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1.0 Introduction

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Dallas District proposes improvements along
Farm-to-Market (FM) Road 6 in Collin County, Texas (see Figure 1 in Appendix A). The purpose
of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to study the potential environmental consequences
of the proposed project and to determine whether such consequences warrant the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The EA is prepared to comply with
both TxDOT’s environmental review rules and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The EA will be made available for public review and TxDOT will consider any comments
submitted following the comment period. 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

Existing facility FM 6 (see Appendix B) from SH 78 to FM 1777 has two travel lanes, one travel
lane in each direction, 1-foot wide outside shoulders, grass-lined drainage ditches, and
intermittent center left turn lanes. Existing lanes are each 11.5-feet wide, with no median.
Right of way (ROW) is typically 60-feet to 100-feet wide. There are no sidewalks or shared use
paths along the extent of FM 6 within the project limits.

A safety improvement job is currently under construction along the FM 6 project limits. The
construction involves updating FM 6 to two 11-foot travel lanes, 3-ft wide shoulders, and
rumble strips. The existing driveway culverts are also being replaced. The current work is
anticipated to be completed in Winter 2023.

2.2 Proposed Facility

The proposed facility (See Appendix C) is consistent along the entire length of the proposed
project. The proposed facility includes an ultimate phase of six 12-foot-wide travel lanes (3
lanes in each direction), with an interim phase of four 12-foot-wide lanes (2 lanes in each
direction). Proposed ROW would typically be 140-feet, with a maximum ROW width of 220
feet. The 220-foot ROW width occurs in several locations where the bridge segments occur.

2.3 Logical Termini and Independent Utility

Federal regulations require 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 end points may not be created simply to avoid proper analysis of
environmental impacts. The limits for the proposed improvements are the major cross-streets.
of SH 78 and FM 1777.

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 1
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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 a project must be able to provide benefit 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 as the project
provides improved mobility along FM 6 without the need for improvements to adjacent
facilities. Because the proposed project stands alone, it does not irretrievably commit federal
funds for other 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 other foreseeable
transportation improvements because the proposed improvements would not preclude the
future widening of adjacent roadway facilities or the development of other transportation
modes or routes.

2.4  Planning Consistency

Both the financially constrained 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the 2023 -
2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) were found to conform to the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) State Implementation Plan (SIP) by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on December 15,
2022. Additionally, FHWA concurred on the determination of project level conformity on July
28, 2023.

3.0 Purpose and Need

31 Need

The proposed improvements are needed because the existing two-lane FM 6 roadway
between the intersections of SH 78 and FM 1777 in Collin County is inadequate to meet future
traffic volumes, resulting in congestion and reduced mobility, and is a risk to motorist safety
because of roadway design deficiencies.

3.2  Supporting Facts and/or Data
3.2.1 Traffic

Traffic data for the baseline year 2025 and future year 2045 show an annual average daily
traffic (AADT) volume of 12,100 and 16,550 vehicles per day, respectively. The future (2045)

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 2
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projections for traffic volumes indicate a 37 percent increase from the 2025 levels, and this
increased volume would lead to even further decreases in mobility along the highway.

3.2.2 Safety

The existing FM 6 roadway has design deficiencies, such as little to no shoulders, no
designated left turn lanes, no signalized intersections, and limited amount of lanes to
accommodate proper traffic movement, that lead to increased risks to motorists.

According to the TxDOT Crash Record Information System (CRIS), there were 127 crashes
along FM 6 within the limits of the proposed project between 2018 and 2022. Among these
127 crashes, there was 1 fatality, 8 suspected serious injury crashes, 15 suspected minor
injury crashes, 16 possible injury crashes, 84 non injury crashes and 3 crashes with unknown
injury type. Compared to similar Rural Farm to Market highway system statewide between
2018 and 2022, FM 6 calculated average crash rates were below the statewide average rates
in terms of the rate of crashes per 100 million vehicle miles in 2018, 2020, and 2022.
However, for 2019 and 2021, the FM 6 calculated crash rates were above the statewide
average crash rates (Jacobs, 2023).

3.2.3 Population Data

Population data related to the proposed project area shows substantial increases over the
past several decades. As can be seen in Table 3.2-1 below, the cities present along the
proposed project corridor have seen increases in population over the past several decades,
especially within the past ten years. These growth trends are anticipated to continue. This
population growth would lead to increased congestion and therefore decreased mobility along
the corridor.

Table 3.2-1. Population Data
Region 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
Josephine *416 503 594 812 2,119
Nevada 400 456 563 822 1,314
Lavon 306 303 387 2,219 4,469

*Population data is for the year 1982.
Source: Texas State Historical Association, 1995 & 2019. US Census Bureau 2000, 2010, and 2020.

3.3 Purpose

The purpose of the project is to reduce congestion, improve mobility and safety, and correct
access conflicts.

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 3
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4.0 Alternatives

4.1 Build Alternative

The Build Alternative is described in Section 2.0 and includes the reconstruction of 7.88 miles
of FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 in Collin County, Texas. FM 6 is proposed to be a four-lane,
ultimate six-lane, urban collector street within an anticipated ROW width of 140 to 220 feet
depending on location. The roadway facility would also include shoulders, dedicated turn
lanes, and shared use paths. The shared use paths would be included along both the south
and north sides of the roadway alignment. The Build Alternative would require the acquisition
of approximately 53 acres of new ROW and 0.05 acre of permanent drainage easement.

The build alternative meets the need and purpose by providing additional capacity to improve
mobility and congestion, improves design deficiencies, and improves free-flow traffic
conditions which improves safety.

4.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would result in TXDOT taking none of the actions described in Section
2.0, and consequently the mobility improvements anticipated as a result of the Build
Alternative would not occur. The Build Alternative is, therefore, the preferred alternative. The
No-Build Alternative would not result in the impacts to the natural and human environment
described in the following sections. Despite not meeting the purpose and need for the
proposed project, the No-Build Alternative is carried forward for comparison purposes.

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

The Build and No-Build Alternatives were the only alternatives considered for this project.

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:

e Community Impact Assessment Technical Report Form
¢ Archeological Resources Survey Report

e Historic Resources Survey Report

e Water Features Delineation Report

e Species Analysis Form and Spreadsheet

e Air Quality Technical Report

e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 4
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e Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report
e Indirect Effects Technical Report
e Cumulative Impacts Technical Report

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/Potential Displacements

The project would require the acquisition of approximately 53 acres of new ROW and 0.05
acre of permanent drainage easement (see Appendix C).

The proposed project would potentially displace twenty-one single-family homes and one
commercial facility. All acquisitions and relocations would be acquired in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970. Relocation
resources would be available to all residential and business owners without discrimination.
The proposed project is not anticipated to result in separation or isolation of any groups of
people or areas. See below for a list of potential displacements:

e 710 WFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 515 WFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 7977 N COLE ST NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 101 WFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 101 EFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 109 E FM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 211 EFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 301 EFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 313 EFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 317 EFM 6 NEVADA, TX 75173 (Residential)

e 1101 W COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Commercial)
e 713 W COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 707 W COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 603 W COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 101 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 107 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 109 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 113 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 203 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 205 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 207 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)
e 301 E COOK ST JOSEPHINE, TX 75173 (Residential)

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 5
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No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no ROW or easements would be acquired, and no potential
residential or commercial displacements would occur.

5.2 Land Use

The land use within the project area is predominantly undeveloped agricultural land and
single-family residential. Single-family residential lots and residential neighborhoods occur
adjacent to the FM 6 project corridor, specifically the central portion of the project limits, which
transects the City of Nevada, and the eastern portion, which transects the City of Josephine.

The City of Josephine's Main Street area is predominantly residential, with some commercial
and government facilities, such as a city park, City Hall, a historic church, a used-goods store,
and a restaurant. The City of Nevada and the City of Josephine host a majority of the
community facilities found near the proposed project, and are part of Community Independent
School District which has a high school 1-mile north of the central portion of the proposed
project limits. Several recently built large neighborhoods occur near the western and eastern
termini of the proposed project. Residents living along FM 6 and within the city limits of
Nevada and Josephine use FM 6 daily to access the community facilities (such as public parks,
places of worship, and daycares). Very few industrial areas are found within close proximity to
the proposed project.

Up until 2000, the surrounding area to FM 6 was largely rural, undeveloped land, with only
minor developments occurring immediately within the city limits of Josephine and Nevada.
After 2000, residential developments were built along the western portions of FM 6 near the
intersection with SH 78, in Lavon, and near the eastern terminus of the proposed project, in
Josephine.

The project is not anticipated to change the overall land use character of the FM 6 project
area, which is a mix of agricultural, limited commercial, and residential land uses. Future
roadway-adjacent development is planned and currently, undeveloped land is likely to be
converted to suburban use. It is anticipated the corridor would continue to develop, and the
proposed improvements would not conflict with current or future land use.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, additional ROW or easements would not be acquired and no
land uses would be converted to transportation use.

