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Acronym/Abbreviation

Definition

ADT
AOI
APE
BMP
CAA
CAAA
CEQ
CFR
CGP
CIA
CMAQ
CMP
co
CoD
CsJ
CWA
DART
dB
dB(A)
dbh
DFW
EA
EIS
EJ
EO
ENV
EPA
ETC
FEMA
FHWA
FM
FONSI
FTA
FWCA
GHG
GIS
HHS
HOV
HRSR
1-30
IAJR
ISA
LEP
LOS

Average Daily Traffic

Area of Influence

Area of Potential Effects

Best Management Practice

Clean Air Act

Clean Air Act Amendments

Council on Environmental Quality
Code of Federal Regulations
Construction General Permit
Community Impacts Assessment
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality
Congestion Management Process
Carbon Monoxide

City of Dallas

TxDOT project Control-Section-Job number
Clean Water Act

Dallas Area Rapid Transit

Decibels

Decibels (A-weighted)

Diameter at Breast Height
Dallas-Fort Worth

Environmental Assessment
Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Justice

Executive Order

TxDOT’s Environmental Affairs Division
Environmental Protection Agency
Estimated Time of Completion
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Farm-to-Market Road

Finding of No Significant Impact
Federal Transit Administration

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Greenhouse Gas

Geographic Information System

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
High Occupancy Vehicle

Historic Resources Survey Report
Interstate Highway 30

Interstate Access Justification Report
Initial Site Assessment

Limited English Proficiency

Level of Service
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Acronym/Abbreviation  Definition

LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxics

MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAC Noise Abatement Criteria

NCTCOG North Central Texas Council of Governments
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NWP Nationwide Permit

owJ Official with Jurisdiction

PCN Preconstruction Notification

PM Particulate Matter

ppm Parts Per Million

PS&E Plans, Specifications, and Estimates

PST Petroleum Storage Tank

ROW Right-of-Way

RSA Resource Study Area

SAS Species Analysis Spreadsheet

SGCN Species of Greatest Conservation Need

SH State Highway

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP State Implementation Plan

SOV Single Occupancy Vehicle

STIP Statewide Transportation Program

SW3P Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TAC Texas Administrative Code

TAQA Traffic Air Quality Analysis

TCAP Texas Conservation Action Plan

TCEQ Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
TDM Transportation Demand Management

THC Texas Historical Commission

TIP Transportation Improvement Program
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Dallas District, in cooperation with the City of Dallas,
is proposing to reconstruct and widen Interstate Highway 30 (I-30) from I-45 to Ferguson Road, within
the limits of the City of Dallas in Dallas County, Texas. The proposed project would widen the existing
facility from eight mainlanes (four in each direction) to ten mainlanes (five in each direction) and add
two tolled, reversible managed lanes in the center median. The proposed improvements are referred
to as the |-30 East Corridor Project. The total distance of the proposed project is approximately 5.0
miles (see Appendix A for the Project Location Map).

The planning process for this project follows the TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
environmental policies and procedures in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42
U.S. Code (USC) 4331-4375), as implemented by regulations promulgated by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508). The purpose of
this draft Environmental Assessment (EA) is to study the potential social, economic, and environmental
consequences of the proposed I-30 East Corridor Project and determine whether such consequences
warrant preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). An EIS is required if, upon completing
an EA, afederal agency (or a delegated state agency such as TxDOT; see FHWA 2019) determines that
a proposed major federal action would result in impacts that “significantly [affect] the quality of the
human environment” (42 USC 4332), as that phrase has been interpreted by federal courts, As the
proposed project would be funded in part by the FHWA, this EA complies with FHWA’s NEPA regulations
(23 CFR Part 771) as well as relevant TxDOT rules for environmental review of projects and guidance
for conducting NEPA studies on behalf of FHWA (43 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Part 1, Chapter
2). The draft EA was made available for public review during the prescribed comment period from June
29 through July 14, 2023, and, following the comment period, TxDOT considered and provided
responses to the comments submitted. If TxXDOT determines that there are no significant adverse
effects, it will prepare and sign a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which will be made available
to the public.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Existing Facility

The existing I-30 facility from 1-45/1-345 to east of Ferguson Road is a controlled-access highway with
eight mainlanes (four lanes in each direction) within project limits. From 1-45/1-345 to Haskell Avenue,
I-30 is elevated on structure. From Haskell Avenue to Carroll Avenue, I-30 remains elevated but is atop
an earthen embankment and bridges over all cross streets except Dolphin Road within project limits.
There are no frontage roads where the highway is on structure. East of Haskell Avenue, there are
discontinuous, one-way, two to three-lane frontage roads in each direction. The mainlanes and
frontage road lanes are 12 feet wide. Mainlane shoulders vary in width, with a minimum 1-foot inside
shoulder and 10-foot outside shoulder. A concrete traffic barrier separates the eastbound and
westbound mainlanes. Along most of the project limits, there are no sidewalks along the discontinuous
frontage roads. The existing right-of-way (ROW) varies widely, ranging from approximately 200 feet to
500 feet. ROW width exceeds 1,000 feet at major intersections.
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There is one reversible high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane within project limits. Extending eastward
from Haskell Avenue, the interim HOV system uses a movable barrier (The Zipper) to convert one of
the general-purpose mainlanes (off-peak direction) into a HOV lane (peak direction). Once peak hour
flow subsides, the barrier is returned to the center median, and each freeway direction operates under
normal conditions.

Appendix B - Project Photographs provides representative views of the existing I-30 corridor within the
project limits, as well as areas adjacent to the project; major aspects of the existing 1-30 facility
described above are shown in Photographs 1 through 4. Representative existing typical sections are
found in Appendix C (Schematics) and Appendix D (Typical Sections).

2.2 Proposed Facility

The proposed project would generally follow the existing alighnment; however, portions of I-30 would be
shifted to the north and/or south to accommodate expansion for adding capacity to the facility. An
estimated 12 acres of proposed ROW would be necessary for the proposed improvements. The
proposed mainlanes from 1-45/1-345 to Dolphin Road would be depressed to a substantially lower
elevation than the proposed frontage roads; the difference in elevation between mainlanes and the
surface pavement of cross street bridges/frontage roads would be a minimum of 24 feet to 33 feet,
with a typical elevation difference of approximately 26 feet. Access ramps throughout the project
corridor would be reconstructed. The project would construct 17 new cross street bridges across the
depressed mainlanes at grade and intersect with frontage roads, where such are part of the design;
four of these new bridges would reconnect streets severed by the original I-30 construction (i.e., Bank
Street, Caldwell Street, Gurley Avenue, and Beeman Avenue), and a fifth new cross street bridge would
allow the city to construct a planned 4th Street addition to the city’s road grid. The Dallas Area Rapid
Transit (DART) at-grade, double-track Green Line would be reconstructed as a bridge over the proposed
project; next to this bridge a pedestrian bridge connection to the Santa Fe Trail would also be
constructed. The project would reconstruct the two existing bridge crossings of I-30 by Malcolm X
Boulevard and Dolphin Road. Sidewalks would be constructed or reconstructed on both sides of all
street crossings of |-30, and a shared use path would be constructed alongside the outer lanes of
frontage roads in nearly all cases. The typical proposed ROW width would vary from approximately 300
feet to 500 feet throughout the project area. Although the proposed project’s eastern terminus is
Ferguson Road, construction activity would continue eastward for approximately 1.1 miles from that
point to complete pavement transition from the proposed improvements to the existing I-30 facility.

The proposed typical section for the proposed project consists of the following:

¢ 10 mainlanes (five 12-foot lanes in each direction) with 10-foot inside and outside
shoulders;

e two reversible managed lanes (tolled) in the center median of I-30 (12-foot lanes) with 10-
foot outside and 4-foot inside shoulders and a barrier to separate the managed lanes from
the mainlanes; and

e two to three-lane discontinuous frontage roads (12-foot lanes) in each direction with curbs; in
most instances, a 10-foot wide shared use path (bicycle and pedestrian) would be
constructed adjacent to frontage roads.



I-30 East Corridor Project Texas Department of Transportation
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc. Final Environmental Assessment

Project costs, including engineering design, ROW acquisition, and construction, would be primarily
federally funded and supplemented by state funding. Total project costs are estimated to be
approximately $1,023M. TxDOT has assigned two unique Control-Section-Job (CSJ) numbers to the
proposed project: 0009-11-252 (main CSJ) for I-30 mainlanes, bridges, ramps, frontage roads, shared
use path/sidewalks, and cross streets; 0009-11-251 for the proposed reversible managed lanes.

Refer to Appendix C for the project design schematic and Appendix D for proposed Typical Sections.

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. For
the I-30 East Corridor Project, 1-45 was chosen as the western project limit because this intersection
with a major highway facility allows the project to safely transition ingress and egress while reducing
or adding lanes. Additionally, traffic patterns shift dramatically at the intersection of I-45 fulfilling a
different origin and destination pattern as the roadway continues west of 1-45 as provided in the
project’s traffic analysis and through the North Central Texas Council of Governments’ (NCTCOG)
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) (NCTCOG 2023a). Ferguson Road was chosen as the eastern
project limit because it defines a large shift in traffic as a major cross street. Traffic forecasting from
TxDOT and existing 2019 traffic data, Ferguson Road is identified as one of the largest traffic cross
streets west of I-635 and represents the highest growth rate west of Lake Ray Hubbard at 3.5 percent;
therefore, the roadway has become a logical break for traffic patterns and growth within the corridor.
Both termini connect to another I-30 project that has either recently undergone planning studies for
reconstruction (I-30 Canyon Project, with limits from |-35E to I-45) or is currently under study for
planned improvements (I-30 from Ferguson Road to Bass Pro Drive).

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 771.1141(f)(2)). This
means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself, and that the project does 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 would have independent
utility because the project would reduce congestion and improve mobility along I-30 independently of
any other improvements. The project would also depress the mainlanes and managed lanes below
ground level for much of the project which will serve to reknit Dallas communities severed by the
original construction of 1-30; this benefit is unique to this I-30 segment and would be unaffected by
any plans for improvements to the west and east of the proposed project. Further, because the project
would stand alone and is not dependent upon other (future) improvements to properly function, it
would not compel further expenditure of funds. Therefore, it does not irretrievably commit future
federal funds.

Federal law prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements (23 CFR 771.1141(f)(3)). This means that a project must not
dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives. As proposed, the I-30 East Corridor Project would in
no way limit consideration of other planned improvements, or alternatives for construction of such
improvements. The development of the proposed project has not precluded planning of ongoing,
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independent I-30 projects to the east and west of the I-30 East Corridor, and project planning
continues to accommodate these other planned projects. For this reason, the proposed project does
not foreclose consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements.

2.4 Planning Consistency

The NCTCOG is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) region
and is responsible for developing regional transportation plans. The NCTCOG adopted the Mobility
2045 Update, the financially constrained MTP, on June 9, 2022 (NCTCOG 2022b). On December 15,
2022, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), including the FHWA and Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), approved the Mobility 2045 Update as to its conformity with the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 and with TCEQ’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) statewide (TCEQ 2022a). The statewide SIP includes specific
measures for addressing ozone NAAQS nonattainment in the DFW MPO. Conformity of the regional
transportation plans with the SIP is essential to ensure that federal funding of transportation projects
does not negatively impact Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/TCEQ/NCTCOG planning to reduce
ambient ozone levels. The planned design and estimated cost of the proposed I-30 East Corridor
Project are consistent with the description of the project in Mobility 2045 Update.

The NCTCOG adopted the regional 2025-2028 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) on August 8,
2024 (NCTCOG 2024c). The TIP supplements the Mobility 2045 Update with details about planned
project funding sources, design features, and schedules. The NCTCOG 2025-2028 TIP is reflected in
TxDOT’s 2025-2028 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), which was approved by
the FHWA/FTA on October 18, 2024 (TxDOT 2024b). The proposed project is consistent with the 2025-
2028 TIP (as amended) and 2025-2028STIP (as amended). TxDOT submitted a Conformity Report
Form and supporting documents to FHWA and FTA, who determined on September 14, 2023, that the
proposed project design is consistent with entries in the aforementioned conforming MTP, TIP and
STIP.

