFWS Official Species list, there are eight threatened, endangered, proposed, and
candidate species within the range of the proposed project area. The Whooping Crane (Grus americana)
is a federally endangered species. The tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) and Texas Heelsplitter
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(Potamilus amphichaenus) are federally proposed endangered species. The Piping Plover (Charadrius
melodus), Rufa Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa), and Texas Fawnsfoot (Truncilla macrodon) are federally
threatened species. The Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys temminckii) is a federally proposed
threatened species. The monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) is a federal candidate species.

There is no suitable habitat for Whooping Crane as there are no freshwater wetlands of substantial size,
marshes, ponds, rivers, irrigated land, or sloughs in the proposed project area. Species presence would be
temporary and incidental; therefore, no effect to the species is anticipated.

The Tricolored Bat has been proposed as a federally endangered species. There is no suitable habitat for
the tricolored bat based on the fragmented nature of the woodland habitat, lack of known occurrence
data from the USFWS Species Status Assessment, proximity/distance to aquatic features, and lack of large
culverts of suitable size within the project area; therefore, no effect to the species is anticipated.

There is no suitable habitat for Texas Fawnsfoot and Texas Heelsplitter in the proposed project area;
however, Freshwater Mussel BMPs, including survey/relocation of native mussels, in compliance with
USFWS-TPWD Protocol; Water Quality BMPS, and Stream Crossing BMPs would be implemented.

The USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation Official Species List states that the Piping Plover and
Rufa Red Knot only need to be considered for wind energy projects. No effect on these two species is
anticipated.

There is no suitable habitat for Alligator Snapping Turtle within the project area. Within the action area,
North Prong Creek and Long Branch water bodies are not large enough or deep enough to support this
species. Both streams are approximately 12 inches in depth and woody debris is limited, therefore the
proposed project would have no effect on the species.

The action area contains suitable habitat for the Monarch Butterfly. Nectar plants are found within the
existing and proposed ROW and the species was identified during the October 25, 2023 site visit. The
proposed project footprint would impact nectar plants utilized by this species. The project may affect the
Monarch Butterfly; however, this project is anticipated to be completed prior to the species being listed
and consultation is not required for candidate species. If the Monarch Butterfly is proposed for listing
during the life of this project, the impacts on Monarch Butterflies will be reevaluated to determine the
appropriate course of action, which may include a conference or consultation with USFWS. There is no
USFWS-designated Critical Habitat for any federally listed species within the proposed project area.

State-Listed Species

The TXNDD radius search was 1.5 and 10 miles from the proposed project. TxDOT has reviewed the TPWD
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species of Texas list and analyzed potential impacts to state-listed
species in the Species Analysis Spreadsheet. The evaluations determined no impacts to these species. The
proposed project area does not contain suitable breeding or wintering habitat for the State-listed species
and the species presence would be temporary or incidental. Suitable habitat is not present for mollusks in
the proposed project area; however, Freshwater Mussel BMPs, including survey/relocation of native
mussels, in compliance with USFWS-TPWD Protocol; Water Quality BMPS, and Stream Crossing BMPs
would be implemented.
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need

Two element occurrences for Hall's prairie clover (Dalea hallii), an SGCN species, were recorded within the
10-mile radius of the proposed project. The proposed project area contains potential suitable vegetation
community for the Sutherland hawthorn; however, no signs of the species were identified during site visits
during its fruiting season. Suitable habitat was observed within the proposed project for the following
SGCN: southern crawfish frog  (Lithobates areolatus areolatus), Strecker's chorus frog (Pseudacris
streckeri), Woodhouse's toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii), chestnut-collared longspur (Calcarius ornatus),
Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), American
bumblebee (Bombus pensylvanicus), Amblycorypha uhleri, eastern spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius),
long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), swamp rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus),
eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina), slender glass lizard (Ophisaurus attenuatus), Texas garter snake
(Thamnophis sirtalis annectens), timber (canebrake) rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), western box turtle
(Terrapene ornata), and western chicken turtle (Deirochelys reticularia miaria).

Aguatic species may be impacted by the proposed project due to the construction of culverts and a bridge
over Long Branch which may include riparian hardwood forest and herbaceous vegetation. Terrestrial and
avian species may be impacted by the proposed project due to the ROW acquisition of suitable habitat
such as riparian hardwood forest and disturbance or tame grasslands.

Impacts to these SGCN would be avoided or minimized by implementing the following BMPs: Aquatic
Amphibian and Reptile BMPs, Bird BMPs, Insect Pollinator BMPs, General Design and Construction BMPs,
Terrestrial Amphibian and Reptile BMPs, Vegetation BMPs and Water Quality BMPs. Refer to Appendix F
for the coordination documentation and to Section 8 for BMPs or mitigation strategies that will be used
to avoid or minimize impacts to these SGCN.

No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no impacts to state-listed species.
5.11  Air Quality

For information regarding air quality refer to the Air Quality Technical Report available at the TxDOT Dallas
District Office and Appendix F for the letter of concurrence from TCEQ.

Transportation Conformity

This project is located within an area that has been designated by the EPA as a severe nonattainment area
and moderate nonattainment area for the 2008 Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS)
and 2015 Ozone NAAQS, respectively; therefore, transportation conformity rules apply. Conformity for
older standards is satisfied by conformity to the more stringent 2008 and 2015 ozone NAAQS, as
applicable.

The proposed action is consistent with the NTCOG’s financially constrained MTP and TIP, as amended,
which were initially found to conform to the TCEQ SIP by FHWA and FTA on December 15, 2022. All projects
in the NCTCOG TIP that are proposed for federal or state funds were initiated in a manner consistent with
federal guidelines in Section 450, of Title 23 CFR and Section 613.200, Subpart B, of Title 49 CFR.
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Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis

Traffic data for the estimated time of completion year 2028 and design year 2045 is 16,945 and 22,300
VPD, respectively. A prior TXDOT modeling study and previous analyses of similar projects demonstrated
that it is unlikely that the carbon monoxide standard would ever be exceeded as a result of any project
with an AADT below 140,000. The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 140,000 VPD; therefore,
a Traffic Air Quality Analysis was not required.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

A qualitative mobile source air toxics (MSAT) assessment has been conducted relative to the Build and No-
Build Alternative. As documented in the technical report, all project alternatives may result in increased
exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations although the concentrations and duration of exposure
are uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, the health effects of these emissions cannot be estimated.
However, on a regional basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time
cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly
lower than today.