5.3 Farmlands

The proposed project would convert soil types subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act
(FPPA) to a nonagricultural, transportation use. As such, conversion causes non-adverse
effects. Based on the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Analysis completed by NRCS
(see Appendix F), the project area has a rating of 46, which is below the reporting threshold

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 6
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of 160. Therefore, the project need not be given further consideration for protection and no
additional sites need to be evaluated.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no important farmland soil types would be converted to
transportation use.

5.4  Utility Relocation

It is reasonably foreseeable that utilities will have to be relocated as a result of this project.
The impacts resulting from removal of any utilities from within existing 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
environmental assessment.

Two crude oil pipelines, three natural gas pipelines, and one highly volatile liquid pipeline have
been identified as crossing the proposed project. Any excavations at these pipelines could
cause a rupture. Formal utilities location and advance planning would be required to facilitate
pipeline and utilities adjustments and to otherwise avoid associated impacts.

It has not yet been determined whether the dislocated utilities will be re-installed within the
ROW, or to a location outside the ROW. However, the potential impacts resulting from re-
installation of the displaced utilities within the 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 environmental
assessment. To the extent that the owner of any displaced utility determines to reinstall the
displaced utility at a location outside of the 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 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
(8)(4); and 43 TAC 21.38(e)(2).

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no utilities would be relocated from areas to be converted to
transportation use.
5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

There are no bus or train services with routes or stops along FM 6, and no designated bicycle
facilities/lanes. No dirt pathways from pedestrian use are present along FM 6.

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 7
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Bicycle and pedestrian facilities that comply with TxDOT’s Bicycle Accommodation Design
Guidance are proposed as part of the proposed project. TXDOT’s guidance implements the
U.S. Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Accommodations, as well as the FHWA policy. As described in Section 2.0 bicycles and
pedestrians would be accommodated on the shared use paths to be included along both the
north and south sides of the roadway alignment of FM 6 within the project area.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no shared use paths would be proposed or provided along the
project area.

5.6 Community Impacts
5.6.1 Access and Travel Patterns

The proposed project would widen the existing two-lane rural roadway to an ultimate six-lane
divided roadway. The proposed project also includes the construction of shared use paths
along the north and south sides of the corridor. Overall, the proposed project would provide
increased capacity for the growing traffic volumes in the area and would improve accessibility
and safety for vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians.

Under the proposed condition, drivers traveling along FM 6 in either direction would have
reduced access when turning left because those movements would be restricted to
designated median openings/intersections with left-turn bays. The current roadway allows left
turn movements anywhere along the roadway which results in less safe conditions.

Changes in access and travel patterns would lead to increases in travel times for some drivers
wishing to cross FM 6 to change directions or access businesses, community facilities, or
residential areas. The differences in travel times would vary based on origin and destination.
The majority of residential subdivisions are located at major intersections along the roadway
and would still be accessible via median openings/intersections at cross-streets. The
proposed left-turn lanes would result in decreased congestion, increased mobility, and
improve safety which would be expected to negate increases in travel times for local traffic.

The addition of shared use paths may encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation
within the project limits, as there are limited walking and cycling facilities along the existing
facility. No bus stops are located within the project limits and no changes in bus routes are
anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

Emergency responders would generally experience a decrease in travel times as a result of
reduced congestion and improved mobility due to the proposed improvements. While the
proposed improvements would limit the ability of emergency response vehicles to cross the
mainlanes, the reduced congestion and improved mobility would likely negate increases in
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site-specific travel times. The proposed improvements would also enhance safety for drivers
and emergency responders. Vehicles on the FM 6 mainlanes would also be better able to clear
a path for emergency responders, making it easier for ambulances, fire engines, and police
cars to travel along FM 6 in both directions.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, access and travel patterns would remain unchanged.

5.6.2 Community Cohesion

The study area has a small-town appeal with scattered residential neighborhoods and
community facilities within the city limits of Nevada and Josephine. Despite the rural and
dispersed nature of the project area, there is a strong level of community cohesion across the
corridor. Residents along FM 6 attended the Public Meeting held on October 20, 2022, to
learn about the proposed improvements to the corridor. Several public attendees shared
concerns for their neighbors who would potentially be displaced and made suggestions based
on the schematic maps.

The widening of FM 6 would increase the existing separation experienced along the project
corridor because of the additional lanes and median as well as the increased mobility and
speed of existing and future users of the roadway. Additionally, the loss of 21 residences
would heighten the separation introduced by the roadway because remaining residents would
have some of their neighbors potentially displaced.

The widened roadway would provide shared use paths that would provide a safe space for
pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles to move along the FM 6 facility. The potential crossing
needs of pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles at intersections across FM 6 would be
identified during later design phases of the proposed project. Although no crosswalks are
currently proposed within the project, crosswalks are anticipated at the intersection with FM
1777. Crosswalks are also anticipated at the existing signalized intersection with SH 78.

Benefits, such as decreased travel times to community facilities, are anticipated. Access to
the community facilities is anticipated to be made easier and more efficient, which is
anticipated to increase the frequency with which these facilities are visited.

Overall, community cohesion would be maintained and could improve with the addition of non-
vehicular mobility improvements.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not result in displacements or beneficial impacts to the
surrounding community, as described above for the Build Alternative. Taking no action to
improve the roadway would lead to increased traffic congestion and decreased mobility over
time and would not provide an alternative mode of transportation for non-drivers.
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5.6.3 Environmental Justice

An environmental justice analysis was completed in accordance with Executive Order (EO)
12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations.” The study area comprises 163 census blocks, of which only 133 were
populated. These blocks were compared to the next largest parent census geography to
determine if any had appreciably greater, or greater than 50% minority populations present.
Of the 133 populated blocks, 40 contain minority populations of at least 50% or more. None
of the census blocks indicate an appreciably greater percentage of minorities compared to
the next largest geography. Among these 40, Hispanic or Latino represents the largest
minority group (1,328 individuals) and Two or More Races represents the second largest
minority group (252 individuals). The 2023 HHS poverty guideline for a family of four is
$30,000. There are no low-income census blocks in the study area. There are twenty-two
potential displacements (one commercial facility and 21 residences; see Community Impacts
Technical Report for more detailed information) occurring adjacent to the FM 6 project limits.
Of these potential displacements, one residential displacement is occurring within an EJ
census block. The remaining 21 potential displacements are occurring within 4 different non-
EJ census blocks. Benefits such as decreased travel times to community facilities, are
anticipated. There are no displaced businesses, community facilities, or services that
specifically cater to minority or low-income populations.

There are no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to EJ populations. The reduced
congestion and improved mobility would benefit the community as a whole, and the shared
use paths planned along the proposed project would serve to increase walkability for
pedestrians and non-drivers.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no potential impacts or changes in environmental justice
considerations are anticipated.

5.6.4 Limited English Proficiency

Each of the block groups within the study area shows a presence of people who speak English
"less than very well". A total of 130 limited English proficiency (LEP) individuals were identified
in the study area. Of these, 111 are Spanish speakers, 10 speak Asian and Pacific Islander
languages, 5 speak Indo-European languages, and 4 speak some other language.

An open house public meeting was held October 20, 2022, at Community High School in
Nevada, Texas. This meeting took place virtually and in-person. Notices for public involvement
opportunities were provided in English and Spanish, and a translator was made available upon
request; however, no requests for translation services were received. Future public
involvement efforts will provide the same accommodations to ensure LEP individuals are
provided with opportunities for meaningful involvement in the environmental process. A public
hearing is planned for the proposed project, and Spanish translation services will be available.
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No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not impact LEP individuals and would not result in beneficial
impacts to the surrounding community, including LEP individuals, as described above for the
Build Alternative.

5.7  Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

The proposed project would represent a change in the visual landscape, as the FM 6
mainlanes and shared use paths would be the dominant feature in the viewshed. The
surrounding viewshed has been steadily converting over several decades from rural
agricultural land use to more suburban and residential development, so the proposed
expansion of FM 6 would continue and exacerbate the increase in urbanization in the overall
visual landscape. The construction of the proposed project would not impact unique or
important views in the existing landscape, and the project would include aesthetic treatment
and landscaping to the extent practicable.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the visual landscape would remain the same and would still
be dominated by FM 6 and adjacent development.

5.8 Cultural Resources

Evaluation of impacts to cultural resources has been conducted under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement among
FHWA, TxDOT, the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA-
TU).

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 NHPA of 1966, among others, apply to transportation projects
such as this one. Compliance with these laws often requires consultation with the Texas
Historical Commission (THC)/SHPO and/or federally recognized tribes to determine the
project’s effects on cultural resources. Review and coordination of this project followed
approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws.

5.8.1 Archeology

In May 2023, under Antiquities Permit #31068, archeologists conducted a survey for the
proposed improvements (TXDOT, Archeological Resources Survey Report, 2023). It was
determined that 53.02 acres of the area of potential effects (APE) would require archeological
survey. Investigations were conducted in the 17.99 acres of the total 53.02 acre Study Area
where Right of Entry (ROE) was granted or where the APE could be surveyed from an adjacent
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property. Investigations consisted of pedestrian survey and 53 shovel tests. No archeological
sites, features, or materials were identified during the survey.