3.0 NEED AND PURPOSE

3.1 Project Need

The proposed project is needed because the I-30 segment from I-45 to Ferguson Road does not meet
current design standards due to aging infrastructure; does not meet current and future traffic demand,
resulting in congestion; does not accomplish local or regional goals of increased mobility, improved
access for all modes of transportation, and improved safety along the 1-30 corridor; and provides
limited options for vehicles and pedestrians to traverse 1-30 resulting in a lack of connectivitiy between
neighborhoods on either side of I-30.



I-30 East Corridor Project Texas Department of Transportation
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc. Final Environmental Assessment

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data

3.2.1 The I-30 Corridor

[-30 is a major east/west thoroughfare constructed in the late 1950s through the early 1960s that
spans across a large portion of North Central Texas (through the DFW metropolitan area and
Texarkana) and into parts of Arkansas (such as Little Rock). Within the City of Dallas, 1-30 serves as a
major connection between downtown Dallas, Fair Park, and communities to the west and east of
downtown Dallas. I-30 also has direct linkage to several other major highways in the region (I-35E, I-
635, and the President George Bush Turnpike). Therefore, I-30 remains a vital corridor for intrastate
and interstate movement of people, goods and services, and improved system linkage and integration
of planning and design elements with adjacent corridors is critical.

3.2.2 Design Deficiencies
In addition to the aging infrastructure of the I-30 corridor, the design standards for freeways and

interstates have changed. These design deficiencies include undesirable grades, horizontal and
vertical curves that do not meet the current design speeds, low vertical clearance, inadequate ramp
spacing, and discontinuous frontage roads. These design deficiencies have been addressed, where
practical, with a proposed schematic design that would improve traffic operations and bring the design
of I-30 up to current design standards in addition to making the highway safer for travelers.

3.2.3 Current and Future Traffic Demand
Population and Employment Growth
The proposed project is needed to accommodate increasing populations and projected employment

needs in east Dallas and the region, and to allow I-30 to remain a viable major corridor for the
movement of goods and services. The steady growth in Dallas County and neighboring counties has
created a need for considerable improvements to the existing transportation system to accommodate
the current and projected increases in traffic demand on the already insufficient transportation system
in the area. Due to traffic congestion, possible delays in emergency services, limited mobility and
roadway design deficiencies, additional capacity is needed to accommodate existing and predicted
population growth and associated land development.

According to NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 MTP the 12-county DFW Metropolitan Planning Area is projected
to grow to over 11 million residents by 2045, resulting in a 48 percentincrease in the area’s population
(NCTCOG 2022a). The population of Dallas County is projected to grow 28 percent by 2045, increasing
from 2,753,334 people in 2023 to 3,533,521 people in 2045. The number of jobs expected to be
created in Dallas County is 1,159,533 new jobs becoming available by 2045, resulting in a 48 percent
increase between 2023 and 2045.

The Texas Water Development Board’s (TWDB) 2021 regional population and water demand
projections also mirror these trends of continued population growth, as shown in Table 1. As
population and employment projections continue to grow in the City of Dallas, Dallas County and the
region, so does the need to improve east/west mobility and connectivity.
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Table 1. Texas Water Development Board Population Projections

Geography 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Dallas Countyt | 2,587,960 | 2,871,662 | 3,180,529 | 3,429,783 | 3,627,334 | 3,770,858
City of Dallas? | 1,141,059 | 1,242,191 | 1,420,781 | 1,591,937 | 1,722,709 | 1,785,569
Sources: (1) TWDB 2019, and (2) TWDB 2018.

Congestion and Reduced Mobility
The need to increase capacity to address increasing traffic demand is supported through analysis of

the future traffic demand that is anticipated to utilize the facility. According to the Texas A&M
University’s Transportation Institute (TTIl), the segment of I-30 between the Jefferson Viaduct and State
Highway Loop 12 East (which includes the I-30 East Corridor Project limits) is ranked thirteenth out of
the 100 most congested Texas roadways, and fifteenth out of the 100 most congested truck roadways
in Texas (TTl 2021).

The current transportation network in the project area is insufficient to accommodate future traffic
demands projected by the TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division (TPP) and the
NCTCOG. According to TxDOT TPP traffic projections from October 2021, the average daily traffic (ADT)
along I-30 between I-45 in Dallas and Belt Line Road/Broadway Boulevard in Garland is anticipated to
increase an average of approximately 69 percent between years 2020 and 2055 (TxDOT 2021b);
these data are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. I-30 Traffic Projections in Vehicles Per Day

Increase
Roadway Segment Year ADT from 2020
2020 104,421 N/A
[-30 from I-45 to Belt Line Road/Broadway 2025 114,900 10%
Boulevard 2045 157,100 50%
2055 177,500 69%
Source: TxDOT 2021b.

NCTCOG also conducts level of service (LOS) analyses to evaluate traffic operations and measure the
operational performance of roadways during the most congested times of the day. LOS conditions are
categorized as A, B, or C (free flowing), D or E (slower speeds/difficulty changing lanes), and F
(gridlocked).

The I-30 corridor segment from Cesar Chavez Boulevard to Jim Miller Road was evaluated for existing
2021 AM and PM LOS. Vissim (Version 11) microsimulation software was used to model traffic
operations of mainlane segments, ramp segments, and intersections (TxDOT 2022a). The traffic
operations analysis utilized Vissim per discussions with TxDOT. LOS was applied based on the analysis
of operations though Vissim for mainlane and ramp links for the AM and PM Existing Year 2021 models
and the results are sumarized in Table 3. The term “Lane Miles” is used to represent the total distance
(Columns 3 and 6 of Table 3) of mainlanes in the corridor that operates at each LOS, and the total
distance of each LOS segment as a percentage of the total network distance (Columns 4 and 7 of
Table 3).
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Table 3. LOS Segment Breakdown for Year 2021 AM/PM I-30 Mainlane Models

LOS AM Lgne Percent of_ Total PM Lgne Percent of_ Total

Segments | Miles Lane Miles Segments | Miles Lane Miles
A,B,orC 46 15.0 34 38 8.3 18
D 14 9.5 22 11 7.1 16
E 3 0.5 1 9 8.8 20
F 21 18.8 43 27 20.8 46
Total 84 43.8 100 85 45.0 100
Source: Study Team (TxDOT 2022a).

Vissim results showed the I-30 mainlanes during the AM peak hour as currently operating at LOS D, E
and F for 66 percent of total mainlane miles, and operating at LOS A, B or C for the remaining 34
percent of total mainlane miles. LOS during the PM peak hour for 2021 show the I-30 mainlanes
currently operating at LOS D, E and F for 82 percent of total mainlane miles, and operating at LOS A,
B or C for the remaining 18 percent of total mainlane miles. Without improvements, LOS conditions
along the corridor would worsen as ADT increases.

Another document that highlights the poor LOS conditions of the corridor is the NCTCOG Congestion
Management Process (CMP) 2021 Update (NCTCOG 2021). According to the CMP 2021 Update, I-30
between |-45 and US 80 is deficient in performance rankings for travel time index. Along this stretch
of 1-30, the corridor has a travel time index 1.68. If a corridor has a travel time index of 2.0, travel
takes twice as long during peak periods.

In summary, the increasing travel demand along the corridor indicates that additional capacity is
required to maintain satisfactory operations in the future.

3.2.4 Consistency with Local and Regional Goals
TxDOT has formed a technical workgroup with the City of Dallas and NCTCOG in planning

improvements to the 1-30 Corridor in Dallas. Together, the workgroup supports a unified approach to
meet the goals of the I-30 East Corridor Project. The workgroup shares information to ensure that each
agency’s potential projects are considered. This includes coordination with the City of Dallas on its
street network and design directives/guidelines; and with NCTCOG on the regional traffic model and
MTP. The workgroup is committed to working together for the duration of the I-30 East Corridor Project.

Local Goals
Several guiding principles and concepts developed by the City of Dallas have contributed to the

development of this complex project. These guiding principles grew out of several important studies,
such as the Dallas City Center Master Assessment Process or “CityMAP” (COD 2016a), the 360 Plan
(COD 2017a), and the Dallas High-Speed Rail Station Zone Assessment (COD 2017b). These plans
included several recommendations in common that were distilled into guiding principles that have
helped shape the proposed redesign for the I-30 East Corridor Project in and near downtown Dallas
and continue to shape it. These guiding principles support redesign that include the following:

e Accommodate multi-modal connections across the I-30 corridor;

e Incorporate “complete streets” and other urban design elements to frontage roads;

e New I-30 should not be any higher or any wider than the current 1-30, and would include at-
grade crossings to improve neighborhood connectivity;
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e Include better multi-modal connection to the high-speed rail station area;

e Maintain the street grid, where appropriate;

e Maximize development potential of abandoned ROW through ramp reconfiguration;

e Provide for strategic placement of deck parks; and

o Allow for alternative scenarios for 1-45 redesign, with preference for designing the 1-30 East
Corridor Project and making and plans for its construction concurrently with plans for
improvements to [-45.

The City of Dallas has also been coordinating with TxDOT on the 1-30 East Corridor Project to provide
for complete streets sections on cross streets and frontage roads, in accordance with the city’s
Complete Streets Design Manual (COD 2016b), coordinating the modified access and influence on the
city street grid, and providing opportunities for decking over portions of 1-30 to enhance community
connectivity and aesthetics. TxDOT is committed to following the guiding principles set out in the
CityMAP study and by the guiding principles identified by the City of Dallas for I-30 redesign.

Regional Goals
Mobility 2045 defines transportation systems and services in the DFW metropolitan area. It serves as

a guide for the expenditure of state and federal funds through the year 2045. The plan addresses
regional transportation needs that are identified through forecasting current and future travel demand,
developing and evaluating system alternatives, and selecting those options which best meet the
mobility needs of the region. The proposed I-30 East Corridor Project is included in and consistent with
this plan.

The 2025-2028 TIP is a staged, multiyear listing of surface transportation projects for funding by
federal, state, and local sources within the DFW metropolitan area. It is developed through a
cooperative effort of the NCTCOG Regional Transportatoin Council, TxDOT, local governments, and
transportation authorities. The TIP contains projects with committed funds over a multiyear period.
TxDOT has taken steps to ensure the proposed I-30 East Corridor Project will be included in and
consistent with this plan.

Improved Access: Modal Options
Improving mobility along the I-30 corridor requires improving the I-30 mainlanes and also city streets,

transit opportunities, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Throughout the I-30 corridor the existing
discontinuous frontage roads do not have sidewalks or outside lanes that accommodate shared use
with bicycle traffic. Cross streets have sidewalks that accommodate pedestrians, but the primary mode
of transportation along the I-30 corridor is by car. Although the 1-30 corridor has some alternative
modal options available, such as transit rail and bus, the corridor received a ‘medium’ modal options
aggregate score in NCTCOG’'s CMP 2021 Update indicating that existing modal options are not
sufficient to balance the demand on the corridor (NCTCOG 2021).

Improvements to city streets would be consistent with the city’s Complete Streets Design Manual and
allow for wider sidewalks and buffered bicycle lanes or shared use paths.
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Improved Access: Cross Street Connections
According to the CMP 2021 Update, I-30 between |-45 and US 80 is lacking alternative roadway

infrastructure that could help balance demand on [-30, resulting in a ‘low’ roadway infrastructure score
(NCTCOG 2021). Planning for the reconstruction of 1-30 to allow traffic to pass through the corridor
more efficiently, as well as improve access connections to cross streets and frontage road segments,
would lessen the likelihood that drivers would choose to drive through adjacent neighborhoods to find
alternative routes. This pattern of driving behavior is a concern expressed by the public during TxDOT’s
public involvement activities. Improvements to the road network and the many cross streets would
also be compatible with design guidelines in the city’'s Complete Streets Design Manual (COD 2016b).
This manual encourages the design of city streets to serve the destinations located along the streets,
and facilitate safe use by motor vehicles as well as bicyclists and pedestrians.