Congestion Management Process

The proposed project is adding single-occupant vehicle (SOV) capacity, is a project with FHWA/FTA
involvement, and is within the Dallas Fort-Worth (DFW) Transportation Management Area (TMA);
therefore, a Congestion Management Process (CMP) analysis is required. The proposed project is within
the DFW TMA. The project-level CMP analysis is on file and available for review at the NCTCOG and is
included as an appendix in the Air Quality Technical Report.

Committed congestion reduction strategies and operational improvements within the study boundary will
consist of dedicated turn lanes, intersection improvements, and pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.
There are no complementary Transportation Demand Management or Transportation Systems
Management and Operations projects, listed or not listed in the 2020-2025 TIP, within the general vicinity
of the project.

In an effort to reduce congestion and the need for SOV lanes in the region, TxDOT and NCTCOG will
continue to promote appropriate congestion reduction strategies through the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program, the CMP, and the MTP. The congestion reduction strategies
considered for this project would help alleviate congestion in the SOV study boundary but would not
eliminate it.

Therefore, the proposed project is justified. The CMP analysis for added SOV capacity projects in the TMA
is on file and available for review at the NCTCOG.

Air Quality Construction Emissions Reduction Strategies

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in particulate matter (PM) and MSAT
emissions may occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of PM are
fugitive dust from site preparation, and the primary construction-related emissions of MSAT are diesel PM
from diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles.
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The potential impacts of PM emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust control measures contained
in standard specifications, as appropriate. The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP) provides financial
incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and equipment. TxDOT encourages construction contractors
to use this and other local and federal incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel
emissions. Information about the TERP program can be found on TCEQ's TERP website?.

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

No-Build Alternative

This alternative would result in gradually increasing vehicle miles traveled as traffic volumes increase and
traffic congestion worsens within the existing roadway system over time. Actual and predicted trends in
both criteria pollutant and MSAT emissions would be expected to continue in the future, regardless of the
alternative chosen.

5.12 Hazardous Materials

The presence of hazardous materials within a project study area can create issues affecting ROW
acquisition, project development, and construction. The Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA)
identifies the potential hazardous materials concerns as they relate to project construction and/or ROW
acquisition for concerns identified. The ISA was completed and approved on October 13, 2023, and
summarizes potential hazardous materials within and adjacent to the project corridor. The ISA included a
site reconnaissance, research of existing and previous land use, reviewing the project design and ROW
requirements, and reviewing federal and state regulatory database files. The evaluation reached
conclusions regarding the potential impacts of each concern identified during the preparation of the ISA.
The ISA is maintained in the Dallas District project files.

The existing and previous land use of the project location and surrounding area is a combination of
undeveloped land, agricultural fields, and commercial and residential development. As part of the ISA, a
review of selected environmental regulatory databases published by federal and state agencies was
conducted to determine the potential for hazardous material issues within and near the project study
area. A review of the regulatory database report dated August 3, 2023, was performed in general
accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials Standard E1527 and TxDOT guidelines,
which define the environmental record sources to be reviewed and their minimum search distances from
the proposed project.

Four regulatory sites (including an unplotted site) were identified in the regulatory database report. Two
listings were Emergency Response Notification System incidents not involving hazardous materials
releases. Table 5 below summarizes the remaining two regulatory listings.

Ihttps://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp
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Based on an evaluation of the regulatory sites, all of the regulatory listings were determined to pose a low
environmental risk or no environmental concern to the project. The site locations are shown on the
Hazardous Materials Site Location Map (see Figure 6 in Appendix E).
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Table 5: Summary of Regulated Sites of Concern

Site
. Database Location Relative to Project
Information
According to the database, the landfill is described as being
approximately two miles east of Midlothian on the north side of FM 1387.
An additional description provided on NCTCOG Closed Landfill Inventory
states the site is between Short Line and N. Walnut Grove. The TCEQ
. . municipal solid waste unnumbered sites list states the site was identified
Midlothian Closed .
. from a 1968 US Department of Health, Education, and Welfare survey.
981 closed Landfill .
. The site size is reported as 6 acres and had accepted household waste. A
landfill Inventory . . . . . . . . .
. . . review of historic aerials from 1956 to 1995 did not identify a site of this
Midlothian, Risk Level: o . . . .
T L description along the north side of FM 1387. A Soil Conservation Service
exas ow
reservoir is in the area of one of the described landfill locations and
residential neighborhoods comprise the area between Short Line and
Walnut Grove. Based on the type of project work within the described
landfill location area and historic aerial imagery, this site is considered a
low environmental risk to the project.
Mazda Port Leaking
Midlothian Petroleum According to the database, this LPST site is a very large property with its
100 Center Storage nearest point approximately 1,745 feet west of the proposed project’s
Drive, Tank (LPST) beginning limit. Based on the distance, this site is not considered an
Midlothian, Risk Level: environmental concern for the project.
Texas None

Map ID numbers correspond to those used in the ISA.
Sources: ERIS Database Report (August 3, 2023) and Site Survey (August 8, 2023).

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed; thus, project-related
hazardous materials impacts would not occur.

5.13 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was prepared in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA-approved) Traffic Noise Policy
(2019). The Traffic Noise Analysis Report (2024), which includes details about the analysis, is available for
public review at the TxDOT Dallas District office.

Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at representative land use activity areas
(receptors) adjacent to the project that might be impacted by traffic noise and would potentially benefit
from feasible and reasonable noise abatement (Table 6).
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Table 6: Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Noise
. . NAC NAC L. Predicted Change
Representative Receiver Existing Impact
Category Level 2043 (+/-)
(Yes/No)

R1 - Single-family residential B 67 62 66 +4 Yes
R2 - Learning Station

C 67 55 58 +3 No
(playground)
R3 - Single-family residential B 67 69 69 0 Yes
R4 - Single-family residential B 67 67 68 +1 Yes
R5 - Single-family residential B 67 68 66 -2 Yes
R6 - Single-family residential B 67 56 59 +3 No
R7 - Single-family residential B 67 67 69 +2 Yes
R8 - Single-family residential B 67 67 69 +2 Yes
R9 - Single-family residential B 67 67 69 +2 Yes
R10 - Single-family residential B 67 51 52 +1 No
R11 - Single-family residential B 67 50 52 +2 No
R12 - Single-family residential B 67 65 67 +2 Yes
R13 - Single-family residential B 67 64 67 +3 Yes
R14 - Single-family residential B 67 60 65 +5 No
R15 — Midlothian Heritage High

C 67 53 54 +1 No
School (bleachers)
R16 - Single-family residential B 67 54 57 +3 No
R17 - Single-family residential B 67 49 52 +3 No
R18 — Midlothian Heritage High

. . D 52 40 40 0 No
School (interior)
R19 - Single-family residential B 67 61 61 0 No
R20 - Single-family residential B 67 60 62 +2 No
R21 - Single-family residential B 67 63 69 +6 Yes
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Table 6: Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative Receiver NAC NAC Existing Predicted  Change I:(:::t
Category Level 2043 (+/-) (Yes/No)
R22 - Single-family residential B 67 62 63 +1 No
R23 - Single-family residential B 67 45 48 +3 No
R24 - Single-family residential B 67 61 61 0 No
R25 - Single-family residential B 67 51 54 +3 No
R26 - Single-family residential B 67 66 67 +1 Yes
R27 - Single-family residential B 67 67 68 +1 Yes
R28 - Single-family residential B 67 67 68 +1 Yes
R29 - Single-family residential B 67 56 56 0 No
R30 - Single-family residential B 67 63 64 +1 No
R31 - Single-family residential B 67 55 60 +5 No
R32 - Single-family residential B 67 49 63 +14 Yes
R33 - Single-family residential B 67 49 61 +12 Yes
R34 - Single-family residential B 67 47 61 +14 Yes
R35 - Single-family residential B 67 47 60 +13 Yes
R36 - Single-family residential B 67 47 64 +17 Yes
R37 - Single-family residential B 67 47 61 +14 Yes
R38 - Single-family residential B 67 47 60 +13 Yes
R39 - Single-family residential B 67 47 64 +17 Yes

Source: Project Team, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, April 2024.

Modeled noise-sensitive locations were primarily single-family residential, but also included a school and
childcare facility. The traffic noise analysis determined that out of 39 representative receptors, 23 were
predicted to have noise levels that approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria (NAC) or that
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substantially exceed the existing noise levels; therefore, the proposed project would result in traffic noise
impacts (see Figure 7 in Appendix E).

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

Four noise barriers were found to be both reasonable and feasible and are recommended for incorporation
into the proposed project (Table 7). Noise barriers were not reasonable and feasible for the remaining
impacted representative receivers, and abatement is not proposed for those locations. Additional details
regarding the barrier analysis can be found in the Traffic Noise Analysis Report (2024).

R3 through R5 (Barrier 1): These receivers represent 10 impacted receptors with backyards adjacent to
the roadway. A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these residences. Gaps in the noise barrier
would satisfy access requirements. A non-continuous noise barrier 10 feet in height and 1,396 feet in
length (three barriers, one 736 feet long, one 307 feet long, and one 353 feet long) was modeled along
the ROW. This barrier would achieve the minimum, feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) for 10 of the first-row
receivers and the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) for at least one receiver. The square footage of
abatement (13,960 square feet or 1,396 square feet per benefited receptor) would meet the reasonable,
cost reasonableness criterion of 1,500 square feet per benefited receptor. Therefore, this noise barrier is
proposed for incorporation into the project.

R7 to R9, R12 and R13 (Barrier 2): These receivers represent 20 residences with backyards adjacent to the
roadway. A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these residences. Gaps in the noise barrier
would satisfy access requirements. A non-continuous noise barrier 10 feet in height and 1,748 feet in
length (three barriers, one 819 feet long, one 798 feet long, and one 131 feet long) was modeled along
the ROW. This barrier would reduce noise levels by at least 5 dB(A) for 20 first row receivers and achieve
the 7 dB(A) design goal for at least one receiver. The square footage of abatement (17,480 square feet or
874 square feet per each benefited receiver) would meet the reasonable, cost-reasonableness criterion of
1,500 square feet per benefited receptor. Therefore, this noise barrier is proposed for incorporation into
the project.

R21 (Barrier 3): This receiver represents four impacted receptors in the Marigold Drive intersection with
backyards adjacent to the roadway. A continuous barrier would restrict access to these residences. Gaps
in the noise barrier would satisfy access requirements. A non-continuous noise barrier 10 feet in height
and 392 feet in length (two barriers, one 116 feet long and one 276 feet long) was modeled along the
ROW. This barrier would satisfy access requirements and meet the minimum, feasible reduction of 5 dB(A)
for three of the impacted receptors and achieve the design goal of 7 dB(A) for at least one receiver. The
square footage of abatement (3,920 square feet or 1,307 square feet per each benefited receptor) would
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meet the reasonable, cost-reasonableness criterion of 1,500 square feet per benefited receptor. Therefore,
this noise barrier is proposed for incorporation into the proposed project.

R26 through R28 (Barrier 4): These receivers represent 12 residences with backyards adjacent to the
roadway. A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these residences. Gaps in the noise barrier
would satisfy access requirements. A non-continuous noise barrier 10 feet in height and 1,044 feet in
length (three barriers, one 233 feet long, one 370 feet long, and one 441 feet long) was modeled along
the ROW. This barrier would reduce noise levels by at least 5 dB(A) for 12 first row receivers and achieve
the 7 dB(A) design goal for at least one receiver. The square footage of abatement (10,400 square feet or
870 square feet per each benefited receptor) would meet the reasonable, cost-reasonableness criterion
of 1,500 square feet per benefited receptor. Therefore, this noise barrier is proposed for incorporation into
the proposed project.