Pedestrian survey and shovel testing are recommended for the remaining 35.03 acres of the
Survey Area where ROE was denied and survey has not been completed. Future work within
the Survey Area should also include mechanical prospection at Bois d’Arc Creek, Sabine
Creek, and the eastern tributary of Sabine Creek.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to archeological resources would not occur.

5.8.2 Historic Properties

A historic resources reconnaissance survey of architectural and engineering resources
located along the project was conducted to identify historic-age resources in compliance with
Section 106 of the NHPA (TxDOT, Historical Resources Survey Report, 2024). Historic-age
resources are defined as buildings, structures, objects, districts, or sites that are or will be 50
years old or older on the date the project is let for construction.

A total of 122 resources on 63 parcels were identified within the APE. Of these, two historic-
age resources were recommended NRHP eligible.

e Resource 09: Nevada Cemetery (301 FM 6, Nevada)
e Resource 23: Nevada High School Gymnasium (202 E FM 6, Nevada)

Determination of Section 106 Effects Recommendations
Direct Effects

For the two resources recommended NRHP eligible, the project, as currently designed, will not
incorporate land or a temporarily occupy land into a transportation facility; nor will the project
impair the physical and associative qualities for which the historic properties are
recommended NRHP eligible. Overall, project activities will represent no adverse effect to
historic properties within the direct effects APE. It is recommended all efforts be made to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to historic properties within the project APE.

Indirect, Cumulative, or Reasonably Foreseeable Effects

The proposed project will widen FM 6 for approximately 7.9 miles from SH 78 to FM 1777.
The current facility is a rural, two-lane roadway with narrow shoulders and, on average, an 80-
ft wide ROW. The proposed facility will have a minimum ROW of 140-ft with four travel lanes,
an 18-ft wide raised median, and 10-ft wide shared-use paths. The project will require an
additional 2,303,107.85 square feet (52.87 acres) of ROW from adjacent parcels and will
result in at least 22 displacements.

Due to the increased volume of traffic, width of roadway, and the addition of a raised median
and a shared-use path, the proposed project will alter the current character of the route as it
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traverses through rural agricultural areas, suburban residential developments, and the towns
of Nevada and Josephine. Therefore, the project presents the potential for indirect effects to
the historic viewshed of historic properties along FM 6.

Resource 09 is recommended NRHP Eligible under Criterion A. Setting is typically an important
associative quality that helps to convey a rural cemetery’s historical associations, but because
the cemetery’s significance derives from its association with early community and civic
leaders, and victims of the 1927 tornado, integrity of setting is not as important as other
aspects, such as location, feeling, and association.

Resource 23 is recommended NRHP Eligible under Criterion A; setting is not as important as
design, materials, and workmanship in conveying the resource’s architectural merit as a good
example of a WPA project for a rural school district ggmnasium.

Coordination with the Texas SHPO is complete. Coordination correspondence with the SHPO
is included in Appendix F.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to historic standing structures.

5.9 Protected Lands
5.9.1 Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act

As a result of the Historical Resources Survey Report, no potential Section 4(f) resources were
determined to trigger an Individual 4(f) impact. Nevada Cemetery is located adjacent to FM 6
between the cross streets of Oak Lane and West Street and within the city limits of Nevada.
The cemetery does not have ROW acquisition proposed. The proposed project activities do
not present the potential for Section 4(f) uses.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

5.9.2 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

There are no Section 6(f) properties present in the project area.

5.9.3 Chapter 26 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code

There are no Chapter 26 properties present in the project area.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to properties protected by Section 4(f), Section 6(f),
or Chapter 26 would not occur.
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5.10 Water Resources

5.10.1

Clean Water Act Section 404

This project would involve regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and therefore will require
authorization under Section 404. The following table (Table 5.10-1), as well as Appendix E,
shows the water features that are anticipated to be jurisdictional waters in which regulated
activity is anticipated to take place. The table 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
with PCN, individual standard permit, letter of permission, or regional general permit will be

required.
Table 5.10-1. Water Features within Proposed Project Limits
Nationwide permit with
PCN, individual
. Covered by non- .
Location of ) . . standard permit, letter
Name of Water reporting nationwide .
Type of Water Feature Water . . of permission, or
Feature permit under Section .
Feature regional general
4047 - -
permit required under
Section 404?
Water Feature Palustrine Emergent 33.043428, N v
6 Wetland -96.396579
Water Feature Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 33.042860, N v
9 Wetland -96.387336
Water Feature ) 33.042545,
10 Intermittent Stream -06.386428 N Y
Water Feature Palustrine Emergent 33.041632, N N
12 Wetland -96.359286
Water Feature 33.041455,
13 Pond/Impoundment -06.358638 N N
Water Feature . 33.041571,
14 Intermittent Stream -96.357764 Y N
Water Feature Palustrine Forested 33.041330, v N
15 Wetland -96.353871
Water Feature Intermittent Stream 33.041615, y N
16 -96.353060
Water Feature , 33.046294,
17 Intermittent Stream -06.344748 Y N
Water Feature Palustrine Emergent 33.053028, N N
19 Wetland -96.332365
Water Feature Palustrine Emergent 33.055685, N v
20 Wetland -96.327592
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Table 5.10-1. Water Features within Proposed Project Limits
Nationwide permit with
PCN, individual
. Covered by non- .
Location of ) f . standard permit, letter
Name of Water reporting nationwide .
Type of Water Feature Water X . of permission, or
Feature permit under Section .
Feature regional general
4047 - -
permit required under
Section 404?
Water Feature . 33.056024,
01 Intermittent Stream 06.327418 N Y
Water Feature 33.056054,
22 Pond/Impoundment 96.326724 N Y
Water Feature . 33.060974,
23 Intermittent Stream -06.312085 Y N
Water Feature 33.061309,
on Pond/Impoundment 06.311719 Y N

Source: TxDOT, Water Features Delineation Report, 2023.

Under current regulations, this project would use a reportable nationwide permit 14 (linear
transportation projects) under Section 404, where a PCN will be submitted to the USACE. At
this time, the PCN package has not been submitted to the USACE for review. Additionally,
coordination with the USACE has not begun.

The need for an individual standard permit under Section 404 is not anticipated. If it is later
determined that an individual standard permit under Section 404 is needed, compliance with
EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines will be confirmed prior to submittal of the individual
standard permit application.

No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to waters of the U.S. would not be anticipated.
5.10.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

For projects that require a 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 Clean Water Act by
implementing Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (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 Individual Standard Permit, Letter
of Permission, or Regional General Permit 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 Individual Standard Permit, Letter of Permission, or Regional General Permit
decision can be made.
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No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to waters of the U.S. would not occur.
5.10.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 requires federal agencies to provide leadership and take action to
minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. The proposed project would impact wetlands as
detailed in Section 5.10.1. because the project includes expansion of an existing roadway,
and there are wetlands along this roadway, and expansion in the direction opposite the
wetlands would affect school and residential ROW. Therefore, there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed road improvements. Practicable measures to minimize harm to
wetlands would include the use of stormwater Best Management Practices during
construction. The design includes spanning a portion of the project.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no impacts to wetlands.

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbors Act

The proposed project would not involve work in or over a navigable water of the U.S.; therefore,
Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and the General Bridge Act of 1946 do not

apply.

5.10.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

The State of Texas is required, under Sections 305(b) and 303(d) of the federal CWA, to
prepare biennial statewide water quality assessments that identify the status of use
attainment for water bodies, and to identify water bodies for which effluent limitations are not
stringent enough to implement water quality standards. This project is not located within five
linear miles (not stream miles) of, is not within the watershed of, or does not drain to, an
impaired assessment unit under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. The Section
303(d) list was consulted on June 29, 2023.

No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, there will be no impacts to impaired waters of the U.S.

5.10.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

Since TPDES 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 project. The Project Development Process Manual and the Plans, Specifications,
and Estimates (PS&E) Preparation Manual require a storm water pollution prevention plan
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(SWP3) 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 (MS4) 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 the current version of Special Provision 506 on all projects
that need authorization under the CGP. These documents require the project contractor to
comply with the CGP and SWP3, and to complete the appropriate authorization documents.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, compliance with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act would not
be required.

5.10.7 Floodplains

This project is federally funded and is therefore subject to EO 11988, Floodplain
Management. However, the project would not involve a significant encroachment in the
floodplain. Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrators will be required.

The project is located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated
100-year floodplain (Firm Panel Numbers 48085C0445)J effective 6/2/2009, 4808560465)J
effective 6/2/2009, 48085C0470) effective 6/2/2009, and 48085C0460J effective
6/2/2009). This includes portions of the project area along two (2) unnamed tributaries, Bois
d’ Arc Creek, and Sabine Creek in the western, central, and eastern portions of the project
area.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not impact floodplains, and coordination with the local
floodplain administrator would not be required.
5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

The proposed project would not involve work within a segment of any river designated as a
Wild and Scenic River.