TxDOT has been working closely with the City of Dallas, Fair Park, Deep Ellum, Baylor Scott & White
Health and various other stakeholders and community groups along I-30 to identify solutions that
address both the need for adding capacity to an already overloaded freeway and re-stitching
neighborhoods on opposing sides of I-30 back together. Solutions that have been proposed include
constructing decking facilities that could be used for parks or plazas and accommodating multi-modal
connections for pedestrians and bicyclists. Experience with other deck plazas and parks, such as Klyde
Warren Park across the Woodall Rodgers Freeway between Pearl Street and North St. Paul Street, has
demonstrated that such amenities improve community connectivity in areas separated by major
highways.

Safety
According to the CMP 2021 Update, I-30 between [-45 and US 80 is also deficient in performance

rankings for crash rates (NCTCOG 2021). Along this stretch of I-30, approximately 124 crashes occur
per 100 million vehicle miles traveled. I-30 also received a ‘medium’ operations aggregate score in
the CMP 2021 Update. Although the corridor has intelligent transportation systems coverage and
tolled managed lanes and express/HOV lanes that encourage travelers to carpool to reduce the
number of vehicles on the roadway, the corridor has either no shoulders or very narrow shoulders
available. According to NCTCOG, shoulders are “extremely important in the management of traffic
crashes. One advantage of shoulders is that the space can be used for vehicles to stop because of
mechanical difficulties or other emergencies. Emergency vehicles and responders can also utilize the
shoulder when responding to traffic crashes or making traffic stops” (NCTCOG 2021, see page 42).

A safety analysis was conducted as part of the draft Interstate Access Justification Report (IAJR) for
the proposed project and includes a historical crash summary and a qualitative safety assessment
(TxDOT 2022a). The crash database used in the historical crash summary was queried from TxDOT’s
Crash Records Information System for the years 2016 through 2020 for the project area (TxDOT
2021c). The crash records also included crashes at intersections and on local roads within the
project’s study area. Table 4 summarizes the interstate mainlane yearly crash rates, expressed in
terms of crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT), for I-30 between |-45 and SH 78 and
Table 5 summarizes the same data for I-30 between SH 78 and Jim Miller Road.
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Table 4. 1-30 Annual Crash Rates Between [-45 and SH 78

Average Crash Rate .
Year C:alo:ﬁ:es Annual Daily (per 100 G?t?::lcsrifggee
Traffic million VMT)
2016 337 164,703 224.23 141.2
2017 343 166,672 225.53 145.9
2018 346 166,439 227.82 141.3
2019 279 167,256 182.81 136.1
2020 465 152,203 334.81 132.6
Source: Study Team (TxDOT 2021c¢ and 2022a).

Table 5. 1-30 Annual Crash Rates Between SH 78 and Jim Miller Road

Average Crash Rate .
Year CLo:ﬁ:es Annual Daily (per 100 G?t?::lcsrifggee
Traffic million VMT)
2016 324 157,460 216.82 141.2
2017 289 158,671 191.93 145.9
2018 322 158,547 214.01 141.3
2019 268 160,789 175.64 136.1
2020 403 146,183 290.50 132.6
Source: Study Team (TxDOT 2021c and 2022a).

A total of 1,770 crashes, or 52 percent of mainlane crashes within the project area, occurred on the
2.5-mile section of I-30 between I-45 and SH 78. A total of 1,606 crashes, or 48 percent of mainlane
crashes within the project area, occurred on the 2.6-mile section of I-30 between SH 78 and Jim Miller
Road. A total of 4,695 crashes in the project study area occurred on the I-30 mainlanes, entrance and
exit ramps, or frontage roads, and 554 crashes occurred at intersections. The results of the freeway
crash analysis also showed that when compared to the statewide average, the observed crash rates
for the project area were substantially higher than the statewide average.

3.2.5 Barrier Between Neighborhoods and Communities
The current I-30 highway is elevated on bridge structure or embankment from |-45 to just west of

Dolphin Road, with the I-30 mainlanes passing over the city cross streets. I-30 east of Dolphin Road
is at the same grade as adjacent neighborhoods. Planning efforts over more than two decades have
included a focus on improving the urban community’s connectivity that was largely severed by the
construction of I-30 in east Dallas.

The City of Dallas adopted the 360 Plan as a guide to future actions "concerning land use and
development regulations, transportation and economic development, and capital improvement
expenditures" in the City Center, which encompasses "the diverse neighborhoods within a 2.5-mile
radius around Downtown" and includes the following neighborhoods: Downtown Dallas, Cedars, Deep
Ellum, Design District, East Dallas, North Oak Cliff, Riverfront, South Dallas/Fair Park, Uptown, Victory
Park and the Harwood District, and West Dallas (COD 2017a). The 360 Plan describes how
industrialization, expansion of the railway system and construction of 1-30 and I-45 in the 1900s led
to the loss of homes and buildings, conversion of neighborhoods to factories and warehouses to

10
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support industrial growth, and isolation/bifurcation of neighborhoods. The 360 Plan also highlights
how highways such as |-30 and I-45 act as boundaries and hard edges delineating neighborhoods and
districts, and references CityMAP (COD 2016a) and its plans to “reduce the I-30 footprint and remove
the tangled network of access ramps near the Civic Center [to] reconnect these neighborhoods and
their assets.”

Feedback from previous public involvement events regarding community cohesion are summarized by
the following themes:

e Desire for improved connectivity and walkability.

e Support for moving I-30 below grade to reconnect neighborhoods.

e That the current elevated, controlled access facility has served as a geographic barrier that
has separated communities since its construction in the mid 1960s.

3.3 Project Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project is to meet current roadway design standards and current and
future traffic demand; reduce congestion and increase safety; improve mobility and access for all
modes of transportation; and improve connectivity between neighborhoods on either side of I-30 .

4.0 ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Build Alternative

The proposed Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, consists of widening the existing facility from
eight mainlanes (four in each direction) to ten mainlanes (five in each direction), adding two tolled,
reversible managed lanes in the center median, reconstructing discontinuous frontage roads, and
constructing a shared use path along frontage roads and sidewalks for street crossings of 1-30. The
Build Alternative would acquire approximately 12 acres of ROW for transportation use.

The Build Alternative is the result of decades of planning and coordination with the City of Dallas,
NCTCOG, and various stakeholders within the I-30 corridor. This alternative satisfies the project’s need
and purpose by meeting current design standards while satisfying existing and future traffic demands,
improving mobility and highway safety, and rejoining the communities previously divided by the original
construction of I-30. The Build Alternative is also consistent with approved and pending local and
regional land use and transportation plans and policies. For these reasons the Build Alternative is the
recommended alternative.

4.2 No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed I-30 East Corridor Project would not be constructed. The
No-Build Alternative would not require the conversion of approximately 12 acres of new ROW from
existing land uses to transportation use nor would other project-related impacts occur. The No-Build
Alternative would prolong public use of a highway facility that does not meet current design standards
and would require maintenance to address aging infrastructure. The No-Build Alternative would not
have travel capacity to meet current and projected future traffic demand, resulting in increased
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congestion and reduced mobility for this important urban transportation corridor. This alternative
would not contribute local and regional goals of increased mobility, improved access for all modes of
transportation, and improved safety along the I-30 corridor. The No-Build Alternative would perpetuate
the adverse effects of the I-30 corridor serving as a barrier between neighborhoods and communities
in the City of Dallas. Consequently, the anticipated mobility benefits and reknitting of communities
from the proposed project would not be realized. For these reasons, the No-Build Alternative does not
meet the need and purpose for the proposed improvements and is not the recommended alternative.
However, the No-Build Alternative is evaluated throughout the EA for comparison purposes.

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further
Consideration

4.3.1 Transportation Systems Management Alternative

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) was considered as a method to achieving congestion
mitigation through enhanced operations of existing I-30 and surrounding roadways. This alternative,
which includes Transportation Demand Management (TDM), offers efficient strategies to balancing
access and mobility through performance optimization of the existing roadway infrastructure by
implementing systems and services that preserve capacity, improve reliability, and improve safety.
Improvements to the existing infrastructure such as adjacent arterial improvements, signal retiming,
as well as enhancing other transportation modes such as biking, walking and rail can improve mobility
on |-30.

The NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 long range transportation plan includes funding and strategies for
Regionally Significant Arterials including arterials alongside 1-30. The NCTCOG also implements a
Regional Traffic Signal Retiming Program to prioritize traffic signal retiming and optimize the flow of
traffic on arterial streets. Optimized traffic signals on arterials in the vicinity of I-30 would ease access
to and from the interstate by reducing intersection delay and mitigating vehicle queuing; however,
arterial improvements and traffic signal retiming alone would not offset the anticipated impact to the
freeway generated by regional population growth and subsequent traffic demand as a stand-alone
alternative. Instead, TSM strategies will be implemented in addition to the I-30 East Corridor Project.

To reduce I-30 congestion through TDM, multiple entities including TxDOT, the City of Dallas, the
NCTCOG, and DART developed plans to enhance rail, bike, and pedestrian transportation modes and
the NCTCOG and DART developed plans for rail extensions in the region. It is expected that the
enhanced rail system would be operational by 2045 and would accommodate many trips in and
around the 1-30 corridor; although DART has no new programmed rail expansion projects in the I-30
East Corridor Project area, it is developing plans to modernize its bus transit program and increase
bus transit frequency systemwide. The NCTCOG is also committed to enhancing the regional Veloweb
(off-street shared-use paths for bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized forms of
transportation) by increasing the shared-use path network to a total of 1,883 miles in 10 counties.
Approximately 1.5 miles of Veloweb is planned on the north side of I-30. Based on the NCTCOG
regional modeling plan, the rail extensions and bike and pedestrian accommodations as a stand-alone
alternative would not offset the anticipated impact to the freeway generated by regional population
growth and subsequent traffic demand. It has been recommended that these modal plans be
implemented to provide mode choice and accommodate the regional transportation needs. Managed
lanes are another TDM strategy utilized to mitigate congestion. Managed lanes are being implemented
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in the project to help mitigate congestion on the corridor. Directional managed lanes were identified
to best fit the traffic demand for the corridor based on historical traffic counts and traffic projections
developed for the project.

While TSM (including TDM) strategies are proven concepts to ease traffic congestion and improve
travel times, a TSM alternative alone would not address issues associated with an aging roadway
system linkage and substandard roadway geometrics and would not meet the project’'s need and
purpose. Moreover, the TSM alternative alone would do nothing to ameliorate the separation of
neighborhoods that resulted by the original construction of I-30 decades ago, nor would it be
consistent with other City of Dallas plans for improving communities (e.g., potential decking options
for 1-30). For these reasons, the TSM Alternative would continue to be developed to enhance the
effectiveness of the I-30 East Corridor Project but does not address all aspects of the project’'s need
and purpose.

4.3.2 Shifting the I-30 Alignment Northward and Other Design Considerations

A principal purpose of the proposed I-30 East Corridor Project is to add capacity to I-30. The existing
ROW near the western end of the project would need to be expanded to accommodate the addition of
two general purpose lanes and two reversible managed lanes. An additional purpose for the project is
to reconstruct the segment of I-30 from |-45 to Haskell Avenue from an existing facility on bridge
structure to a depressed highway such that cross streets would cross 1-30 on bridges. Reconstructing
I-30 within this segment would require 90 percent of the approximately 12 acres of proposed ROW for
the project, which would be taken from both sides of the highway. The design would also widen to
accommodate the planned ramps and frontage road segments that would be added for at-grade
connections with cross streets and for travel lanes.