Table 7: Noise Barrier Proposal (Preliminary)

. . Sq. Ft. per
Barrier Represe_ntatlve Tota! # Length Height Total Sq. Ft. Benefited
Receivers Benefited (feet) (feet)
Receptor
1 R3 through R5 10 1,396 10 13,960 1,396
2 R7through R9, 20 1,748 10 17,480 874
R12,R13 ! !
3 R21 3 392 10 3,920 1,307
4 R26 through R28 12 1,044 10 10,400 870

Source: Project Team, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, April 2024.

Any subsequent project design changes may require a reevaluation of this preliminary noise barrier
proposal. The final decision to construct the proposed noise barrier will not be made until completion of
the project design, utility evaluation, and polling of all benefited and adjacent property owners and
residents.

To avoid noise impacts that may result from the future development of properties adjacent to the project,
local officials responsible for land use control programs must ensure, to the maximum extent possible,
that no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the following predicted (2045) noise
impact contours (Table 8).
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Table 8: Proposed Noise Contours

Land Use Impact Distance from
NAC Category Contour Right of Way
East of North Midlothian Parkway to B&C 66 dB(A) Within ROW
Oinyteie] o E 71 dB(A) Within ROW
B&C 66 dB(A) 45 feet
S. Walnut Grove Road to Marigold Drive
E 71 dB(A) 15 feet
B&C 66 dB(A) 30 feet
Marigold Drive to Hayes Road
E 71 dB(A) Within ROW
B&C 66 dB(A) 20 feet
Blackchamp Road to FM 466
E 71 dB(A) Within ROW

Source: Project Team, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, April 2024.

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

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

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed. If the No Build Alternative
were implemented, traffic noise levels would be expected to increase with an associated future increase
in traffic volumes.

5.14 Induced Growth

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines indirect effects as those caused by the action and
occur later or farther removed in distance than direct effects but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect
impacts may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern
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of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems (40 CFR Section 1508.8).

An analysis of indirect impacts followed the processes outlined in TxDOT’s Indirect Impacts Analysis
Guidance (January 2019). Refer to the Indirect Impacts Analysis Technical Report for a detailed discussion
of the indirect effects analysis.

The Area of Influence (AOI) encompasses approximately 5,873.7 acres. A map of the AOI is provided in
Figure 8 in Appendix E.

Based on the information from the planning departments of the cities of Midlothian and Waxahachie, as
well as planning documents, land use and zoning maps, thoroughfare plans, and population, employment,
and housing trend data, the proposed project would not result in any resources being impacted by induced
growth impacts.

No-Build Alternative
This alternative would not result in induced growth.
5.15 Cumulative Impacts

The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as those which result from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR §1508.7).
As such, it may be difficult to understand the role that a proposed action may have in contributing to the
overall or cumulative impacts on an area or resource.

Socioeconomic, cultural, floodplains, waters, farmland, and visual/aesthetics have either no substantial
direct impacts, no direct impacts, or/and are not in poor and/or declining health in the context of the
proposed project; therefore, these resources were not carried forward for detailed evaluation in the
Cumulative Impacts Analysis Technical Report. The health of biological resources within the proposed
project area is considered to be at risk due to potential effects on wildlife habitat, which may, in turn,
impact sensitive and protected species.

Biological resources related to sensitive species and their habitats were considered in further detail to
determine if the proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, would pose a risk to the sustainability or health of these resources. The proposed project
would not result in cumulative effects on sensitive species and their habitats or water resources. The
contribution of the proposed project to cumulative effects on these resources would be minor, and
cumulative effects on these resources would not adversely affect the overall sustainability or long-term
health of sensitive species and their habitats.

No-Build Alternative
This alternative would not result in cumulative impacts.

5.16  Construction Phase Impacts
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Depending on required traffic control and phasing, the construction phase of the proposed project, and
associated construction impacts, are anticipated to be 24 to 48 months. During the construction phase of
the proposed project, there is the potential for noise, dust, or light pollution; impacts associated with
physical construction activity, and other traffic disruptions. These potential impacts are discussed as
follows:

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

Light Pollution — Construction normally occurs during daylight hours; however, construction could occur
during the night-time hours to minimize impacts on the traveling public during daylight hours.

Due to the proximity of residences and businesses to the project, if construction were to occur during the
night-time hours, it would be of short duration and would not be conducted late in the evening.
Construction during the nighttime hours would follow any local policies and ordinances established for
construction activities, such as light limitations.

Construction Activity Impacts — Construction activities would be limited to the proposed project footprint.
Excessive vibration from construction equipment is not anticipated. If there was excessive vibration from
construction equipment, it would be of short duration.

Traffic control plans would be prepared and implemented in coordination with the city and the county.
Construction that would require cross-street closures would be scheduled so only one crossing in an area
is affected at one time. Where detours are required, clear and visible signage for an alternative route would
be displayed. In residential areas, major activity would be limited to normal work hours whenever
practicable, to avoid noise and related impacts to the local population.

Temporary Lane, Road, or Bridge Closures (Including Detours) — Traffic control plans would be prepared
and implemented in coordination with the city and the county. Construction that would require cross-
street closures would be scheduled so only one crossing in an area is affected at one time. Where detours
are required, clear and visible signage for an alternative route would be displayed.

Motorists would be inconvenienced during the construction of the project due to lane and cross-street
closures; however, these closures would be of short duration and alternate routes would be provided.