5.10.9 Coastal Barrier Resources

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) does not apply.

5.10.10 Coastal Zone Management

The project is not located within the Texas Coastal Zone Management Plan (TCMP) boundary.
Therefore, a consistency determination is not required.
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5.10.11 Eadwards Aquifer
The TCEQ Edwards Aquifer Rules do not apply.

5.10.12 International Boundary and Water Commission

This project does not cross or encroach upon the floodway of the International Boundary Water
Commission (IBWC) ROW or an IBWC flood control project.

5.10.13 Drinking Water Systems

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

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to water wells or drinking water systems are
anticipated.

5.11 Biological Resources
5.11.1 Impacts to Vegetation

The Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) categorized the project area vegetation into
13 different communities. Field investigations conducted by qualified biologists on
March 1, 2023 somewhat agreed with the EMST, though multiple discrepancies were noted.
Vegetation mapped during field investigations was categorized into five communities, and
potential impacts to vegetation types were calculated for the proposed project. Table 5.11-1
provides a summary of the EMST vegetation types and total acreages that may be impacted
by the proposed project.

Table 5.11-1. Observed EMST Vegetation - Acreage of Impacts within Project Area
MOU Habitat Type EMST Vegetation Type Acreage of Impacts
Tallgrass Prairie, Blackland Prairie: Disturbance or 14.35
Grassland Tame Grassland
L Central Texas: Riparian Hardwood 7.46
Riparian
Forest
Central Texas: Riparian Herbaceous 1.29
Agriculture Vegetation
Row Crops 24.74
Urban Urban Low Intensity 106.30
Total Acreage 154.14

Impacts to vegetation would be restricted to the existing and proposed ROW, and impacts
would be avoided/minimized by limiting disturbance to areas necessary to construct the
project. The removal of native vegetation, and especially mature woody vegetation, would be
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avoided as much as practicable. Seeding and replanting with TxDOT-approved seed mixes
containing native species would be used for revegetation of disturbed areas.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to vegetation from the proposed construction would
not occur, although the existing ROW would continue to be mowed and maintained.

5.11.2 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species

This project is subject to and will comply with federal EO 13112 on Invasive Species. The
department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation
Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.

5.11.3 Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial
Landscaping

This project is subject to and would 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.

5.11.4 Impacts to Wildlife

The proposed project would affect wildlife species present within the existing and proposed
ROW. Some sessile and/or slow moving species could be killed by heavy machinery during
ROW clearing. Impacts to wildlife within the proposed project area would also occur in
conjunction with the removal of vegetation and disturbance in and around water features.
Wooded areas provide cover, food, and habitat for many resident and migratory species. Trees
within maintained landscape areas provide nesting habitat for birds. The project could also
increase fragmentation, increase vehicle strike frequency, and reduce available habitat.
Additional information regarding impacts to wildlife can be found in Section 5.11.10.

The use of best management practices (BMPs), careful vegetation clearing techniques, and
replanting would minimize impacts to wildlife habitat within the proposed project area.
Adjacent wildlife habitat would be protected from stormwater runoff by implementing BMPs
that would control erosion and sedimentation.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat would not occur,
although the existing ROW would continue to be mowed and maintained.
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5.11.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

This project would comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
and Texas Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is the department’s
policy to avoid removal and destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state
approved options. 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 project area planned for construction, and
e schedule construction activities outside the typical nesting season.

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.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not require any removal or disturbance of migratory birds, their
nests, or their young, and there would be no impacts to migratory birds.

5.11.6 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.

5.11.7 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007

This project is not within 660 feet of an active or inactive Bald or Golden Eagle nest. Therefore,
no coordination with USFWS is required.

5.11.8 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act

The Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)/Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (MSA) does not apply.

5.11.9 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The project area does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals.

5.11.10 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species

A Species Analysis was performed to assess potential impacts and/or effects the proposed
project would have on federally and state-listed threatened, endangered, and candidate
species. A Species Analysis Form and Species Analysis Spreadsheet (TxDOT, Species Analysis
Form and Spreadsheet, 2023) are available at the TxDOT Dallas District office.
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Federally Listed Species

Two federally proposed endangered, two federally proposed threatened, two federally
threatened, one federally endangered, and one candidate species for federal listing are listed
on the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) Official Species List (dated
April 25, 2024) as possibly occurring within the project area. These species are as follows:
Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus), Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus), Red Knot (Calidris
canutus rufa), Whooping Crane (Grus americana), Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys
temminckii), Texas Fawnsfoot (Truncilla macrodon), Texas Heelsplitter (Potamilus
amphichaenus), and Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus), respectively.

The USFWS IPaC Official Species List states that the Piping Plover and Red Knot only need to
be considered for wind energy projects. No effects to these two species are anticipated.

A habitat assessment was not performed for the Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus).
Species presence and effects to species are not reasonably certain to occur. This species has
been proposed as federally endangered, and consultation with the USFWS is not required at
this time. If the species is listed, effects to the Tricolored Bat will be reevaluated to determine
the appropriate course of action, which may include consultation with the USFWS.

No potential habitat was observed for the Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys canutus
rufa), Texas Fawnsfoot (Truncilla macrodon), or Texas Heelsplitter (Potamilus apmhichaenus).
No effects on these species are anticipated.

Potential habitat for the Whooping Crane (Grus americana) occurs in the vicinity of the project
area. Ponds, wetlands, ephemeral, and intermittent streams that this species may use during
migration were observed during the site visit. According to the Cornell Lab of Ornithology's
eBird resource, this species has been observed at Lake Lewisville, approximately 27 miles
northwest of the project area. However, any occurrences within the project area would be
incidental and temporary. No effect to this species is anticipated.

Potential habitat for the Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) occurs in the vicinity of the
proposed project; however, the Monarch Butterfly is currently a candidate species and no
consultation with USFWS is required at this time. As construction activities for this project are
not anticipated to be completed prior to Fiscal Year 2024, when a listing decision for the
species is anticipated, additional coordination may be required. The project should be
reevaluated at that time to determine if further action is required if the species becomes
proposed for federal listing.

The TxDOT Species Analysis Spreadsheet lists the Louisiana Pigtoe (Pleurobema riddellii). No
potential habitat was observed for this species, and no effects are anticipated.
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State-listed Species

Potential habitat for the White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi) occurs in the vicinity of the project
area, including within wetlands and low trees. Although habitat for this species was observed,
any occurrences within the project area would be incidental and temporary; therefore, no
impact to this species is anticipated.

Potential habitat for the Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) occurs in the vicinity of the
proposed project area. Ponds, wetlands, ephemeral, and intermittent streams that this
species may use during migration were observed during the site visit. Although habitat for this
species was observed, any occurrences within the project area would be incidental and
temporary; therefore, no impact to this species is anticipated.

The TxDOT Species Analysis Spreadsheet lists the Texas Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma
cornutum). No potential habitat was observed for this species, and no impacts are anticipated.

Species of Greatest Conservation Need

Potential habitat for nineteen Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) occurs in the
vicinity of the proposed project. These include two amphibians, Southern Crawfish Frog
(Lithobates areolatus) and Woodhouse’s Toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii); four birds, Western
Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), Chestnut-collared Longspur (Calcarius
ornatus), Franklin’s Gull (Leucophaeus pipixcan), and Sprague’s Pipit (Anthus spragueii); one
insect, American Bumblebee (Bombus pensylvanicus); seven mammals, Big Brown Bat
(Eptesicus fuscus), Eastern Red Bat (Laslurus borealls), Eastern Spotted Skunk (Spilogale
putorius), Hoary Bat (Laslurus cinereus), Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela frenata), Swamp Rabbit
(Sylvilagus aquaticus), and Western Hog-nosed Skunk (Conepatus leuconotus); four reptiles,
Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina), Slender Glass Lizard (Ophisaurus attenuates), Texas
Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis annectens), and Timber (Canebrake) Rattlesnake (Crotalus
horridus); and one plant, Sutherland Hawthorn (Crataegus viridis var. glabriuscula).

The Southern Crawfish Frog (Lithobates areolatus) and Woodhouse's Toad (Anaxyrus
woodhousii) could occur in wet or moist areas along project area creeks, drainages, and
wetlands.

The Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) could occur in disturbed grassland
and agricultural fields. The Chestnut-Collared Longspur (Calcarius ornatus) could occur in
shortgrass settings, especially with patches of bare ground. Franklin’s Gull (Leucophaeus
pipixcan) is a spring and fall migrant that could occur near wetlands. Sprague’s Pipit (Anthus
spragueii) could occur in grasslands with dense herbaceous vegetation or agricultural fields.

The American Bumblebee (Bombus pensylvanicus) could occur in fields of long grass, open
farmlands, or fields, and sometimes nests underground or in abandoned animal burrows.
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The Eastern Spotted Skunk (Spilogale putorius), Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela frenata), Swamp
Rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus), and Western Hog-nosed Skunk (Conepatus leuconotus) could
inhabit disturbed prairie, woodlands, and riparian areas throughout and adjacent to the
proposed project. Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus), Eastern Red Bat (Laslurus borealls), and
Hoary Bat (Laslurus cinereus) could inhabit forested areas within the project area. While
specific roost trees for bat species were not observed during the site assessment, woodlands
where ROE was not granted would need to be assessed after acquisitions occur before a final
determination is made.

The Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina) could occur in forests, fields, forest-brush, or
forest-field ecosystems. The Slender Glass Lizard (Ophisaurus attenuates) could occur in open
grassland, prairie, woodland edge, open woodland, oak savannas, longleaf pine flatwoods,
scrubby areas, fallow fields, or areas near streams and ponds, often in habitats with sandy
soil. The Texas Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis annectens) could occur in grasslands and
modified open areas in the vicinity of aquatic features. The Timber (Canebrake) Rattlesnake
(Crotalus horridus) could occur in swamps, floodplains, upland pine and deciduous woodland,
riparian zones, or abandoned farmland.

Sutherland hawthorn (Crataegus viridis var. glabriuscula) could inhabit riparian areas within
the project area. While suitable habitat was identified, areas with ROE were observed
unoccupied. However, areas without ROE will need further habitat assessment upon
acquisition.

Best Management Practices
Impacts to federally listed, state-listed, and SGCN species would be avoided or minimized by
implementing the following BMPs:

e Minimize impacts to wetland and riverine habitats
e Aquatic Amphibian and Reptile BMP

e BatBMP

e Bird BMP

e General Design and Construction BMP

e Insect Pollinator BMP

e Rare Plant BMP

e Terrestrial Amphibian and Reptile BMP

e Water Quality BMP

e Vegetation BMP

Collaborative review with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) was initiated on
July 17, 2023, and is ongoing. Coordination documents to date can be found in Appendix F.

No-Build Alternative
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Under the No-Build Alternative, impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat, including impacts to
state-listed threatened or endangered species and effects to federally listed threatened or
endangered species, would not occur.

5.12 Air Quality

This project is located within an area that has been designated by EPA as a severe and
moderate nonattainment area for the 2008 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.

Both the MTP and the TIP, as amended, were initially found to conform to the TCEQ State
Implementation Plan (SIP) by FHWA and FTA on December 15, 2022. TxDOT will not take final
action on this environmental document until a project level conformity determination has
been obtained from FHWA, as applicable.

Traffic data for the estimated time of completion (ETC) year 2026 and design year 2046 is
4,300 vehicles per day and 6,300 vehicles per day, 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 average annual
daily traffic (AADT) below 140,000. The AADT projections for the project do not exceed
140,000 vehicles per day; therefore, a Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis was not
required.

Qualitative Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The
EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air
Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26,
2007), and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed
in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) (https://www.epa.gov/iris) . In addition, EPA
identified nine compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among
the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers or contributors and non-cancer hazard
contributors from the 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) (EPA, 2014a). These are
1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM),
ethylbenzene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA
considers these the priority mobile source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be
adjusted in consideration of future EPA rules.

Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (Moves)

According to EPA, MOVES3 is a major revision to MOVES2014 and improves upon it in many
respects. MOVES3 includes new data, new emissions standards, and new functional
improvements and features. It incorporates substantial new data for emissions, fleet, and

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 24


https://www.epa.gov/iris

CSJ: 0619-01-027

activity developed since the release of MOVES2014. These new emissions data are for light-
and heavy-duty vehicles, exhaust and evaporative emissions, and fuel effects. MOVES3 also
adds updated vehicle sales, population, age distribution, and vehicle miles travelled (VMT)
data. In the November 2020 EPA issued MOVES3 Mobile Source Emissions Model Questions
and Answers (EPA, 2020) EPA states that for on-road emissions, MOVES3 updated heavy-duty
(HD) diesel and compressed natural gas (CNG) emission running rates and updated HD
gasoline emission rates. They updated light-duty (LD) emission rates for hydrocarbon (HC),
carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) and updated light-duty (LD) particulate matter
rates, incorporating new data on Gasoline Direct Injection (GDI) vehicles.

Using EPA’s MOVES3 model, as shown in Figure 5.12-1, FHWA estimates that even if VMT
increases by 31 percent from 2020 to 2060 as forecast, a combined reduction of 76 percent
in the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT is projected for the same time period.
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Figure 5.12-1. FHWA Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2020 -
2060 For Vehicles Operating on Roadways

Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information representing
vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorological, and
other factors.

Source: EPA MOVES3 model runs conducted by FHWA, March 2021.
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Diesel PM is the dominant component of MSAT emissions, making up 36 to 56 percent of all
priority MSAT pollutants by mass, depending on calendar year. Users of MOVES3 will notice
some differences in emissions compared with MOVES2014. MOVESS3 is based on updated
data on some emissions and pollutant processes compared to MOVES2014, and also reflects
the latest Federal emissions standards in place at the time of its release. In addition, MOVES3
emissions forecasts are based on lower VMT projections than MOVES2014, consistent with
nationwide VMT trends.

MSAT Research

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess
the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools
and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT
exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how potential public
health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-making
within the context of NEPA.

Project Specific MSAT Information

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences
among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment
presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by FHWA entitled A Methodology
for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives
(FHWA, 2005).

Widening Projects

For each alternative, the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles
traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each
alternative. The VMT estimated for each of the Build Alternatives is slightly higher than that
for the No-Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the
roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. The
emissions increase from the additional VMT is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates
due to increased speeds; according to the EPA’'s MOVES3 model, emissions of all of the
priority MSAT decrease as speed increases. The additional travel lanes contemplated as part
of the project alternatives will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes,
schools, and businesses; therefore, under each alternative there may be localized areas
where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under certain Build Alternatives than
the No-Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most
pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that would be built along FM 6. However,
the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build
alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in
forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts. Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations
when traffic shifts away from them; therefore, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel
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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.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be
influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and
speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable
to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health
and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead
authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory
obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual
process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They
maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic
reports on specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human
health effects” (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk
levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order
of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects
of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized
in Appendix D of FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in
NEPA Documents (FHWA, 2023). Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT
compounds at high exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in
animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less
obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental
concentrations (HEI, 2007), or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease.

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in
the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are
encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete
differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These
difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because
unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and
vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such
information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and
exposure near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at
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a specific location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially
given that some of the information needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI (HEI,
2007). As a result, there is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to
protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM.
The EPA states that with respect to diesel engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to
develop a sufficiently confident dose-response relationship from the epidemiologic studies
has prevented the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic risk” (EPA, 1993).

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current
context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether
more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect
public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to
the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from
refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to
determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no
greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second
step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million
due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not
guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some
cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that
are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its
two-step decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even
the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable
(U.S. Court of Appeals, 2008).

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than
the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this
information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and
fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative
analysis.

Congestion Management Process

The congestion management process (CMP) is a systematic process for managing congestion
that provides information on transportation system performance and on alternative strategies
for alleviating congestion and enhancing the mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet
state and local needs. The project was developed from the NCTCOG’s CMP, which meets all
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requirements of 23 CFR 450.320 and 500.109, as applicable. The CMP 2021 Update
approved by the Regional Transportation Council in August 2021.

The region commits to operational improvements and travel demand reduction strategies at
two levels of implementation: program level and project level. Program level commitments are
inventoried in the regional CMP, which was adopted by the NCTCOG; they are included in the
financially constrained MTP, and future resources are reserved for their implementation.

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

Committed congestion reduction strategies and operational improvements within the study
boundary will consist of new lane additions, including bicycle and pedestrian lanes (see Table
5.12-1).

Table 5.12-1. Congestion Management Process Strategies

Operational Improvements in Travel Corridor

Impl i
Project Project Type (MTP Project Code) mp egma(-:;r;tatlon
Collin County Outer Loop - from Denton .
County Line to Rockwall County Line New Roadway project (TIP Code 20088) N/A
FM 1777 Widening - from SH 66 to Roadway Widening project (NRSA1-DAL- 2026
FM 6 (CSJ: 1014-04-016) 255)

Source: NCTCOG 2023, Revenue and Project Tracking System https://rapts.dfwmaps.com/; Mobility2045 - 2022 Update
https://www.nctcog.org/trans/plan/mtp/mobility-2045-2022-update.

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 Transportation Management Area (TMA) is on file and available for review at NCTCOG.

Construction Emissions

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in 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 at https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp.

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
construction of this project will have any significant impact on air quality in the area.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, emissions related to construction would not occur, and MSAT
emissions would be expected to decrease overtime, as noted above. The No-Build Alternative,
however, would not result in the mobility improvements and congestion reduction anticipated
with the Build Alternative.

5.13 Hazardous Materials

The presence of hazardous materials within a project study area can create issues affecting
ROW acquisition, project development, and construction.

A Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA) including a visual survey of the project
limits and surrounding area and research of existing and previous land use was prepared
(TxDOT, Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment, 2023) to identify sites of potential
hazardous materials concerns within the project limits. Additional components of the ISA
included reviewing project design and right of way requirements and reviewing federal and
state regulatory databases and files. Documentation of the ISA is available at the TxDOT Dallas
District office.