Within the I-30 segment from I-45 to Haskell Avenue, project designers have endeavored to avoid and
minimize impacts to three historic resources that are either listed on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) or have been accepted as eligible for listing on the NRHP by the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO). These historic resources within the proposed project’s Area of Potential
Effects (APE) along a highway segment approximately 1,800 feet in length. Within this segment, two
of the historic resources are located to the north of I-30 and one to the south of it. Project designers
looked carefully for options that would avoid or minimize impacts to these resources, such as shifting
the 1-30 alignment northward to avoid displacement of the NRHP-eligible Cabell’s, Inc. building south
of 1-30 on Exposition Avenue. However, doing this would result in displacement impacts to both the
NRHP-listed Gulf Qil Distribution Facility and District and the NRHP-eligible Texas Ice House located on
the north side of I-30. Photographs of these three historic resources are shown in Appendix B - Project
Photographs (Photographs 5 - 7) and locations are in Appendix E - HRSR-1: Prior Surveys (see page
3 for Gulf Oil Distribution and District, and Texas Ice House) and Appendix E - HRSR-2: Surveyed
Resources (see page 3 for Cabell’s, Inc. facility, Resource 197). As it is not possible to meet the
project’s need and purpose without affecting at least one of these historic resources, project planners
and stakeholders opted to abandon shifting I-30 northward thereby avoiding adverse impacts to the
Gulf Oil Distribution Facility and District and the Texas Ice House.

For more than two decades TxDOT has worked with the City of Dallas, the NCTCOG, and various Dallas

community stakeholders in planning the overall concept and design details for the proposed project.
In addition to the alignment shift alternative described above, in the past two years TxDOT has hosted
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over 20 coordination meetings with the City of Dallas to review and discuss project design concepts
and details such as the locations and directions of access ramps, cross street bridges and
reconnections of streets previously severed by I-30, and potential decking options. In addition, several
stakeholder meetings have been held with the city in combination with nearly 20 neighborhood
associations, economic and urban development associations, and other civic organizations for the
same purpose. The feedback from these interactions with stakeholders, in addition to feedback from
the public meeting held in June 2021, have led project designers to make design adjustments
throughout the I-30 East Corridor Project in response. While these discussions did not focus on an
alternative that would fundamentally redefine the project, the collective input from multiple sources
has shaped and fine-tuned the project design by incorporating some suggestions that best meet the
project’s need and purpose while setting aside other recommendations that were found to not support
the need and purpose or were not cost-effective. Additional discussion of stakeholder and public
involvement is included in Section 7.0.

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

In support of this EA, the following technical documentation was prepared:

e Archeological Background Study

e Archeological Survey Report

e Species Analysis Form

e Species Analysis Spreadsheet (and supporting materials)

e Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis Technical Report

e Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report

e Congestion Management Process Summary

e Cumulative Impacts Analysis Technical Report

e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment

e Historic Property Section 4(f) De Minimis Checklist and Documentation
e Historical Resources Survey Report

e Historical Studies Research Design (Reconnaissance Survey and Intensive Survey)
e |ndirect Impacts Analysis Technical Report

e Project Coordination Request for Historical Studies Project

e Quantitative Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis Technical Report

e Section 4(f) Individual Evaluation

e Surface Water Analysis Form

e Traffic Noise Analysis Report

o Waters of the U.S. Delineation Report

The final technical reports and documents listed above may be inspected and copied upon request at
the TxDOT Dallas District Office, 4777 E. Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150. Final technical reports
and the detailed data and maps included within them are incorporated by reference but are not
included in this EA. Selected graphical information and summaries of data from final and draft
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technical reports are included in this EA to assist in describing anticipated project-related
environmental impacts. This draft EA and all technical reports prepared in support of it were prepared
in accordance with specialized instructional guidance for NEPA studies provided by TxDOT's
Environmental Affairs Division (TXDOT-ENV, TxDOT-ENV 2022b) and FHWA's delegation of authority for
TxDOT to prepare NEPA documents (FHWA 2019).

This section examines the direct impacts that would result from constructing the facility within the
project construction footprint, which includes all areas that would be subject to ground disturbing
activities from heavy construction equipment. The construction footprint for the proposed project
includes all areas in existing and proposed ROW within the project limits and comprises approximately
267 acres.

This section also addresses the indirect effects caused by the proposed project that extend beyond
the construction footprint either during or after construction of the facility (i.e., encroachment-
alteration indirect effects). Examples of such indirect impacts include the potential sedimentation of
streams by soil eroded from construction sites, increases in traffic noise experienced on properties
near the project after completion, or the potential effects on ambient air quality in local areas near the
completed project. Thus, environmental impacts caused by the project have been assessed for both
the construction footprint as well as beyond it to the point where indirect impacts attenuate to a
negligible level. Also addressed in this section are steps taken to ensure compliance with relevant laws
and federal Executive Orders (EO), in addition to mitigation measures where such are warranted.

The information presented in this section and throughout this EA was obtained from a variety of state
and federal natural resource agencies, local governments, and from several field visits in 2021 and
2022. The primary tool for assessing environmental aspects of the study area was a geographic
information system (GIS) database for which digital shapefiles were acquired regarding basic
geographic features (i.e., roads and local government boundaries), geology and soils, elevation
contours, water and floodplain features, vegetation and wildlife habitat, land use, and socio-economic
characteristics.

The following sub-sections identify the environmental consequences of the Build and No-Build
Alternatives on each resource or other environmental topic considered.

5.1 Right-of-Way and Displacements

5.1.1 Proposed ROW and Potential Surplus ROW
The Build Alternative would require approximately 12 acres of ROW to construct the project; no

easements are anticipated for this project. Over 90 percent of the proposed ROW is within the western
portion of the I-30 East Corridor Project between |-45 and Haskell Avenue. The locations and acreage
of the 33 areas of proposed ROW are shown in Appendix E — Proposed Right-of-Way Map. Areas of
proposed ROW can be seen within the context of the design schematic (Appendix C).

In addition, the Build Alternative would reduce the existing roadway footprint in four locations between
3rd Avenue and Exposition Avenue where are existing I-30 ramps and connections to local streets. This
would allow for surplus ROW that could potentially be sold to the City of Dallas or Dallas County, or to
private entities if neither the city nor county wish to purchase the land. A total of approximately 3.7
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acres of ROW would potentially be converted to non-transportation use at the locations shown in

Appendix E - TxDOT Potential Surplus ROW Map.

The No-Build Alternative would not require additional ROW and there would be no potential for surplus
ROW returning to non-transportation uses.

5.1.2

Potential Displacements

The current project design would potentially result in 29 displacements of structures on 26 properties,
including five single-family residences (and one shed), ten commercial facilities, one city facility, and
twelve billboards listed in Table 6. The locations of all potential displacements and a table with
addresses and other details are in Appendix E - Displacements Map; see also Appendix B - Project
Photographs for examples of displacements (Photographs 4, 5, and 12).

Table 6. Displacements List

Map Dallas_ antral Appraisal _ _ _ _ _
D District Account Displacement Type Business Name (if applicable) Site Address
Number

1 00000130261000000 | Billboard N/A 1601 Jeffries St

2 00000130258000000 | Billboard N/A 1515 Jeffries St

3 00000130318000000 | Billboard N/A 1608 Jeffries St

4 00000130309000000 |Commercial USA Cast Stone & Construction, LLC 1616 Jeffries St

4 00000130312000000 |Commercial USA Cast Stone & Construction, LLC 1612 Jeffries St

4 00000130309500000 |Commercial USA Cast Stone & Construction, LLC 1614 Jeffries St

5 00000130291000000 | Billboard N/A 2960 E RL Thornton Fwy
6 00000130300000000 |Single-family Residence N/A 2913 Dawson St

7 | 00000130294000000 |>Ng'e-familyResidence | 2917 Dawson St

(including shed)

8 00000130297000000 |Single-family Residence N/A 2921 Dawson St

9 00000130399000000 |Commercial Hinga's Automotive Co 1703 Chestnut St
10 | 00000129613000000 |Commercial (Vacant) Vacant 3001 Hickory St
11 | 00000104245500000 |Government Dallas Fire Marshal's Office 1600 Chestnut St
12 | 00000129625000000 |Billboard N/A 1613 Baylor St

13 000852000401A0000 |Commercial Gas Station Central (Natural Gas) 1600 Baylor St

14 | 00000129655000000 |Billboard N/A 3103 Hickory St
15 OODALAREARAPTT140 |Commercial DART 555 2nd Ave

16 | 00000127510000000 |Commercial and Billboard | First Motors 601 1st Ave

17 00000127582000000 | Billboard N/A 701 1st Ave

18 00000127558000000 | Billboard N/A 713 Exposition Ave
19 00000127396000000 |Commercial Excalibur Collision Center 710 Exposition Ave
20 000811000001A0000 Commercial (Multiple Light L_oft, LLL GymStudio, C Cooper 820 Exposition Ave

Businesses) Boudoir Photography (possibly more)

21 | 00000127384000000 |Billboard N/A 4044 Commerce St
22 00000127306000000 |Commercial and Billboard | Forty-Four (Construction) 619 S Hill Ave

23 | 00000127273000000 |Commercial and Billboard | Unknown 620 S Hill Ave

24 | 00000145375000000 |Single-family Residence N/A 4937 Lindsley Ave
25 | 00000517615000000 |Commercial Brake-O Wheel Alignment 3909 Samuell Blvd
26 | 00000130303000000 |Single-family Residence Lobo Distribution, LLC 2911 Dawson St
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TxDOT provides relocation assistance to all displaced persons without discrimination in accordance
with USDOT policy pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, as amended in the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance
Act of 1987 (the Uniform Act). All property owners from whom land is required are entitled to receive
just compensation for their property, which is based upon the fair market value of the property. TxDOT
also provides, through its Relocation Assistance Program, payment and services to aid in movement
to a new location.

The No-Build Alternative would not require any displacements of residences, other buildings, or
billboards.

5.2 Land Use

Based on aerial photography, a general land use analysis of the I-30 East Corridor Project area shows
that approximately 30 percent of the land is residential (single and multi-family) development.
Undeveloped, designated open-space or park land accounts for approximately 10 percent of the land
bordering the project area. The remaining 60 percent of the land along the project corridor area is
commercial (mostly highway retail strip development), industrial, and miscellaneous tracts such as
schools and hospitals. The primary location of single-family residential neighborhoods along I-30 is
from Carroll Avenue extending eastward nearly to White Rock Creek. As over 90 percent of proposed
ROW is required from areas west of Carroll Avenue, ROW impacts from the Build Alternative would
primarily affect commercial/industrial properties (see Appendix B - Project Photographs 5 - 12).

Notable features along the project corridor include Fair Park, located on the south side of I-30, and
Tennison Park Golf Course and Samuell Grand Park located north of I-30 near White Rock Creek, a
perennial stream that crosses I-30 near Ferguson Road. A large cemetery, Grove Hill Memorial Park
and Cemetery, is also located near White Rock Creek, to the south of I-30. The Build Alternative would
have no potential impacts on any of these land use features.

The No-Build Alternative is not expected to result in changes to existing land use within the 1-30 East
Corridor Project limits.

5.3 Farmlands

The Farmland Protection Policy Act does not apply because all proposed ROW would affect only lands
already developed or otherwise in fact committed to urban use, as also evidenced by the U.S. Census
Bureau’s mapping of the project area as “urban” (see 7 USC 4201(c)(1)(A) and 7 CFR 658.2(a)).

5.4 Utility Relocation

It is reasonably foreseeable that utilities will have to be relocated as a result of the Build Alternative.
In particular, the extensive construction activities needed to widen the project corridor in the I-30
segment from I-45 to Haskell Avenue would require relocation of all existing utilities within the existing
and proposed ROW. Such activities include removal of existing I-30 bridge structures, excavation of
earth to reconstruct mainlanes and managed lanes 30+ feet below existing ground level, construction
of ramps and retaining walls, and creation of frontage road segments would necessitate relocation of
all existing utilities within existing ROW and proposed ROW areas. Also, widening and excavation to
depress I-30 mainlanes and managed lanes primarily within existing ROW east of Haskell Avenue to
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Dolphin Road would be expected to require extensive relocation of utilities including storm and sanitary
sewers, gas and water lines, and overhead and buried electrical/cable/fiber utilities. Some relocation
of utilities, mostly within existing ROW, to the east of Dolphin Road would also be expected in
connection with highway widening and construction of ramps and frontage roads. The impacts
resulting from removal of any utilities from within existing highway right-of-way (e.g., construction
noise, potential disturbance to archeological resources, and potential impacts to species habitat) have
been considered as part of the overall project footprint impacts within this EA.