Residents and businesses in the immediate construction area would be notified in advance of the
proposed construction activity using a variety of techniques, including signage, electronic media,
community newspapers, and other techniques. The proposed project would not restrict access to any
existing public or community services, businesses, commercial areas, or employment centers. Impacts on
wildlife during construction could include direct mortality to species during grading and vegetation
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removal. Disturbance of habitat could also result in increased vehicle strikes from construction vehicles
and motorists in the area.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not result in noise, dust, or light pollution; impacts associated with physical
construction activity, temporary lane, road closures; and other traffic disruptions associated with
construction.

5.17 Greenhouse Gas Emission and Climate Change*

TxDOT has prepared a Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas Analysis and Climate Change Assessment
technical report (TxDOT 2021). The report discloses: 1) an analysis of available data regarding statewide
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for on-road GHG emissions,? 2) TxDOT actions and funding that support
reducing GHG emissions, 3) projected climate change effects for the state of Texas, and 4) TxDOT’s current
strategies and plans for addressing the changing climate. A summary of key issues in this technical report
is provided below. Please refer to the technical report for more details.

The Earth has gone through many natural changes in climate over time. However, since the industrial
revolution began in the 1700s, atmospheric concentrations of GHG emissions have continued to climb,
primarily due to humans burning fossil fuel (e.g., coal, natural gas, gasoline, oil, and/or diesel) to generate
electricity, heat and cool buildings, and power industrial processes, vehicles, and equipment. According to
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, this increase in GHG emissions is projected to contribute
to future changes in climate (Solomon 2007, Stocker 2013).

5.17.1. Statewide On-road GHG*

TxDOT prepared a GHG analysis for the statewide on-road transportation system and associated emissions
generated by motor vehicle fuel processing called “fuel-cycle emissions.” EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions
Simulator (MOVES2014 version) emissions model was used to estimate emissions. Texas on-road and fuel
cycle GHG emissions are estimated to be 186 million metric tons (MMT) in 2050 and reach a minimum in
2032 at 161 MMT. Future on-road GHG emissions may be affected by changes that may alter where people
live and work and how they use the transportation system, including but not limited to: 1) the results of
federal policy including tailpipe and fuel controls, 2) market forces and economics, 3) individual choice
decisions, 4) acts of nature (e.g. pandemic) or societal changes, and 5) other technological advancements.
Such changes cannot be accurately predicted due to the inherent uncertainty in future projections related
to demographics, social change, technology, and the inability to accurately forecast where people work
and live®.

5.17.2. Mitigation Measures*

2 Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions consist of on-road tailpipe emissions and upstream fuel cycle emissions. Upstream
fuel cycle emissions are the emissions generated by extracting, shipping, refining, and delivering fuels.

3 Transportation Research Board Special Report 288 (2007) Metropolitan Travel Forecasting Current Practice and
Future Direction.
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Strategies that reduce on-road GHG emissions fall under four major categories:

* Federal engine and fuel controls under the Clean Air Act implemented jointly by EPA and the
U.S. Department of Transportation, which includes Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards;

e “Cash for clunker” programs which remove older, higher-emitting vehicles from roads;

e Traffic system management which improves the operational characteristics of the transportation
network (e.g., traffic light timing, pre-staged wrecker service to clear accidents faster, or traveler
information systems); and

e Travel demand management which provides reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (e.g.,
transit, rideshare, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities) and requires personal choice decisions.

TxDOT has implemented programmatic strategies that reduce GHG emissions including: 1) travel demand
management projects and funding to reduce VMT, such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 2) traffic system
management projects and funding to improve the operation of the transportation system, 3) participation
in the national alternative fuels corridor program, 4) clean construction activities, 5) clean fleet activities,
6) CMAQ funding, 7) transit funding, and 8) two statewide campaigns to reduce tailpipe emissions.

5.17.3. TxDOT and a Changing Climate*

TxDOT has strategies that address a changing climate in accordance with TxDOT and FHWA design, asset
management, maintenance, emergency response, and operational policies and guidance. The flexibility
and elasticity in TxDOT transportation planning, design, emergency response, maintenance, asset
management, and operation and maintenance of the transportation system are intended to consider any
number of changing scenarios over time. Additional detail is in the statewide technical report.

6.0 Agency Coordination
Texas Historical Commission

Coordination with the THC regarding impacts on cultural resources has been completed, and the results
of the coordination are included in Appendix F.

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

In accordance with the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD, TPWD has provided a set of recommended BMPs
in a document titled, “Beneficial Management Practices — Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating Impacts of
Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources,” which is available on TxDOT’s Natural Resources
Toolkit at https://www.TxDOT.gov/inside-TxDOT/division/environmental/ compliance-toolkits/natural-

resources.html. The MOU provides that the application of specific BMPs to individual projects will be
determined by TxDOT at its discretion. The TPWD-recommended BMPs that will be applied to this project
are indicated in the Form — Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best Management
Practices prepared for the project, which is included in Appendix F.
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Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

In accordance with the TxDOT-TCEQ MOU, Appendix F includes written correspondence between TxDOT
and TCEQ. Coordination with the TCEQ regarding impacts on air quality has been completed.

7.0 Public Involvement
Public Meetings

Public Meeting #1 — August 30, 2018

A public meeting was held at Midlothian Heritage High School, located at 923 S 9th St, Midlothian, TX
76065 on August 30, 2018. The purpose of the meeting was to present the proposed widening along the
existing FM 1387 alignment and to receive public comment on the proposed project. The meeting was
held in an open house format from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. to allow for questions and review of project
exhibits. TxDOT and consultant personnel were available to answer questions during the open house. The
total registered attendance at the public meeting was 262 persons, which was comprised of two elected
officials and 235 members of the public. A total of 13 project staff members from TxDOT, and 12 project
consultants also attended. The purpose of the meeting was to present the planned improvements and to
receive public comment on the proposed project. Of the 116 written comments submitted, six are positive,
100 are negative, and 10 are neutral comments. Comments for the project, impacts to properties from the
widening and realignment, and design concerns were received at the meeting (Appendix G).