The existing and previous land use of the project limits and surrounding area is predominantly
a combination of undeveloped agricultural land and residential development. Limited
commercial business is mostly located near the project’s western terminus area and within
the towns of Nevada and Josephine. 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 11, 2022, was performed in general
accordance with the ASTM Standard E1527 and TxDOT guidelines, which defines the
environmental record sources to be reviewed and their minimum search distances from the
proposed project.

The ISA identified three regulatory sites adjacent to the project. Two sites are considered low
environmental risks to the project based on no reported releases from the facilities and no
planned excavations adjacent to these facilities. The third site is a leaking underground
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storage tank (LPST) site located at the southeast corner of FM 6 and West Street. The site
discovered a release in 2005 and a subsequent investigation identified petroleum
constituents in soil and groundwater that exceeded TCEQ action levels. ROW acquisition is
proposed from this property which extends south onto the property to the former location of
the fuel dispensers. This is considered a moderate environmental risk to the project.
Additional environmental investigations are being performed at this site. Additionally, seven
properties consisting of auto salvage yards, auto repair/service, auto dealers, and auto parts
and towing services were identified during site survey. Based on no ROW acquisition from
and/or no reported releases or violations at these seven properties, these sites are
considered low environmental risks to the project.

Possible Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint

The proposed project includes the demolition and/or relocation of structures, as well as bridge
and bridge class culverts replacements. The structures may involve asbestos containing
materials or lead-based paint. Asbestos and lead-based paint inspections, specification,
notification, license, accreditation, abatement and disposal, as applicable, would comply with
federal and state regulations. Asbestos and lead-based paint issues would be addressed
during the right of way process and prior to construction.

Well Plugging (Water Quality)

Due to the presence of rural residential lots and farm properties adjacent to the proposed
project corridor, water wells are likely to be encountered. Proper plugging of wells would be
addressed during the right-of-way negotiation and acquisition process. If not plugged prior to
construction, wells would be addressed per TxDOT Standard Specification Item 103 Disposal
of Wells.

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 would be removed as soon as the
work schedules permit. The contractor would initiate early regulatory agency coordination
during project development.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the potential for impacts related to construction of the
proposed improvements would not exist. Facilities listed in the ISA would continue to operate,
and, presumably, additional records associated with contamination would be generated over
time. These issues would be addressed by the appropriate regulatory agency or program.
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5.14 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was conducted for the proposed project in accordance with TxDOT'’s
(FHWA-approved) 2019 Traffic Noise Policy. The Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report
(TxDOT, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, 2023), which includes details about the
analysis, is available for public review at the TxDOT Dallas District office.

Build Alternative

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.

Modeled noise-sensitive locations were primarily residential, but also included one event
center, three churches, one cemetery, one daycare, one sports field, and one trail area.
Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at receiver locations (Table 5.14-1)
that represent the land use activity areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be
impacted by traffic noise and potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise
abatement.

Table 5.14-1. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq
Representative Receiver NAC NAC E;'gg;g Predicted | Change | Noise Impact
Category Level 2045 (+/-) (Yes/No)
R1 - Single Family Home B 67 66 65 -1 No
R2 - Single Family Home B 67 62 64 2 No
R3 - Single Family Home B 67 61 64 3 No
R4 - Single Family Home B 67 62 64 2 No
R5 - Single Family Home B 67 62 65 3 No
R6 - Single Family Home B 67 57 60 3 No
R7 - Single Family Home B 67 61 61 0 No
R8 - Single Family Home B 67 64 62 -2 No
R9 - Single Family Home B 67 64 62 -2 No
R10 - Single Family Home B 67 63 61 -2 No
R11 - Single Family Home B 67 65 63 -2 No
R12 - Single Family Home B 67 65 61 -4 No
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Table 5.14-1. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative Recelver NAC NAC E;'gggg Predicted Change Noise Impact
Category Level 2045 (+/-) (Yes/No)

R13 - Single Family Home B 67 62 63 1 No

oo B e

icreeeall BRI I P S
R16 - Single Family Home B 67 61 61 0 No
R17 - Single Family Home B 67 60 60 0 No
R18 - Single Family Home B 67 64 64 0 No
R19 - Single Family Home B 67 60 60 0 No
R20 - Single Family Home B 67 61 61 0 No
R21 - Single Family Home B 67 61 61 0 No
R22 - Single Family Home B 67 53 57 4 No
R23 - Single Family Home B 67 56 60 4 No
R24 - Single Family Home B 67 59 64 5 No

R25 - Nevada Cemetery C 67 55 57 2 No
R26 - Fai(tl:tl;arir:ri;y Church D 52 32 35 3 No
R27 - Single Family Home B 67 59 62 3 No
R28 - Single Family Home B 67 62 63 1 No
R29 - Single Family Home B 67 64 66 2 Yes
R30 - Single Family Home B 67 62 64 2 No
“youn Comer ety | ° | 92 | % | No
R32 - Single Family Home B 67 51 55 4 No
R33 - Single Family Home B 67 61 63 2 No
R34 - Single Family Home B 67 58 61 3 No
R35 - Single Family Home B 67 50 55 5 No
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Table 5.14-1. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative Recelver NAC NAC E;'gggg Predicted Change Noise Impact
Category Level 2045 (+/-) (Yes/No)

R36 - Single Family Home B 67 53 57 4 No
R37 - Single Family Home B 67 58 61 3 No
R38 - Single Family Home B 67 60 61 1 No
pasavt | o Ja [ w2 |
R40 - Single Family Home B 67 55 57 2 No
R41 - Single Family Home B 67 51 57 6 No
R42 - Single Family Home B 67 52 55 3 No
R43 - Single Family Home B 67 52 55 3 No
R44 - Single Family Home B 67 55 55 0 No
R45 - Single Family Home B 67 56 61 5 No
R46 - Single Family Home B 67 56 60 4 No
R47 - Single Family Home B 67 58 63 5 No
R48 - Single Family Home B 67 58 64 6 No
R49 - Single Family Home B 67 57 63 6 No
R50 - Single Family Home B 67 59 63 4 No
R51 - Single Family Home B 67 58 63 5 No
R52 - Single Family Home B 67 59 63 4 No
R53 - Single Family Home B 67 59 63 4 No
R54 - Single Family Home B 67 55 59 4 No
R55 - Single Family Home B 67 51 56 5 No
R56 - Walking Trail C 67 47 52 5 No
R57 - Baseball Field C 67 47 53 6 No
R58 - Single Family Home B 67 57 61 4 No
R59 - Single Family Home B 67 60 64 4 No
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Table 5.14-1. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq
Representative Recelver NAC NAC E;'gg;g Predicted Change Noise Impact
Category Level 2045 (+/-) (Yes/No)
R60 - Single Family Home B 67 53 60 7 No
R61 - Single Family Home B 67 51 57 6 No
R62 - Single Family Home B 67 49 56 7 No
R63 - Single Family Home B 67 54 59 5 No
R64 - Single Family Home B 67 49 55 6 No
R65 - Single Family Home B 67 53 57 4 No
R66 - Single Family Home B 67 46 51 5 No
R67 - Single Family Home B 67 52 59 7 No
R68 - Single Family Home B 67 58 61 3 No
R69 - Single Family Home B 67 52 57 5 No
R70 - Single Family Home B 67 53 59 6 No
R71 - Single Family Home B 67 57 61 4 No
R72 - Single Family Home B 67 55 59 4 No
R73 - Single Family Home B 67 50 57 7 No
R74 - Single Family Home B 67 53 59 6 No
R75 - Single Family Home B 67 51 55 4 No
R76 - Single Family Home B 67 56 54 -2 No

Source: TxDOT, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, 2023.

As indicated in Table 5.14-1, the proposed project would result in a traffic noise impact at one
representative receiver location , R29. This receptor represents a total of two residences with
driveways connecting to the roadway. A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these
residences. Gaps in the noise barrier would satisfy access requirements, but the resulting
non-continuous wall segments would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum, feasible
reduction of 5 dB(A) for a majority of impacted receptors or the noise reduction design goal of
7 dB(A). The noise abatement measure would not be both feasible and reasonable; therefore,
no abatement measures are proposed for this project.

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

Table 5.14-2. Traffic Noise Impact Contours
Contour Area Land Use Impact Contour Distance from Right of Way

SH 78 to Savannah Dr NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 40 feet
SH 78 to Savannah Dr NAC category E 71 dB(A) At ROW
Savannah Drto FM 1138 NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 35 feet
Savannah Dr to FM 1138 NAC category E 71 dB(A) At ROW
FM 1138 to CR 640 NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 5 feet
FM 1138 to CR 640 NAC category E 71 dB(A) At ROW
CR 640 toLi:‘e‘”t County NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 10 feet
CR 640 tc:-i::nt County NAC category E 71 dB(A) At ROW

Source: TxDOT, Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, 2023.