It has not yet been determined whether the dislocated utilities will be re-installed within the I-30 ROW
or to a location outside the highway ROW. However, the potential impacts resulting from re-installation
of the displaced utilities within the highway ROW have been considered as part of the overall project
footprint impacts (e.g., construction noise, potential disturbance to archeological resources, and
potential impacts to species habitat) within this EA. To the extent that the owner of any displaced utility
determines to re-install the displaced utility at a location outside of highway 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 highway ROW and ensuring that the design and construction meet all regulatory and environmental
compliance requirements. See 43 TAC 21.37(a)(9), (g)(1)), and (g)(4); and 43 TAC 21.38(e)(2).

The No-Build Alternative would not require the relocation of any utilities.

5.5 Community Impacts

5.5.1 Community Study Area

The community study area boundaries are comprised of census block groups within one mile of the
project and major roadways encompassing the project, including Jim Miller Road, Abrams Road, S.
Glasgow Drive, Military Parkway, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard, among others. The community study
area encompasses the areas most likely to be impacted by the proposed project. Eighty-five community
facilities were identified within the community study area and include recreational and museum
facilities, schools, places of worship, police/fire department facilities, a hospital, and a cemetery,
among others.

5.5.2 Displacements

As discussed in Section 5.1.2, the Build Alternative would potentially displace five single-family
residences and 24 non-residential structures. A search was made for replacement residential
properties for the three potentially displaced homes on Dawson Street (see Map IDs 6-8 in Appendix
E - Displacements Map). The appraised values as assessed by the Dallas County Appraisal District
range from $42,710 to $43,990 for these homes with living area sizes from 1,003 to 1,099 square
feet. A review of the home-buying websites zillow.com and trulia.com did not identify any homes for
sale of comparable size and value for miles in any direction from these homes.
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The review of the home-buying websites did identify a number of homes of comparable size and value
for sale in the area of Map ID 24 on Lindsley Street, which has a living area of 1,526 square feet and
a county-appraised value of $170,960. These comparable homes are within 2 miles of Map ID 24 and
range in price from $175,000 to $195,000, with living area sizes between 1,794 and 2,106 square
feet. However, most homes in the area are far more expensive. It should be noted that the appraised
value of properties assessed by the county appraisal district for tax purposes are not the same as fair
market value, which is what the review of Zillow and Trulia listings show. TxDOT compensates property
owners based on the fair market value of their property, and not on tax roll appraisals. Undeveloped
land and commercial/retail/office properties are available for sale or lease for the potentially
displaced businesses.

TxDOT offers relocation assistance to all individuals, families, businesses, and non-profit organizations
displaced as a result of a highway or other transportation project. In order to assist those who are
required to move, TxDOT provides payments and services to aid in movement to a new location through
its relocation program. This assistance applies to tenants as well as owners occupying the real property
for an orderly, timely and efficient move. A relocation counselor would contact the affected property
owners and tenants to assist with the details of relocation (TxDOT 2015). Additionally, various
resources for housing and employment assistance are available in the Dallas area that could
potentially help those displaced by the proposed project.

In early 2023 TxDOT conducted additional outreach to the owners of three potentially displaced
residences on Dawson Street listed in Table 6 (house numbers 2913, 2917 and 2921). The TxDOT
project engineer held virtual meetings with each property owner for these residences in addition to the
property owner of a fourth property (2911 Dawson Street) because inclusion of a large portion of the
backyard for this residence may ultimately lead to displacement. The project engineer discussed
project design details with each property owner, project schedule and the ROW acquisition process. In
response to a request by one of the property owners, ROW specialists were included to discuss details
of the property acquisition process and the types of relocation assistance that would be provided (see
Appendix E - Summary of Meetings with Potentially Displaced Residence Owners).

The No-Build Alternative would not result in any residential, commercial, or other displacements, and
would therefore require no relocation assistance.

5.5.3 Community Travel Patterns and Cohesion
The project would include ten mainlanes (five in each direction) and depress the mainlanes below

ground level from |-45 to Dolphin Road to allow cross streets to bridge over I-30 and connect with
frontage roads at-grade (see Section 2.2 for details). This design would serve to reknit the street grid
and provide for potential deck parks and plazas that would make the highway less of a barrier between
adjacent communities and neighborhoods, as illustrated in Appendix E - I-30 Potential Decking
Locations Map.

The proposed design also includes two reversible managed lanes, discontinuous at-grade frontage

roads with two to three lanes in each direction, and the reconstruction of ramps and bridge structures.
Accommodations for bicycle and pedestrian travel along the project corridor are a component of
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project development and would aid the objective of reconnecting communities divided by the original
construction of the 1-30 corridor.

The proposed project would also reconnect Bank Street, Caldwell Street, Gurley Avenue and Beeman
Avenue, which were divided by the construction of I-30 and construct a bridge crossing for a city-
planned 4th Avenue. A total of 12 streets that currently cross under |-30 bridge structures from east
of Malcom X Boulevard to Ferguson Road would cross over I-30 at grade and would have connections
with new segments of frontage roads where such are constructed. Overall, the number of at-grade
street crossings of I-30 within project limits would increase from two streets to 19 streets.

In a few instances near the I-30 interchanges with [-45, small streets that currently cross beneath the
extended I-30 bridge structure would be access-controlled due to the need for ramps connecting with
the interchange. However, in all but one instance these roads would acquire access to the frontage
road or, in the case of 3rd Avenue, would have the new roadway bridge for the planned 4th Avenue
constructed nearby.

In addition to improving the road network connections, the many cross streets would be compatible
with design guidelines in the City of Dallas Complete Streets Design Manual (COD 2016b). This manual
encourages the design of city streets to serve the destinations located along the streets and
accommodate safe use of city streets by motor vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians. Doing so would
contribute to the neighborhood’s character and quality of life.

Estimated travel times are anticipated to shorten due to increased mobility, managed congestion and
the enhancement of pedestrian and bicycle facilities as a result of the proposed improvements.

The No-Build Alternative would make no beneficial changes to access and travel patterns or
community cohesion. In addition, the No-Build Alternative would not improve mobility within the
proposed project area and would not address the purpose and need for the project.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The proposed Build Alternative includes improvements to create or enhance opportunities for bicycle
and pedestrian travel throughout proposed project limits. This is an important design aspect that
complements the new construction of all cross streets as at-grade bridge crossings of I-30 from [-45
to Dolphin Road. The design schematic (Appendix C) includes either 10-foot shared-use paths (i.e.,
pedestrian and bicycle use) or 5- to 6-foot sidewalks on both sides of all street crossings of 1-30;
nearly all bridge crossings also include a 5- to 6-foot buffer to the cross-street curb for added safety.
Additionally, the design for the Peak Street and Barry Avenue bridge crossings of 1-30 each include
two protected 4- to 6-foot bicycle lanes (one in each direction) in addition to 6-foot sidewalks and a
3- to 5-foot buffer to either the bike lanes or street curb. Along the discontinuous I-30 frontage road
segments within project limits a 10-foot shared-use path would be constructed with 5-foot buffer to
the curb. The planned design of these facilities includes connections to approximately 1.5 miles of
Veloweb that the city and NCTCOG are planning on the north side of I-30. Signalized intersections of
cross streets with 1-30 frontage roads would provide pedestrian phasing of traffic lights. At all
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intersections crosswalks are planned with American with Disabilities Act ramps. A shared-use path
bridge is planned just east of the DART bridge to maintain connectivity with the Santa Fe Trail.

The proposed improvements would improve connectivity, mobility and safety for pedestrian and
cyclists traveling along the corridor. The proposed project would comply with TXDOT’s Bicycle
Accommodation Design Guidance, which implements USDOT and FHWA policy regarding bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations (TxDOT 2021d).

Under the No-Build Alternative, pedestrians and cyclists would continue to use the existing, limited
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations within the transportation network.

5.5.4 Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

EO 13166 - Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 20 Proficiency (65 Federal
Register 50121, 8/11/2000), requires federal agencies to examine the services they provide, identify
any need for services to those with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a
system to provide those services so that LEP persons can have meaningful access to them. TxDOT
carries out policies consistent with those promulgated by the USDOT for accomplishing LEP objectives
stated in EO 13166 (see USDOT Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to LEP
Persons, 70 Federal Register 74087-74100, 12/14/2005).

Fourteen of sixteen census tracts and 27 of 28 census block groups within the community study
area contain LEP populations. The LEP populations range from 1% to 41% in census tracts and

0% to 55.4% in census block groups. Based on 2016-2020 ACS 5-Year Estimates, the estimated
population 5 years and older across the 29 census block groups is 45,623 persons. The LEP
population is estimated to be 8,917 (19.5%) persons. Of the 8,917 LEP persons, 8,893 (19.5%)
speak Spanish; 0 (0%) speak Other Indo-European languages; 17 (0.04%) speak Asian and

Pacific Island languages; and 7 (0.02%) speak Other languages. LEP populations are most
concentrated between Haskell Avenue and E. Grand Avenue surrounding I-30, where LEP
populations in census block groups range between 35.5% and 55.4%.

A virtual public meeting with an in-person option was held for this project in June 2021. Public
involvement to date is described in detail in Section 7.0. To notify the public about the meeting, English
and Spanish notices were mailed to adjacent property owners, stakeholders, community groups and
organizations, elected officials and public officials. Bilingual postcards were also mailed to property
owners in neighborhoods surrounding the [-30 corridor. Notices were published in English in two
newspapers, the Dallas Morning News and the Dallas Weekly (serving the African American
community), and in Spanish in Al Dia. Interpretation and translation services were offered to the public
through the notice, but no requests were received. At the public meeting, comment forms
were provided in English and in Spanish. A public hearing was held in June 2023. The LEP
accommodations that were provided in the public meeting were also provided in the public
hearing. If a request is received, TxDOT will make every reasonable effort to accommodate
persons with special communication or mobility needs.
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5.6 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

The western half of the existing project corridor is generally elevated above adjacent properties. I-30
is elevated on structure from |-45 to Haskell Avenue, which places drivers’ line-of-sight at least 25 feet
above ground level. I-30 is elevated on an embankment that tapers in height from Haskell Avenue
eastward, bridging over cross streets until it reaches the Dolphin Road bridge. These elevated
segments of I-30 provide views beyond the ROW as adjacent areas are generally flat, allowing for long
sight lines from the roadway when not interrupted by tall commercial buildings and landscape trees.
The elevated views from the roadway are generally of residential development (single and multi-family),
tall downtown buildings and commercial retail strip development. Throughout the communities within
which I-30 passes, these elevated segments stand out as a predominant landscape feature both
visually and acoustically (see Appendix B - Project Photographs 2 and 3).

The proposed project would depress I-30 mainlanes and managed lanes to a substantially lower
elevation than the city street crossings and proposed frontage roads, increasing sightlines across I-30
on either side. As a result, the Build Alternative has the potential to positively impact views of the city’s
neighborhoods and urban landscaping by largely removing the highway from view and by reducing the
traffic noise impacts on the aesthetic quality of surrounding communities. This effect is expected to
be further enhanced by the city’s plans to add deck coverings at selected locations above the
depressed highway and reconstructing cross streets as “complete streets” with greater aesthetic
enhancements (e.g., vegetation landscaping and amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists). Although
not part of TxDOT’s design for the proposed project, the design of the project has been extensively
coordinated with the City of Dallas to identify areas that could be suitable sites for decking across
portions of 1-30 to create opportunities for landscaping and urban open space atop the highway.
Coordination with the city as thus far identified several potential decking sites near Exposition Avenue
and Grand Parkway (see Appendix E - I-30 Potential Decking Locations Map). Aesthetic decking is not
part of the I-30 East Corridor Project design and would be constructed and maintained by the city after
completion of highway improvements; however, project engineers would design retaining walls to
provide the structural support needed at locations identified by the city for future decking amenities.