Public Meeting #2 — September 10, 2020
A virtual public meeting was held on September 10, 2020, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. to allow for

questions and review of project exhibits. Randy Gros, P.E. of Garver narrated the public meeting. The
purpose of the meeting was to present the proposed north and south alignment alternatives and to
receive public comment on the proposed project. The pre-recorded video presentation
(www.keepitmovingdallas.com/FM1387), which included both audio and visual components, remained

available for viewing until Friday, September 25th, 2020 at 11:59 p.m. A total of 82 comments were
received by mail and email. Comments related to impacts on properties from the widening and
realignment, traffic congestion, support and disapproval for the northern and southern routes
realignment, and design concerns were received at the meeting.

Public Meeting #3 — August 30, 2022

An in-person and virtual public meeting was conducted for the proposed project. The in-person meeting
was held at the Longbranch Community Baptist Church, located at 200 Longbranch Road, Midlothian, TX
76065 on August 30, 2022. The meeting was held in an open house format from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. to
allow for questions and review of project exhibits. The purpose of the meeting was to present the
configuration and alignment of the proposed project. TXDOT and consultant personnel were available to
answer questions during the open house. The total registered attendance at the public meeting was 256
persons which was comprised of seven elected officials and 235 members of the public. One county
engineer, 15 project staff members from TxDOT, and eight project consultants also attended. A virtual
public meeting was held from August 30, 2022, at 5:30 p.m. through September 15, 2022, at 11:59 p.m.
The virtual public meeting consisted of a video presentation explaining the proposed project, which
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included both audio and video components, along with other exhibits and materials for review. The virtual
public meeting materials were posted to http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/FM1387. For those who did

not have internet access, a phone number was provided in order to ask questions about the project and
access project materials at any time during the project development process. Translation services were
available but were not requested. Attendance for this virtual public meeting did not require elected
officials to identify themselves. A total of 448 virtual visitors were recorded. The total number of written
comments received at the in-person and virtual meetings was 283. Comments related to impacts on
properties from the widening and realignment, traffic congestion, support and disapproval for the
northern and southern routes realignment, and design concerns were received at the in-person and virtual
public meeting.

Public Meeting #4 — March 30, 2023

An in-person and virtual public meeting was conducted for the proposed project. The in-person meeting
was held at the Longbranch Community Baptist Church, located at 200 Longbranch Road, Midlothian, TX
76065 on March 30, 2023. The meeting was held in an open house format from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. to
allow for questions and review of project exhibits. The purpose of the meeting was to present the
configuration and alignment of the proposed project. TxDOT and consultant personnel were available to
answer questions during the open house. The total registered attendance at the public meeting was 123
persons which was comprised of three elected officials and 97 members of the public. A total of 14 project
staff members from TxDOT, and nine project consultants also attended. A virtual public meeting was held
from March 30, 2023, at 5:30 p.m. through April 14, 2023, at 11:59 p.m. The virtual public meeting
consisted of a video presentation explaining the proposed project, which included both audio and video
components, along with other exhibits and materials for review. The virtual public meeting materials were
posted to http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/FM1387. For those who did not have internet access, a

phone number was provided in order to ask questions about the project and access project materials at
any time during the project development process. Translation services were available but were not
requested. The total number of written comments received at the in-person and virtual meetings was 63.
Comments related to impacts on properties from the widening and realignment, displacements, traffic
congestion, support and disapproval for the northern and southern routes realignment, and design
concerns were received at the in-person and virtual public meeting.

The public meeting documentation may be inspected and copied upon request at the TxDOT Dallas District
Office.

Public Hearing

An in-person and virtual public hearing were held for the proposed project upon approval of the draft EA
for public viewing. The in-person hearing was held at the Longbranch Community Baptist Church, located
at 200 Longbranch Road, Midlothian, TX 76065 on August 22, 2024. The meeting was held in an open
house format from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. with a live presentation at 6 p.m. The public had an opportunity
to review project materials and have questions answered by TxDOT and project team members. The total
registered attendance at the public meeting was 97 persons, which was comprised of two elected officials
and 95 members of the public. A total of 27 project staff from TxDOT and project consultants were also
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present. A virtual public hearing was held online from August 22, 2024, at 5:30 p.m. through September
6, 2024, at 11:59 p.m. The virtual public hearing included a video presentation, along with the same
exhibits and materials shown at the in-person hearing. The virtual public hearing materials were posted
to http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/fm-roads/FM1387. For those who did not have internet

access, a phone number was provided in order to ask questions about the project and access project
materials at any time during the project development process. Translation services were available but
were not requested. The total number of written comments received at the in-person and virtual hearing
was 41. Comments related to impacts on properties from the widening and realignment, displacements,
natural resources, noise impacts, traffic congestion, and design concerns were received at the in-person
and virtual public hearing.

Similar to the public meeting, notices were mailed and published in both Spanish and English language
newspapers. Language translation services and other accommodations were also provided upon request.
The public hearing documentation may be inspected and copied upon request at the TxDOT Dallas District
Office. Comments and responses are included in Appendix G.

Additional Public Involvement

A notice of impending construction would be provided to owners of adjoining property and affected local
governments and public officials. The notice may be provided via a sign or signs posted in the ROW, mailed
notice, printed notice distributed by hand, or notice via website when the recipient has previously been
informed of the relevant website address. This notice would be provided after the environmental decision
(i.e. FONSI), but before earthmoving or other activities requiring the use of heavy equipment begin.

8.0 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities and Design/Construction Commitments
8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities

This section lists unresolved environmental activities that could not be done prior to the issuance of a
FONSI, for which the project sponsor will be responsible.

1. Due to limited access to private property during filed investigations, it is recommended that some
remaining parcels still warrant natural resources investigations and archeological surveys prior to
construction.

2. The proposed project would require an NWP 14 with a PCN. The PCN would be obtained before
construction. The proposed project would comply with all general conditions of the NWP.

3. Proposed noise wall constructability review and conduct noise workshop for impacted adjacent
property owners.

4. Formal utilities’ location and advance planning would be required to facilitate pipeline and utility
adjustments and to otherwise avoid associated impacts prior to construction.

5. Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrators would be required prior to construction.
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8.2 Design/Construction Commitments

This section lists project-specific avoidance measures or special instructions that will be conveyed to the
design or construction contractor because of the department’s environmental review of the project.

1. In the unlikely event that significant cultural resources are discovered during the construction of
the proposed project, TxDOT would immediately initiate cultural resource discovery procedures.
All work in the vicinity would cease until a specialist from TxDOT and/or the THC could arrive on
site and assess the discovery’s significance and the potential need for additional investigation, if
necessary.

2. Formal utilities’ location and advance planning would be required to facilitate pipeline and utility
adjustments and to otherwise avoid associated impacts.

3. Asbestos and lead-based paint inspections, specification, notification, license, accreditation,
abatement, and disposal will be addressed during the ROW process for building structures.

4. Should unanticipated hazardous materials/substances be encountered during construction,
TxDOT and/or the contractor would be notified, and steps would be taken to protect personnel
and the environment. Any unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction
would be handled according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations per TxDOT Standard
Specifications. The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control
the spill of hazardous materials in construction staging areas. All construction materials used for
the proposed project will be removed as soon as the work schedules permit. The contractor would
initiate early regulatory agency coordination during project development.

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

6. Implement Water Quality BMPs including permanent seeding/sodding, stone riprap at culverts,
silt fence, rock berms, mulch filter socks, and installing vegetative-lined ditches.

7. Comply with Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species and the intent of the Executive Order
Memorandum on Beneficial Landscapes for re-vegetating the project area. The proposed seed
mixture (both grasses and forbs) would be in accordance with Item 164, Seeding for Erosion
Control in TXDOT's Standard Specifications for the construction of Highways, Streets, and Bridges.

8. If any species on the Ellis County Threatened and Endangered Species List is sighted in the project
area during construction, construction would stop, and the contractor would notify the Area
Engineer immediately.
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9. Implement Bird BMPs, Freshwater Mussel BMPs, Water Quality BMPs, Stream Crossings BMPs,
Terrestrial Amphibian and Reptile BMPs, Insect Pollinator BMPs, Vegetation BMPs, Aquatic
Amphibian and Reptile BMPs, and General Design and Construction BMPs.

As indicated above in Section 6.0, the TPWD-recommended BMPs that will be applied to this project are
indicated in the Form — Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best Management
Practices prepared for the project, which is included in Appendix F.

9.0 Conclusion

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the human or natural
environment; therefore, a FONSI is recommended.
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----------- . Texas Natural Diversity Database.
at: https://tpwd.texas.gov/huntwild/wild/wildlife diversity/txndd/data.phtml (received January
15, 2023)

U.S. Census Bureau. 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates data.
at: https://data.census.gov/cedsci/ (accessed August 2023).

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey.
at: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx (accessed September 2023).
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U.S. Department of Justice. Executive Order 13166.
at: https://www.justice.gov/crt/executive-order-13166

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. National Wetlands Inventory.
at: https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html (accessed September 2023).

——————————— . Official Species List.
at: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ (accessed January 2, 2024).

11.0 Names and Qualifications of Persons Preparing the EA or Conducting an Independent
Evaluation of the EA

The following persons assisted in compiling this EA:

TxDOT Dallas District

Nelson Underwood, P.E. Transportation Engineer, Project Manager — 25 years
Mohammed Shaikh, District Environmental Coordinator — 20 years
Manuel Trevino, Environmental Specialist, District Traffic Noise Specialist — 16 years

Adelina Munoz, Environmental Specialist — 24 years

TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division

Doug Booher, Director of Environmental Affairs — 26 years

Sonya Hernandez, Project Delivery Section Director — 17 years

Michelle Lueck, Project Delivery Manager — 23 years

Ray Umscheid, Traffic Noise Specialist — 16 years

Adam Fouts, Environmental Specialist, District Water Resources Specialist — 13 years
Leslie Mirise, Environmental Specialist, District Biologist — 23 years

Renee Benn-Lee, Historic Resources Program Manager — 18 years

Scott Pletka, Archeology Program Manager — 20 years

Spencer Ward, Community Impacts Specialist — 4 years

Glendora Lopez, Air Quality Specialist — 3 years

Deborah Nixon, Environmental Project Planner, Hazardous Materials Specialist — 22 years

Lauren Young, Environmental Specialist — 16 years

Garver
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Michele Lopez, Senior Environmental Planner - 24 years

Randy L. Gros, PE, PTOE, Project Manager - 18 years

Bartlett & West, Inc.

Jonathan Stewart, Supervising Environmental Manager — 35 years
Alma R. Canning, Sr. Environmental Scientist — 28 years

Austin Gibson, Environmental Planner/GIS Specialist — 6 years
Robert Pitt, Sr. Environmental Scientist — 27 years

Christopher Hagar, Sr. Environmental Scientist — 31 years

Chris Davis, Environmental Planner — 7 years

Lauren Bartsch, Environmental Planner — 3 years

Jillian North, Environmental Planner — 5 years

Isabelle Martinez, Environmental Planner — 2 years

Amber Anderson, Environmental Planner/GIS Specialist — 8 years

AmaTerra Environmental, Inc.

Deborah Dobson-Brown Sr. Architectural Historian — 39 years
Aaron Norment Archeological Principal Investigator — 18 years
Katherine Seikal, PhD Archeological Principal Investigator — 16 years

Kurt Korfmacher Sr. Architectural Investigator — 20 years
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Appendix A - Project Location Map
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 1: View looking east along FM 1387 from the western project limit south ROW. Date of
photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 2: View looking east from Longbranch Road toward the new location portion of FM
1387 near STA 237+00. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 1



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 3: View looking east from FM 664 toward the new location portion of FM 1387 near
STA 309+00. Date of photograph: 10/5/23.