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

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 the document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and
TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development 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.
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5.15 Induced Growth
5.15.1 Encroachment-alteration Effects

Encroachment-alteration effects are defined as effects that alter the behavior and functioning
of the affected environment by project encroachment (NCHRP 2002, 55). These effects can
be separated into two broad categories: socioeconomic and ecological effects. These
potential effects are evaluated within an area of influence (AOIl). The AOI represents the
geographic area within which potential encroachment-alternation effects related to the
proposed project would be likely to occur. The AOlI encompasses a total of approximately
17,584 acres. The northern AOI boundaries are based on CR 548, FM 1138, and FM
1778/FM 547/CR 850. The western limits follow SH 78, a portion of Lavon’s city limits, and
Lake Road. The southern limits follow the abandoned Southwestern railroad, a portion of
Nevada’s ETJ boundary, and CR 541/CR 590. The entire eastern limits follow the path of
Brushy Creek.

Socioeconomic Effects

Socioeconomic effects in the encroachment-alteration category could generally include
changes to the condition of the local and regional economies, and changes to access, travel
patterns, and community cohesion.

Short-term impacts during the construction phase of the proposed project would potentially
occur due to increased economic activity in the area during the period of construction. Overall,
impacts to the local economy during the construction phase of the proposed project would be
expected to be beneficial and would not result in substantial, long-term changes to the local
or regional economies.

It is anticipated that the proposed project would potentially accelerate development adjacent
and in close proximity to FM 6. These changes would result in continued conversion of
predominantly agriculture land to urbanized developed areas; however, this is congruent with
the visions of Lavon and Josephine, and do not interrupt or drastically change development
trends that have been occurring in previous years. In consideration of the current population
growth and development trends present within the AOI, the socioeconomic effects related to
encroachment-alteration effects within the AOI would not be substantial and could positively
contribute to providing population and economic growth in the future.

The proposed roadway configuration would result in decreased congestion and increased
mobility, which would be expected to negate increases in travel times for local traffic related
to the construction of a curbed median and limited left turn availability. Based on the minor
nature of community impacts that would directly result from the proposed improvements, in
addition to the generally beneficial nature of the changes, adverse encroachment-alteration
effects are not anticipated.

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 37



CSJ: 0619-01-027

Ecological Effects

Ecological effects in the encroachment-alteration category could generally include impacts to
groundwater, surface water, and vegetation and wildlife habitat, including habitat for sensitive
species. The additional pavement from the roadway, pedestrian facilities, the extension of
culverts and the movement of stormwater from ditches to a gutter system would affect the
groundwater, surface water and vegetation/habitat of the AOI.

Regulatory protections exist for waters in the state and US, including the Texas Water Code
and the Clean Water Act (33 USC 26), Sections 401, 402, and 404, which, would serve to
mitigate potential adverse effects to streams. Section 402, describing the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System, requires the implementation of a storm water pollution
prevention plan during the construction phase of public or private development over one acre
and implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls to protect surface waters from
storm water runoff. If future development requires filling or channelizing streams, Section 404
would regulate the amount of fill that could be placed within the channels, and Section 401
would require water quality protection measures. Given appropriate implementation of these
regulatory controls, the encroachment-alteration effects that could result from the proposed
project would be minor.

Agricultural land is found predominantly throughout the AOI, but in higher concentrations in
the central, southern, and eastern portions. Disturbed Prairie is concentrated in the west-
central portion of the AOI. Urban land is in highest concentrations on the western half of the
AOI, near Lavon and Nevada. Woodland, shrubland, and savanna habitats occur along or in
close proximity to the riparian and floodplain areas.

The future development within the AOI that would potentially affect these vegetation types
would also potentially result in habitat fragmentation and impacts to wildlife, such as habitat
degradation and roadway mortality of individual species. However, the extent to which impacts
to vegetation would result in impacts to dependent species cannot be reliably determined.
Additionally, most of the areas of potential induced growth are adjacent to the existing
roadway and other developments, or occur on already disturbed agriculture land or disturbed
prairie habitat. Additionally, future development in the potential induced growth areas would
be required to comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, which protects
federally listed species and their habitats. With disturbed agriculture land accounting for the
highest percent (77%) within areas of potential induced growth, coupled with agriculture
land’s reduced ecological value, impacts to biological resources and their associated habitats
related to encroachment-alteration effects are not anticipated to be substantial as a result of
the proposed project.

5.15.2 Induced Growth Effects

The proposed project is intended to improve mobility and safety and manage congestion along
the FM 6 roadway by adding capacity and correcting access conflicts. These changes would
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be expected to make it more convenient for travelers to move through the area, including
bicyclists and pedestrians.

Agricultural land is found predominantly throughout the AOI, but in higher concentrations in
the central, southern, and eastern portions. Disturbed Prairie is concentrated in the west-
central portion of the AOL. Urban land is in highest concentrations on the western half of the
AOI, near Lavon and Nevada. Woodland, shrubland, and savanna habitats occur along or in
close proximity to the riparian and floodplain areas.

The future development within the AOI that would potentially affect these vegetation types
would also potentially result in habitat fragmentation and impacts to wildlife, such as habitat
degradation and roadway mortality of individual species. However, the extent to which impacts
to vegetation would result in impacts to dependent species cannot be reliably determined.
Additionally, most of the areas of potential induced growth are adjacent to the existing
roadway and other developments or occur on already disturbed agricultural land or disturbed
prairie habitat. Additionally, future development in the potential induced growth areas would
be required to comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, which protects
federally listed species and their habitats. With disturbed agricultural land accounting for
the highest percent (77%) within areas of potential induced growth, coupled with agriculture
land’s reduced ecological value, impacts to biological resources and their associated habitats
related to induced growth are not anticipated to be substantial as a result of the proposed
project.

The proposed project is not expected to interrupt or drastically change the trajectory of current
development trends. These trends are expected to continue within the AOI, regardless of if
the proposed project is implemented. The development anticipated to occur within the AOl is
consistent with the land use plans at the city and county levels. The anticipated growth that
would potentially be accelerated by the proposed project would not result in substantial
effects to ecological or socioeconomic resources. In consideration of these factors, the
induced growth effects of the proposed FM 6 project are not expected to be substantial.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, indirect impacts related to encroachment-alteration effects
and induced growth and related effects would not occur.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts

A Cumulative Impacts Analysis (TxDOT, Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, 2023) was
prepared for the proposed project which focuses on resources anticipated to be substantially
impacted by the proposed project (either directly or indirectly), as well as resources that would
be affected to any degree by the proposed project and are considered at risk or in poor or
declining health. In order to thoroughly assess the potential cumulative impacts to a resource,
minor direct or indirect impacts to a resource considered at risk or in poor or declining health
should be considered along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to

Environmental Assessment - FM 6 from SH 78 to FM 1777 39



CSJ: 0619-01-027

determine if such actions, when considered together, would pose a threat to the sustainability
or health of that resource.

Archeological resources and historic resources are considered to be in good health in the
context of the proposed project; therefore, these resources were not carried forward for
detailed evaluation in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis (TxDOT, Cumulative Impacts Technical
Report, 2023). The health of socioeconomic, biological resources and water resources within
the project area were considered to be at risk due to potential effects.

Based on the cumulative impacts analysis, the proposed project would not substantially
contribute to cumulative impacts on community resources. Many of the past, present and
future planned developments are residential developments on undeveloped land which would
not result in displaced residences but instead provide new options for displaced individuals
from proposed transportation improvements.

When considering the cumulative effect of biological resources, continued development
within the study area is expected to contribute to an overall decline in vegetation and wildlife
habitat. However, the direct and indirect contribution of the proposed project would be
minimal. As these changes relate to the monarch butterfly, the transition of the study area to
a more urbanized area would not have a substantial impact on this species, as this species is
a generalist and is known to inhabit urban areas.

When considering the cumulative effect of water resources, the reasonably foreseeable future
actions discussed would further increase the urban nature of the area, through new or
expanded land development. Therefore, it is assumed that these actions would lead to
increases in storm water runoff that could result in localized erosion and sedimentation of
surface streams. However, given existing regulatory protections provided to habitats
associated with rivers and streams and associated floodplains, cumulative effects to water
resources within the RSA would not be substantial.

The proposed project would not result in substantial direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to
community resources, biological resources, or water resources. The contribution of the
proposed project to cumulative effects on these resources would be minor and would not
adversely affect the overall sustainability or long-term health of the resources discussed in
this report.

No-Build Alternative
Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not result in cumulative impacts.
5.17 Construction Phase Impacts

This section discusses the temporary effects associated with the construction of the proposed
Build Alternative. Since the No-Build Alternative would not involve any project-related
construction, discussions here are focused on the Build Alternative. Typically, construction
effects of a disruptive nature are dependent on the type and location of proposed construction
activities and the duration of the construction process from initiation to completion.
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Construction activities necessary for the implementation of the Build Alternative would
temporarily affect existing transportation facilities within the project area. To allow for vehicles
to continue utilizing the roadway during construction, the proposed project would be
constructed while traffic continued to use the existing facilities. In this way, traffic disruptions
and other user impacts would be minimized.