East of Dolphin Road the highway is at grade as it approaches and then crosses White Rock Creek and
its tributaries atop bridge structure nearly 2,000 feet in length. The views from the highway along this
segment include riparian and bottomland hardwood forests, as well as glimpses of large areas of
urban open space (i.e., park, golf course and cemetery) in addition surrounding residential areas. The
proposed project would reconstruct and widen the I-30 bridge crossing water features but would do
little to alter the existing aesthetic qualities along this segment.

Urban design concepts have been developed to help blend and connect the project to the adjacent
communities. Additional aesthetic design features such as lighting would be at the discretion of local
jurisdictional areas along the project corridor. Aesthetic improvements associated with the proposed
project would follow current TXDOT aesthetic guidelines and would be equal to or improve the existing
conditions. Throughout project development TxDOT has worked closely with the City of Dallas to plan
the improvements to the I-30 East Corridor to be compatible with city plans and guidelines for
enhancing the aesthetic quality of its communities.

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no impact (adverse or beneficial) to the visual
aesthetics of the area.
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5.7 Cultural Resources

TxDOT evaluated impacts to cultural resources under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA, 54 USC 300101-307108) in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement Among FHWA,
TxDOT, Texas SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation
of Transportation Undertakings (FHWA 2015). Additionally, the evaluations of archeological resources
and historic-age cultural resources discussed in the two subsections below were carried out in
compliance with regulations implementing the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800), the Antiquities Code of Texas
and its implementing regulations (Texas Natural Resource Code, Title 9, Chapter 191; 13 TAC Chapter
26) and the TxDOT Memorandum of Understanding with the Texas Historical Commission (THC)
relating to environmental review of transportation projects (43 TAC Rules 2.251-2.278).

5.7.1  Archeology
A desktop archeological background study in 2021 determined that most of the I-30 corridor is located

within previously developed or highly disturbed settings with negligible potential for shallow or deep
archeological deposits within an APE consisting of existing and proposed ROW. However, project
archeologists recommended a field survey of several potentially undisturbed areas for shallow artifacts
(i.e., within approximately 3 feet of the ground surface) and the mechanical excavation for deep
deposits (i.e., to a depth of approximately 13 feet) within the White Rock Creek floodplain. The areas
selected for field survey were considered to have a moderate to high potential for containing
archeological resources due to indications that the areas may have avoided substantial ground
disturbance despite the extensive urban development within the I-30 corridor.

The intensive archeological survey for the proposed project included shovel testing and backhoe
trenching carried out in February/March 2022 under Texas Antiquities Permit Number 30592. Several
areas within or near proposed ROW for the I-30 project were shovel tested and excavated soil from
nine locations was examined for artifacts. Shovel testing revealed historic-era artifacts at two sites
near the western project limit. Artifacts found in shallow soil included glass and ceramic shards, brick
fragments, nails and other metal fragments believed to be domestic- or architectural-related. Analysis
of the artifacts and records research of site ownership and past land use led project archeologists to
recommend that the nature of artifacts, past land ownership and the diminished integrity of the sites
did not warrant further research or investigation. The result of the backhoe trench excavation near
White Rock Creek was negative for any artifacts.

The field archeological survey was coordinated with TXDOT-ENV and it was determined that the sites
investigated do not meet criteria for listing on the NRHP and that further archeological investigation
within the project corridor is not warranted. Accordingly, the Build Alternative is not expected to result
in adverse impacts to archeological resources of consequence. In accordance with the agreements
noted above (FHWA 2015; and 43 TAC Rules 2.251-2.278), no further coordination of the
archeological survey is required. If unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during
construction, work in the immediate area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to
initiate post-review discovery procedures.

As the No-Build Alternative would not result in ground-disturbing construction activity, no impacts to
archeological resources are expected.
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5.7.2 Historic Properties
TxDOT conducted a historic resources survey of architectural and engineering resources located along

the I-30 East Corridor Project to identify historic-age resources in compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA (“Section 106”). Historic-age resources are defined as buildings, structures, objects, districts,
or sites that are or will be 45 years old or older on the date the project is expected to be let for
construction (i.e., 2026; historic-age cutoff year is 1981).

Determinations of Eligibility

TxDOT’s Historic Resources Survey Report (HRSR) for the project evaluates a total of 563 resources
on 333 parcels. TxDOT historians evaluated each individual historic-age resource under the criteria for
listing resources on the NRHP based on the quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archeology, engineering and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects that
possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, and at least
one of the following criteria:

e Criterion A: Resource is associated with important events that have contributed significantly to
the broad pattern of history.

e Criterion B: Resource is associated with the lives of person significant in our past.

e Criterion C: Resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of
construction; or represents the work of a master; or possesses high artistic values; or
represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction.

e Criterion D: Resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history.

The HRSR combines other recent survey efforts. Survey forms in the HRSR include a compilation of
photos and information from the Historic Resources Survey of Downtown and Deep Ellum, conducted
by HHM & Associates for the City of Dallas in 2022, TxDOT’s IH-30 Canyon Improvements Project HRSR
conducted in 2020, and an earlier version of the current TxDOT HRSR for the proposed project. The
resources identified in these previous surveys of historic resources are shown in Appendix E - HRSR-
1: Prior Surveys.

As documented in the HRSR (see Appendix E - HRSR-2: Surveyed Resources, and - HRSR-3: Historic
Districts), TxDOT determined the following properties are eligible for or previously listed in the NRHP.

Historic Districts:

e Deep Ellum Historic District—This district is eligible for listing in the NRHP and is pending
official NRHP listing by the National Park Service.

e Gulif Qil Distribution Facility Historic District—Listed in the NRHP in 2010 at the local level
under Criterion A for Industry, period of significance from 1900 to 1974; also locally
designated as a Dallas Landmark and is contributing to the Deep Ellum Historic District.

o Texas Centennial Exposition Buildings/Fair Park Historic District—Listed in the NRHP in 1986
at the national level of significance (National Historic Landmark [NHL]) under Criterion A in
the area of Entertainment/Recreation; also listed as a SAL and a local Dallas Landmark
District.
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e Mt. Auburn/Santa Fe Historic District—The Mt. Auburn/ Santa Fe Historic District is located
north of I-30 and roughly bounded by the West R.L. Thornton Access Road on the south,
Willow Street/Santa Fe Trail (the former Santa Fe rail corridor) on the west, Cameron Avenue
on the north, and East Grand Avenue on the east (see Appendix E - HRSR-3: Historic
Districts, Page 2). The HRSR documents 77 resources within the project APE, with 65
contributing resources (84 percent) and 12 noncontributing (16 percent) in this district.

o Claremont Historic District—The Claremont Historic District is located north of I-30 and
roughly bounded by the West R.L. Thornton Access Road on the southwest, Hunnicut Road
on the southeast, Dorrington Drive on the northeast, and, on the northwest, Ferguson
Road/the creek between Claremont Drive and Bar X Street (see Appendix E - HRSR-3:
Historic Districts, Page 3). The HRSR documents 16 resources within the APE, with all
resources (100 percent) contributing to the character of this district.

o Commerce/Exposition Historic District—The Commerce/Exposition Historic District is located
south of I-30 and roughly bounded by the Texas & Pacific (T&P) railroad tracks at the north,
Parry Avenue at the east, the alley between 1st Avenue and Exposition Avenue at the south,
and Ash Lane at the west (see Appendix E - HRSR-3: Historic Districts, Page 4). The Texas
Centennial Exposition Buildings/Fair Park NHL District is immediately east of this eligible
district. The HRSR documents 23 buildings within the APE, with 22 contributing resources
(96 percent) and one noncontributing (4 percent).

e Jubilee Park Historic District—The Jubilee Park Historic District is located south of I-30 and
roughly bounded by Ash Lane on the northwest, the East R.L. Thornton Access Road on the
north, Philip Avenue on the southeast, and S Carroll Avenue on the southwest (see Appendix
E - HRSR-3: Historic Districts, Page 5). The HRSR documents 61 buildings within the APE,
with 54 contributing resources (89 percent) and seven noncontributing (11 percent).

o Ford Motor Company—The Ford Motor Company Historic District is located south of I-30, and
the proposed district boundaries match the parcel boundaries, defined roughly by East Grand
Avenue on the northwest, Barry Avenue on the southwest, an irregular line partially defined
by a rail spur on the southeast, and the alley paralleling S Henderson Avenue on the
northeast (see Appendix E - HRSR-3: Historic Districts, Page 6). The HRSR documents seven
buildings within the APE, with all contributing (100 percent).

e Owenwood Historic District—The Owenwood Historic District is south of I-30 and is roughly
bounded by the East R.L. Thornton Access Road/Culver Street on the north, Boone
Avenue/Dolphin Road on the east, Alpine Street on the south, and Beeman
Avenue/Henderson Avenue/Fairview Avenue on the west (see Appendix E - HRSR-3: Historic
Districts, Page 7). The HRSR documents 94 buildings within the APE, with 86 contributing
resources (91 percent) and eight noncontributing (9 percent).

Individually Eligible Properties

The individual resources previously listed in the NRHP in the study area are shown in the maps in
Appendix E - HRSR-1: Prior Surveys. In addition to previously designated resources, TxDOT finds the
resources listed in Table 7 as individually eligible for NRHP designation under the eligibility criterion or
criteria indicated.
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Table 7. Individually Eligible Historic Resources Within the Project APE

HRSR Resource
ID Number

Address (Name)

Applicable Eligibility Criterion/Criteria

Resource 8A

1622 PEARLSTONE ST A
(Pearlstone Mill)

Criteria A and C, Industry and Architecture (also
contributing to Deep Ellum Historic District)

Resource 9

3200 HICKORY ST
(Pearlstone Mill)

Criteria A and C, Industry and Architecture at the local
level (also contributing to Deep Ellum Historic
District)

Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to Deep

Resource 12 5025 2ND AVE Ellum Historic District)
4008 COMMERCE ST Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to Deep

Resource 19 . o

(Texas Ice House) Ellum Historic District)
Resource 28 500 ANN AVE Criterion C, Architecture

5421 E R.L. THORNTON | Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to Mt.
Resource 102 . .
FWY Auburn/Santa Fe Historic District)

Resource 104A 2810 SAMUELL BLVD A Criterion C, Architecture
Resource 137 3700 SAMUELL BLVD Criterion C, Engineering

Resource 197

710 EXPOSITION AVE
(Cabell’s Incorporated)

Criteria A and C, Commerce and Architecture

Resource 200

4118 COMMERCE ST

Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to
Commerce/Exposition Commercial Historic
District)

Resource 210

714 FLETCHER ST

Criterion C, Architecture

Resource 245A

4839 PARRY AVE A

Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to Jubilee
Park Historic District)

Resource 247A

4843 PARRY AVE A

Criterion C, Architecture (also contributing to Jubilee
Park Historic District)

Resource 271A

5200 EAST GRAND AVE A

Criterion C, Industry (also contributing to Ford Motor
Company Historic District)

Resource 271B

5200 EAST GRAND AVE B

Criteria A and C, Industry and Architecture (also
contributing to Ford Motor Company Historic
District)

Resource 271C

5200 EAST GRAND AVE C

Criterion C, Industry (also contributing to Ford Motor
Company Historic District)

Resource 271E

5200 EAST GRAND AVE E

Criterion C, Industry (also contributing to Ford Motor
Company Historic District)

Resource 290A

5710 E R.L. THORNTON

Criteria A and C, Ethnic History, Religion, and
Architecture (also contributing to Owenwood

FWY A . S o . .
Historic District, meets Criterion Consideration A)
4529 SAMUELL BLVD S .
Resource 349 (gas station) Criterion C, Architecture
Resource 354 4721 SAMUELL BLVD Criterion C, Architecture

TxDOT determined that the remaining surveyed properties within the project APE are not NRHP eligible
due to lack of significance, historic integrity, or a combination of both.
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Section 106 Determinations of Effects

TxDOT considered the potential for both direct and indirect effects to individual historic properties and
to historic districts, including acquisition of new ROW, demolition of buildings, increased noise,
vibration, and visual changes. Due to the proposed lowering below grade level of what is currently an
elevated roadway, the project will not increase existing noise and visual effects along the corridor and
will have no adverse effect on most of the identified historic properties. In some areas, the project will
improve conditions, as project components remove the existing visual barrier of the highway and
reconnect neighborhoods and commercial areas divided by the initial interstate construction.