Photograph 4: View looking southeast from FM 1387 near STA. 27+00 showing typical Native
Invasive: Deciduous Woodland habitat along the project. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 2



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 5: View looking southeast from FM 1387 near STA. 40+00 showing typical
Agriculture habitat along the project. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 6: View looking south from FM 1387 near STA. 50+00 showing typical Central Texas:
Riparian Hardwood Forest habitat along the project. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 3



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 7: View looking northwest from FM 1387 near STA. 163+00 showing typical
Edwards Plateau: Oak / Hardwood Motte and Woodland habitat along the project. Date of

photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 8: View looking south from the Longbranch Community Baptist Church parking lot
north of STA. 243+00 showing typical Blackland Prairie: Disturbance or Tame Grassland habitat
along the new location portion of the project. Right of entry was not authorized by the property
owner. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 9: View looking southeast toward the Midlothian Police Department and Courthouse
(ID 1) at 1150 US 67, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 10: View looking north toward Margie Webb Park (ID 2) at 200 W Railway Avenue,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 5



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 11: View looking west toward Heritage Park (ID 3) at 234 N 8th Street, Midlothian, TX
76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 12: View looking east toward the Midlothian City Hall (ID 6) at 104 W Avenue E,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 6



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 13: View looking southeast toward the Midlothian Fire Administration (ID 7) at 100 W
Avenue F, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 14: View looking northeast toward Palace Academy (ID 9) at 1014 N 9th Street,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 15: View looking south toward the Bridges Training Foundation (ID 10) at 110 E Ohio
St Avenue, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 16: View looking northwest toward a United States Post Office (ID 11) at 211 E Avenue
G, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 8



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 17: View looking northeast toward Midlothian Cemetery (ID 13) at 224 S 11th Street,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 18: View looking south toward Tucker Family Park (ID 15) at Pecan Oak Drive,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 19: View looking south toward the Oxford Square Apartments (ID 16) at 400 E Main
Street, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 20: View looking northwest toward Kids Care Center (ID 17) at 114 S 14th Street,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 21: View looking east toward the Stonegate Square Apartments (ID 18) at 430
Hawkins Run Suite 4, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 22: View looking east toward Eastwood Apartments (ID 19) at 110 N 14th Street,
Midlothian, TX. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 23: View looking east toward Legacy Oaks of Midlothian (ID 20) at 614 S 14th Street,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 24: View looking south toward Hawkins Spring Park (ID 22) at 1387 FM 1387,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 25: View looking southwest toward The Learning Station (ID 23) at 571 Kirk Road,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 26: View looking southeast toward T.E. Baxter Elementary School (ID 24) at 1050 Park
Place Boulevard, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 13



EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 27: View looking west toward Mockingbird Nature Park (ID 25) at 1361 Onward Road,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 28: View looking north toward Church of the Nazarene (ID 26) at 3221 Mockingbird
Lane, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 29: View looking east toward Kensington Park Neighborhood Park (ID 28) at 703
Victoria Drive, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 30: View looking north toward Midlothian Fire Station 2 (ID 29) at 3661 FM 1387,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 31: View looking southeast from FM 1387 toward Midlothian Heritage High School (ID
31) at 4000 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 32: View looking southwest toward Gateway Church of the Assemblies of God (ID 33)
at 555 N Walnut Grove Road, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 33: View looking northeast toward Walnut Grove Midde School (ID 35) at 990 Walnut
Grove Road, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 34: View looking northeast toward Massey Meadows Community Park (ID 36) at 4209
Massey Meadows Way, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 35: View looking northwest toward Walnut Grove Child Care (ID 37) at 4451 FM 1387,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 36: View looking south toward One Church (ID 38) at 6060 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX
76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 37: View looking east toward an unnamed park (ID 39) near 538 Branchwood Drive,
Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 38: View looking northwest from FM 1387 toward Longbranch Elementary School
(Map ID 40) at 6631 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 39: View looking northwest toward the entrance to Midlothian Private School (Map ID
41) at 950 Bryson Lane, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23

Photograph 40: View looking southeast from FM 1387 toward Longbranch Community Baptist
Church (Map ID 42) at 200 Longbranch Road, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

CSJs: 1394-02-027 & 1394-01-002 20




EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 41.: View looking toward Displacement 1 at 2178 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 42: View looking toward Displacement 2, partially obscured by vegetation, at 2310 FM
1387, Midlothian, TX 76065. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 43: View looking toward Displacement 3 at 2330 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 44: View looking toward Displacement 4 at 2428 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 45: View looking toward Displacement 5 at 2468 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 46: View looking toward Displacement 6 at 2498 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 47: View looking toward Displacement 7 at 2628 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 48: View looking toward Displacement 8 at 2648 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 49: View looking toward Displacement 9 at 2668 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

Photograph 50: View looking toward Displacement 10 at 3461 FM 1387, Midlothian, TX 76065.
Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 51.: View looking north toward the former City of Midlothian landfill (Map ID 2) from the
north existing ROW near STA 55+00. Date of photograph: 10/5/23.

Photograph 52: View looking south from FM 1387 toward a natural gas utility line near STA
130+00. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 53: View looking south toward Water Feature 1 near STA 50+00. Date of photograph:
10/25/23.

Photograph 54: View looking northeast toward Datapoint (DP) 1 on the west side of Water Feature
1 near STA 50+00. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 55: View looking southwest toward Water Feature 2 from the south side of FM 1387
near STA 76+00. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.

Photograph 56: View looking northeast toward DP5 on the west side of Water
Feature 3 near STA 131+00. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 57: View looking east toward Water Feature 3 from the east side of Walnut Grove
Road with FM 1387 in the background near STA 131+50. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.

Photograph 58: View looking west from the west side of Hidden Meadows Circle toward Water
Feature 4 near STA 157+00. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 59: View looking south toward DP6 with Water Feature 4 in the background, east of
Hidden Meadows Circle near STA 157+50. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.

Photograph 60: View looking northeast toward North Prong Creek (Water Feature 5) with FM 1387
bridging over it in the background near STA 158+00. Date of photograph: 10/25/23.
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EA Project Photos FM 1387 Widening

Photograph 61: View looking west along FM 1387 toward a typical drainage ditch along the project
area near STA 169+00. Date of photograph: 8/10/23.

P