Temporary construction effects would include traffic delays and work-zone congestion that
could disrupt travel patterns for local residents and businesses for the duration of
construction. Mitigation measures, such as maintenance of traffic plans, would be
implemented to address user impacts including work-zone safety and traffic delays. Access
for police, fire, and emergency vehicles would be maintained during construction; details
would be developed in a maintenance of traffic plan to be implemented for the proposed
project.

Temporary impacts to natural resources could result from the construction of the proposed
Build Alternative and include disturbances, including hydrologic disturbances, to wildlife and
vegetative communities. Implementation of the Build Alternative would involve the removal of
grasses, trees and shrubs during the construction phase, affecting the natural, erosion-
inhibiting ground cover and resulting in the loss of habitat for both resident and migratory
species. Disturbed areas would be restored, reseeded, and recontoured as necessary
according to TxDOT specifications, making these effects largely temporary.

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

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 particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment
and vehicles. The potential impacts of PM emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust
control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. Considering the
temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, as well as the mitigation
actions to be utilized including compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, it is not
anticipated that emissions from construction of this project will have a significant impact on
air quality in the area.
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5.18 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

The Texas Department of Transportation 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 (GHQG)
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 concentration 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 (IPCC), this increase in GHG emissions is projected to contribute to future
changes in climate (Solomon 2007, Stocker 2013).

5.18.1 Statewide On-road Greenhouse Gas

TxDOT prepared a GHG analysis for the statewide on-road transportation system and
associated emissions generated by motor vehicle fuels 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 inability to accurately forecast where people work and live (Transportation Research
Board 2007).

5.18.2 Mitigation Measures
Strategies that reduce on-road GHG emissions fall under four major categories:

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

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

e Traffic system management (TSM) 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
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e Travel demand management (TDM) which provides reductions in 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.

5.18.3 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.

No-Build Alternative

Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not result in changes in the effect of GHG
and Climate Change.

6.0 Agency Coordination

Federally Recognized Tribes

TxDOT initiated project-specific consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act with federally recognized tribes on June 7, 2023. TxDOT sent a request for
consultation to the following federally recognized tribes: Caddo Nation, Comanche Nation of
Oklahoma, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Kiowa Tribe, Mescalero Apache Tribe, Shawnee
Tribe, Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma, and Wichita and Affiliated Tribes. The Caddo Nation
responded on June 13, 2023 and determined that the project does not affect known cultural,
tradition or sacred sites of interest to the Caddo Nation. The Caddo Nation has no objection
to the project. To date, no other tribe has responded with objections or any other response.
“as available from October 20, 2022, until November 4, 2022. Advertisement for the public
meeting included mailed notices to adjacent property owners and elected officials, and
publications were made 15 days prior to the meeting both in print and online. Publications
included the Dallas Morning News (print), Al Dia (print), McKinney Courier-Gazette (print),
TxDOT online schedule (https://www.txdot.gov/projects/hearings-meetings/dallas/fm-6-sh-
78-hunt-county.html), and Keep It Moving Dallas
(https://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/fm®6).
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The Public Meeting was held on Thursday, October 20, 2022 from 5:30-7:30 PM at
Community High School. The project schematics were available to view at the public meeting.
A total number of 94 people attended the in-person meeting, including five elected officials;
127 people viewed the online YouTube presentation; the website received 273 visitors; and
26 total comments were received during the comment period. Topics of concern were as
follows: access to lots, property and land acquisition, congestion on the existing roadway,
speeding, request for traffic lights, and request for noise walls. One of the main topics of
concerns was regarding access to private property and request for driveways and median
openings.

A summary of the meeting was prepared and is available at the TxDOT Dallas District Office.
The Public Meeting Documentation may be inspected and copied upon request.

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 right of way, 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 issuance
of a FONSI, for which the project sponsor will be responsible.

1. Pedestrian survey and shovel testing are recommended for the 35.03 acres of the
Survey Area where ROE was denied, and survey has not been completed. Future work
within the Survey Area should also include mechanical prospection at Bois d’Arc Creek,
Sabine Creek, and the eastern tributary of Sabine Creek.

2. Asbestos and lead-based paint inspections, specification, notification, license,
accreditation, abatement and disposal would be addressed during the right of way
process for building structures and prior to any demolition/construction activities on
bridges.

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

4. Proper plugging of the wells would be addressed during the ROW negotiation and
acquisition process and prior to construction. If not plugged prior to construction, the
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8.2

wells would be addressed per TxDOT Standard Specification Item 103 Disposal of
Wells during construction.

Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrators would be required prior to
construction.

Additional investigations are being performed at the LPST site, as discussed in Section
5.13 Hazardous Materials.

Design/Construction Commitments

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

1.

In the unlikely event that significant cultural resources are discovered during
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.

. Formal utilities location and advance planning would be required to facilitate pipeline

and utilities adjustments and to otherwise avoid associated impacts.

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 would be removed as soon as the work schedules permit. The
contractor would initiate early regulatory agency coordination during project
development.

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.
Implement the following BMPs: contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in
the project area and to avoid harming the species if encountered; minimize impacts to
wetland habitats including isolated ephemeral pools; minimize impacts to water
crossings/drainages, marshes, drainage ditches, and irrigation canals; Aquatic
Amphibian and Reptile BMP; Insect Pollinator BMP; Terrestrial Amphibian and Reptile
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BMP; Bat BMP; Rare Plant BMP; Bird BMP; General Design and Construction BMP;
Water Quality BMP; and Vegetation BMP.

6. Implement water quality BMPs including: approved temporary vegetation;
blankets/matting or mulch filter berms; vegetated filter strips; and silt fence, sand
bags and/or compost filter berms and socks.

7. Avoid and minimize disturbance of vegetation and soils. All disturbed areas would be
revegetated according to TxDOT specifications as soon as it becomes practicable. In
accordance with EO 13112 on Invasive Species, the Executive Memorandum on
Beneficial Landscaping, and the 1999 FHWA guidance on invasive species, all
revegetation would, to the extent practicable, use only native species. Furthermore,
BMPs would be used to control and prevent the spread of invasive species.

8. MBTA compliance, including taking all appropriate actions to prevent the take of
migratory birds, their active nests, eggs or young by the use of proper phasing of the
project or other appropriate actions.

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 significant impacts to the human
or natural environment. Therefore, a FONSI is recommended.
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11.0 Names and Qualifications of Persons Preparing the EA or Conducting
an Independent Evaluation of the EA

TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division (ENV) personnel name and title, years of experience, and role:

Adam Fouts, ENV Project Planner, ENV Water Resources Specialist, 11 years, Document Reviewer

Deborah Nixon, ENV Project Planner, ENV Hazardous Materials Specialist, 21 years, Hazardous
Materials Reviewer/Approver

Glendora Lopez, ENV Project Planner, ENV Air Quality Specialist, 2 years, Air Quality Analysis
Reviewer/Approver

Leslie Mirise, ENV Project Planner, ENV Biologist, 21 years, Document Reviewer

Mario Mata, ENV Project Planner, Water Team Lead, 18 years, Document Reviewer

Michelle Lueck, ENV Project Planner, Project Delivery Manager, 22 years, Document Reviewer

Ray Umscheid, ENV Project Planner, ENV Traffic Noise Specialist, 15 years, Document Reviewer

Renee Benn-Lee, ENV Project Planner, ENV Historian, 18 years, Document Reviewer

Scott Pletka, Archeology Program Manager, 19 years, Document Reviewer

Sonya Hernandez, Project Delivery Management, Section Director, 17 years, Document Reviewer

Spencer Ward, ENV Project Planner, ENV Community Impacts Specialist, 3 years, Community Impacts

Reviewer/Approver

TxDOT Dallas District personnel name and title, years of experience, and role:

Adelina Munoz, ENV Project Planner, District Water SME, 24 years, Water Reviewer

Dan Perge, P.E., APD Section Director, 35 years, Document Reviewer

Jamila Murchison, ENV Project Planner, District Biologist, 2 years, Natural Resources Reviewer
Manuel Trevino, ENV Project Planner, District Traffic Noise Specialist, 16 years, Noise Reviewer

Mohammed Shaikh, ENV Program Manager, 20 years, Document Reviewer

Jacobs personnel name and title, years of experience, and role:
David Van Gorder, Environmental Project Manager, 31 years, Environmental Task Lead, EA
Preparation, Client & Staff Coordination, Project Manager

Madeline Jurek, Environmental Scientist, 2 years, EA Preparation

Raba Kistner personnel name and title, years of experience, and role:
Brady O’Neal, Senior Project Manager, NEPA/Natural Resources, 7 years, Environmental Task Lead

for Water Resources & Biological Resources & EA Preparation
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Brittney Davis, AICP, ENV SP, Director, Environmental Planning & Permitting, 16 years, Environmental
Project Manager for Water Resources & Biological Resources

Jaimie Galm, Environmental Scientist, 3 years, Water Resources & Biological Report Preparation
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