The project would directly affect some properties by ROW acquisition and demolition as indicated in
Appendix E - HRSR-2: Surveyed Resources and HRSR-4: District Effects. TxDOT determined the project
will have an adverse effect on the following resources:

e The Cabell’s Building at 710 Exposition Avenue (Resource ID 197), which is both individually
eligible and a contributing resource within the recommended Commerce/Exposition Historic
District;

e The contributing commercial building at 820 Exposition Avenue, Unit A (Resource ID 196A,
also documented as 800 Exposition Avenue due to parcel records), within the recommended
Commerce/Exposition Historic District; and

e The contributing Craftsman bungalow at 4937 Lindsley Avenue (Resource ID 69), within the
recommended Mt. Auburn/Santa Fe Historic District.

TxDOT determined the project will have no adverse effect on the following resources:

e The Gulf Oil Distribution Facility at 501 S 2nd Avenue (Resource IDs 11A-F), which is both
listed as a small historic district and contributing to the pending Deep Ellum Historic District,
proposed ROW acquisition of 0.008 acre (0.35 percent) of the 2.26 acres within the NRHP-
listed district boundaries;

e 4809 Ash Lane (Resource ID 44), contributing to the recommended Mt. Auburn/Santa Fe
Historic District, proposed ROW acquisition of 0.0012 acre (0.62 percent) of the 0.1607-acre
parcel; and

e 5115 Philip Avenue (Resource ID 269), contributing to the recommended Jubilee Park
Historic District, proposed ROW acquisition of 0.0002 acres (0.15 percent) of the 0.1378-
acre parcel.

As part of the Section 106 process, TxDOT coordinated the HRSR with the SHPO, consulting historic
organizations and the public (during the public hearing comment period). The SHPO concurred with
TxDOT'’s determinations of NRHP eligibility of historic resources and potential project-related effects,
and documentation of agency coordination related to the HRSR is included in Appendix F. TxDOT also
considered the input from consulting historic organizations in preparing the HRSR; no comments from
the public regarding historic resources were received during the public hearing comment period (see
Appendix H).
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TxDOT also prepared a Programmatic Agreement for the project (Project PA) pursuant to Section 106
requirements. TxDOT invited consulting parties to participate in development of the Project PA but
none elected to sign the project PA. Therefore, TXDOT-ENV and the SHPO are the signatory parties to
the Project PA which is included in Appendix G. The PA was fully executed on October 16, 2025. Key
aspects of the Project PA include the following;:

1. Specific provisions that address historic property protections such as designating no-work
zones near historic properties, noise abatement, ground movement and vibration monitoring,
the preparation of a Historic Property Protection Plan, and requirements for reporting and
repairing damages during construction. Appendix D of the Project PA provides a list of best
practices that are required to be included in the construction plans and specifications to
protect historic properties where construction activity would occur nearby.

2. Documentation of historic properties proposed for demolition, historic context and interpretive
panels.

3. Procedures for post-review discoveries and emergency undertakings, including TxDOT’s
responsibility for investigations, resolution of adverse effects, and coordination with
contractors as needed. For discoveries in additional APE areas requested by contractors,
TxDOT mandates the contractor’s responsibility to conduct any required investigations and
resolve adverse effects in consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties.

The No-Build Alternative would not affect any historic resources; no coordination with the SHPO/THC
would be required.

5.8 Protected Lands

Athorough review of properties affected by proposed ROW acquisition for the I-30 East Corridor Project
indicated that no parks or recreation areas funded by the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
are within the proposed project limits; therefore, an evaluation under Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act is
not required (54 USC 200305; 36 CFR Part 59). Additionally, the proposed project would not result in
any taking or use of any public land designated and used prior to the arrangement of the project as a
park, recreation area, scientific area, wildlife refuge, or historic site, as defined in Chapter 26 of the
Parks and Wildlife Code (13 TAC Chapter 26); therefore, Chapter 26 requirements do not apply to the
proposed project.

The Build Alternative would not require the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area,
or wildlife or waterfowl refuge land of national, state, or local significance protected by Section 4(f) of
the USDOT Act of 1966 and its implementing regulations (49 USC 303; 23 CFR Part 774). However,
as discussed in Sections 4.3.2 and 5.8.2 above, the proposed project would affect sites that are of
national, state, or local significance and are protected by Section 4(f).

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to Section 4(f), Section 6(f) or Chapter 26
properties.

5.8.1 Section 4(f) Individual Evaluation
TxDOT has conducted a detailed evaluation of potential project-related impacts to historic resources

protected by Section 106 and by Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 (“Section 4(f)") and its
implementing regulations (49 USC 303; 23 CFR Part 774); the status of this evaluation of impacts to
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protected historic resources is summarized in this subsection. Under Section 4(f), a federal
transportation project affecting a historic site may not be approved if there is a prudent and feasible
alternative to using the site and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
site resulting from that use.

As described in the preceding subsection, the HRSR identified three resources that all contribute to
NRHP-eligible historic districts: (1) the NRHP-eligible Cabell’s Building at 710 Exposition Avenue
(Resource ID 197); (2) the contributing commercial building at 820 Exposition Avenue (Resource ID
196A, also documented as 800 Exposition Avenue due to parcel records); and (3) the contributing
Craftsman bungalow at 4937 Lindsley Avenue (Resource ID 69). The proposed project would displace
each of these resources resulting in an adverse effect that requires a Section 4(f) Individual Evaluation
(hereinafter “4(f)IE”). Of these three resources only the Cabell’s Building is individually eligible for
NRHP listing. The results of the avoidance alternatives analysis in the 4(f)IE are discussed below.

The 4(f)IE examined several avoidance alternatives to the direct use of the historic sites. The No-Build
Alternative and several additional avoidance alternatives considered in the 4(f)IE are summarized
below, along with conclusions as to the reasonableness and feasibility of each alternative. A detailed
discussion of all avoidance alternatives is in the Section 4(f) Individual Evaluation in Appendix G.

1. No-Build. Not constructing the proposed project would avoid any use of the three historic
resources identified above for displacement but would not achieve any of the project’s
purposes nor would it address any aspect of the need for the project discussed in Section
3.0 and detailed for this alternative in Section 4.2.

2. TSM/TDM. This approach would use TSM/TDM strategies to balance access and mobility
through optimizing performance of existing roadway infrastructure as discussed in Section
4.3.1. Although TxDOT roadway planners will continue to apply TSM/TDM strategies
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed, using this as an avoidance
alternative would not address the need/purpose to update I-30 structures reaching the end
of their period of usefulness and reconstruct the highway to modern design/safety
standards. This alternative would also do nothing to meet City of Dallas plans for improving
communities by reknitting neighborhood severed by I-30 and implementing plans for
constructing complete cross streets and decking options.

3. Shift the Alighment North. As discussed in Section 4.3.2 this alternative was considered
during early stages of project development as alignments were explored that would avoid
adverse impacts to the historic resources adjacent to I-30 at 710 and 820 Exposition
Avenue. However, shifting the I-30 alignment northward to avoid these two buildings would
have required direct use impacts to buildings in the NRHP-listed Gulf Oil Distribution Facility
District and the NRHP-eligible Texas Ice House, both of which also contribute to the Deep
Ellum Historic District, which would also be affected by this alternative. This alternative is not
prudent or feasible because it would not avoid all Section 4(f) resources.

4. Bridge Over the Buildings at 710 and 820 Exposition Avenue. Project designers have
considered redesigning I-30 so that a bridge from 4t Avenue to Carroll Avenue would be
constructed that would pass over the top of these two buildings. This alternative would result
in undesirable impacts to adjacent EJ communities and would frustrate TxDOT and City of
Dallas efforts to reknit communities. Moreover, the cost for this alternative would increase
total construction costs by approximately $51 million. Due to cumulative impacts that are
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contrary to the need/purpose of the project and construction costs (and expected added
maintenance costs) this alternative would cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary
magnitude rendering avoidance alternative not prudent or feasible.

5. Tunnel Under the Buildings at 710 and 820 Exposition Avenue. Consideration was given to
constructing a tunnel that would allow eastbound I-30 traffic to pass beneath these two
buildings. A cylindrical tunnel approximately 60 feet in diameter could be constructed that
would need to be placed at least 60 feet below the ground would accommodate five travel
lanes; a second, 40-foot-wide eastbound frontage road tunnel at least 40 feet below ground
surface would also be required. Challenges to constructing such a structure would include
time to construct and including pumps to prevent flooding within the tunnel. This alternative
also raises safety concerns about responding to vehicle accidents within the tunnel and the
effects such events could have on traffic management. This alternative is not prudent or
feasible in light of adverse impacts on traffic operations in addition to estimated increased
project construction cost of approximately $1.4 billion that would more than double the
overall current construction cost estimate for the project. In addition to the costs of
extraordinary magnitude for this alternative, collateral impacts to other aspects of project
design and major utilities (e.g., the Mill Creek stormwater tunnel project) render this
alternative neither prudent nor feasible.

6. Avoidance Alternatives for 4937 Lindsley Avenue. The design of the roundabout intersection
that adversely affects the resource at 4937 Lindsley Avenue (Resource ID 69) is based on
achieving a high degree of safety. The roundabout design facilitates the intersection of
Lindsley Avenue with Munger Boulevard that coincides with 1-30 westbound entrance and
exit ramps, thus allowing an intersection to accommodate traffic coming/going in six
directions. Consideration was given to removing the roundabout entirely but this would not
accommodate intersection improvements and at-grade connections that are a critical aspect
of project design; therefore, this alternative would not be prudent. Constructing a tunnel
under this property was considered but this would not allow for at-grade street connections
and would result in costs of extraordinary magnitude; as this alternative would not support
the project’s purpose and need it would not be prudent. Shifting the roundabout southward
to avoid the historic property would result in a more direct path for at least one roadway
entering the roundabout that would allow vehicles to enter it at unsafe speeds. The key to
the safe operation of this type of roundabout requires relatively even spacing of the three
intersecting roadways so the geometric configuration of the facility provides natural speed
control for entering vehicles. Accordingly, this alternative would compromise the safety and
operations of the planned intersection improvements and would not be prudent.

The draft 4(f)IE was coordinated with and received concurrences from both agencies with Section 4(f)
jurisdiction relating to the three adversely affected resources (i.e., the THC and U.S. Department of the
Interior; see Appendix F) before a final decision was made. The final 4(f)IE concluded that the Build
Alternative would result in a direct use of and adverse effect to the three properties noted above, and
that the project would not result in any temporary or constructive use of these properties. The 4(f)IE
further concluded that, based on the analysis of avoidance alternatives, there is no feasible and
prudent alternative to avoid the use of these historic sites. Finally, the 4(f)IE found that the proposed
action causes the least overall harm to historic resources and includes all possible planning to
minimize harm resulting from the use of these three historic properties.
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5.8.2 Section 4(f) De Minimis Evaluations
As noted in Section 5.8.2 the proposed project would require small amounts of ROW from three historic

sites. These instances are considered to be de minimis impacts as defined in FHWA’s Section 4(f)
regulations. That is, the impacts of the proposed ROW would have no adverse effect on the ability of
these properties to continue as contributing resources to their respective historic districts. Section 4(f)
regulations allow that de minimis impacts may be authorized upon receiving the concurrence of the
Official with Jurisdiction (OWJ) that the nature and extent of proposed impacts would be minimal and
would not result in an adverse effect. In this situation, the OWJ for these historic resources is the SHPO,
whose concurrence is required before the de minimis impacts may be authorized. TxDOT has made
the following de minimis impact findings, to which the SHPO concurred (see Appendix F):

e The Gulf Oil Distribution Facility at 501 S 2nd Avenue (Resource IDs 11A-F), which is both
listed as a small historic district and contributing to the pending Deep Ellum Historic District,
proposed Section 4f de minimis use of 0.008 acre (0.35 percent) of the 2.26 acres within
the NRHP-listed district boundaries;

e 4809 Ash Lane (Resource ID 44), contributing to the recommended Mt. Auburn/Santa Fe
Historic District, proposed Section 4f de minimis use of 0.0012 acre (0.62 percent) of the
0.1607-acre parcel; and

e 5115 Philip Avenue (Resource ID 269), contributing to the Jubilee Park Historic District,
proposed Section 4f de minimis use of 0.0002 acres (0.15 percent) of the 0.1378-acre
parcel.

5.9 Water Resources
5.9.1Clean Water Act Section 404

This project will involve regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and therefore will require
authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Table 8 shows the water features that
were delineated for the project and indicates the features considered to be Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS)
and within the jurisdiction of Section 404 in which regulated activity may take place. It also indicates
whether permanent and/or temporary impacts are anticipated to be authorized under Section 404 by
a nationwide permit (NWP) and if pre-construction notification (PCN) to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) is an anticipated; no impacts from the project would require an Individual Standard
Permit, Letter of Permission, or Regional General Permit for any of the delineated WOTUS. The
locations of water features listed in Table 8 are shown in Appendix E — Natural Resources Map and
details about expected impacts to water features are in Appendix E - Water Feature Impacts Map.
Photographs 13 - 18 of Appendix B - Project Photographs depict representative aquatic features
listed in Table 8 that are expected to receive permanent and/or temporary impacts from the Build
Alternative’s construction activities.
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Table 8. Summary of Water Features and Impacts

Location (Map ID#) in .
. NWP 404? | NWP with
Name of Water Feature LD € el AEEEIEIRLE = LEIEEL & ifY, then PCN
Feature Resources Map _NWP# | Required?
(types of impacts) q )
Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch 11 N/A* N/A*
Unnamed Tributary to 1-2
White Rock Creek Ephemeral Stream (temporary impacts) Y-14 Y
Wetland Palustrine Emergent 1'3. Y-14 Y
(temporary impacts)
Wetland Palustrine Emergent 14 N N/A
White Rock Creek Perennial Stream 2 . Y-14 Y
(temporary impacts)
Wetland Palustrine Emergent 31 Y- 14 Y
(temporary impacts)
Unnamed Tributary to 3-2 (temporary and _
White Rock Creek Ephemeral Stream permanent impacts) v-14 Y
Unnamed Tributary to 3-3 (temporary and ~
White Rock Creek Ephemeral Stream permanent impacts) v-14 Y
Wetland Palustrine Emergent &4 (temporary and Y-14 Y
permanent impacts)
Unnamed Tributary to . 4 (temporary and _
White Rock Creek Perennial Stream permanent impacts) v-14 Y

Source: Study Team. Waters of the U.S. Delineation Report. December 2021.
* This is a water feature that was delineated but is a manmade ditch draining an upland and would not likely
be considered a WOTUS by the USACE.

Water features were identified and delineated during field reconnaissance conducted on October 6,
13 and 14, and November 1, 2021. In addition to field observations of stream ordinary high-water
marks and collection of site data for wetland features, the survey team analyzed U.S. Geological Survey
topographic maps, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain maps, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory maps, Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) Soil Survey maps and data, Light Detection and Ranging elevation data and current and past
aerial photography. The placement of temporary or permanent dredge or fill material into potentially
jurisdictional waters would be authorized under NWP 14 with a PCN, as indicated in Table 8. Of the
ten water features delineated, only the drainage ditch (Map ID 1-1) is likely to be considered non-
jurisdictional by the USACE. Verification with the USACE regarding whether the other nine water
features are jurisdictional has not been performed to date.

The need for an Individual Standard Permit under Section 404 is not anticipated. If it is later
determined that a Section 404 Individual Standard Permit is needed, compliance with EPA’s Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines will be confirmed prior to submittal of the Individual Standard Permit application.
The proposed project would not include any activity that involves alterations or use of any USACE Civil
Works Project; therefore, authorization from the USACE pursuant to Section 408 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act (33 USC 408) does not apply to the project.
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Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no impacts to
jurisdictional waters would be anticipated.

5.9.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

For projects that require a NWP under Section 404 that is covered by the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality’s (TCEQ) blanket water quality certification under Section 401 of the CWA,
regardless of whether the NWP is non-reporting, or requires the submission of a PCN, TxDOT complies
with Section 401 by implementing TCEQ conditions for NWPs. For projects that require authorization
under a NWP under Section 404 that is not covered by TCEQ’s blanket Section 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.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no construction-
related impacts to water quality would be anticipated.

5.9.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands (42 Federal Register 26961, 5/24/1977), prohibits new
construction in wetlands unless there is no practicable alternative to such construction and the project
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.

The field survey for aquatic features discussed in Section 5.10.1 identified and delineated four
emergent wetland features within project limits at two [-30 crossing sites. Project impacts to wetlands
are all associated with the reconstruction of the I-30 bridge crossing of White Rock Creek and
unnamed tributary streams near it. All wetlands with impacts would be the result of demolition of
existing bridge support columns and drilling or other excavation activity for the placement of new
bridge columns. Due to the aging structures of the existing bridge and the planned widening and
realignment of the highway at this location the proposed project would not be able to meet the purpose
and need without reconstructing this bridge. Therefore, there is no practicable alternative to the
proposed bridge reconstruction.

The expected extent of project impacts to these features are detailed in Appendix E - Water Feature
Impacts Map and are summarized below:
o Wetland 1-3: 0.157 acre of temporary impacts and no permanent impacts.
e Wetland 1-4: no temporary or permanent impacts are expected as the wetland is not near
existing or proposed bridge support columns.
e Wetland 3-1: 0.047 acre of temporary impacts and no permanent impacts.
e Wetland 3.4: 0.037 acre of temporary impacts and 0.001 acre of permanent impacts;
permanent impacts are due to the expected placement of a support column at the northern
edge of this wetland for the proposed reconstructed bridge.
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Design engineers were informed of the location of the water features, including these wetland
features, during project development and careful consideration was given in the placement of bridge
columns to both meet bridge structural design requirements for safety while minimizing impacts to the
stream and wetland features that intersect I-30. The temporary impacts expected to wetland features
necessary to remove existing support structures are simply unavoidable. Accordingly, the proposed
action includes all practicable measures to avoid and minimize harm to wetlands.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no impacts to
wetlands would be anticipated.

5.9.4 Rivers and Harbors Act

No navigable waters regulated under Sections 9 or 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act lie within the
project area; therefore, neither the Build Alternative nor the No-Build Alternative would impact any
waters regulated by the Rivers and Harbors Act.

5.9.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

The proposed project is located within 5 linear miles (not stream miles) of, is within the watershed of,
and drains to, an impaired assessment unit under Section 303(d) of the CWA (see Table 9).

Table 9. Impaired Stream Segments Within 5 Linear Miles

Watershed Segment Name Segment Number | Assessment Unit Number

Headwaters Trinity River | Upper Trinity River 0805 0805_04
Source: TCEQ 2022b.

To date, TCEQ has not yet identified (through either a total maximum daily load or the review of projects
under the TCEQ MOU with TxDOT, 43 TAC Rules 2.301-2.308) a need to implement control measures
beyond those required by the Construction General Permit (CGP) on road construction projects.
Therefore, compliance with the project’s CGP, along with coordination under the TCEQ MOU for certain
transportation projects, collectively meets the need to address impaired waters during the
environmental review process. As required by the CGP, the project and associated activities will be
implemented, operated and maintained using best management practices to control the discharge of
pollutants from the project site.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no impacts to an
impaired water segment would be anticipated and coordination with TCEQ would not be required.

5.9.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

Since the Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) 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 (SW3P) be included in the
plans of all projects that disturb one or more acres. The Construction Contract Administration Manual
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requires that the appropriate CGP authorization documents (notice of intent or site notice) be
completed, posted and submitted, when required by the CGP, to TCEQ and the Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System operator. It also requires that projects by inspected to ensure compliance with
the CGP.

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification Item 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 SW3P,
and to complete the appropriate authorization documents.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no ground
disturbance would occur and compliance with the TPDES CGP would not be required.

5.9.7 Floodplains

Portions of the proposed project are located within a FEMA designated 100-year floodplain and
construction work would occur in the floodplain (see Appendix E — Natural Resources Map). The project
is federally funded and therefore is subject to EO 11988 on Floodplain Management (42 Federal
Register 26951, 5/24/1977). However, the project will not involve a significant encroachment in the
floodplain as defined by FHWA'’s regulation implementing EO 11988 (23 CFR 650.105(q)).

The hydraulic design for the Build Alternative would be in accordance with current FHWA and TxDOT
design policies. The facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year flood, inundation of the
roadway being acceptable, and would not increase the base flood elevation to a level that would violate
applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no impacts to
floodplains would be anticipated.

5.9.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

No wild and scenic rivers are in or near the project area; therefore, neither the Build Alternative nor
the No-Build Alternative could potentially impact any wild and scenic rivers.

5.9.9 Coastal Barrier Resources

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act does not apply.

5.9.10 Coastal Zone Management

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

5.9.11 Edwards Aquifer
The TCEQ Edwards Aquifer Rules and the EPA Edwards Aquifer MOU do not apply.
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5.9.12 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.

5.9.13 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.

Under the No-Build Alternative, construction activities would not occur; therefore, no impacts to
drinking water systems would be anticipated.

5.10 Biological Resources

The following sections address the Build Alternative’s potential impacts to biological resources within
the project area, which is located within the Texas Blackland Prairies Ecoregion. The assessment of
potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures for nonurban landscapes within the 1-30 corridor
were prepared in accordance with TxDOT’s 2021 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) regarding “the protection of the natural environment” (43 TAC
Rules 2.201-2.207), TPWD’s recommended Beneficial Management Practices (BMPs) for mitigating
impacts to natural resources (TPWD 2021a) and TxDOT-ENV’s implementing guidance (TxDOT 2023b).

5.10.1 Impacts to Vegetation
The nonurban vegetation habitat types in the project area were characterized and mapped based on

field surveys by biologists in October/November 2021 that were augmented by GIS data of area soils,
topography, water features and high-resolution aerial photography. Mapped vegetation types consist
of approximately 3.4 acres of Floodplain Hardwood Forest, 6.8 acres of Riparian Hardwood Forest, in
addition to the stream and wetland features described in Section 5.10.1. Also mapped were five
unusually large trees, including three oak trees and two cottonwood trees, greater than 30 inches in
diameter at breast height (dbh) near the eastern end of the project area. These forest and aquatic
features are shown in Appendix E - Natural Resources Map, which includes a summary of field
observations for each type of forested habitat studied and representative photographs of each, are
included in Appendix B - Project Photographs (Photographs 19 and 20).

The riparian and floodplain hardwood forests and aquatic habitat types within the project area are
primarily associated with White Rock Creek and two of its unnamed tributaries, along with their
floodplains. Vegetation associated with Emergent Wetlands found abutting stream features is
comprised of herbaceous species dominated by swamp smartweed (Persicaria hydropiperoides),
marsh primrose-willow (Ludwigia palustris), sand spike-rush (Eleocharis montevidensis), chufa
(Cyperus esculentus), golden crown grass (Paspalum dilatatum) and curly dock (Rumex crispus).
Dominant tree species in the Riparian Hardwood Forest habitat are American elm (UImus americana),
box elder (Acer negundo), black willow (Salix nigra), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and
sugarberry (Celtis laevigata). Dominant tree species in the Floodplain Hardwood Forest habitat are
American elm, green ash, sugarberry, pecan (Carya illinoinensis) and western soapberry (Sapinus
saponaria). The understories of both forest habitats are characterized by woody vines, shrubs and

36



I-30 East Corridor Project Texas Department of Transportation
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc. Final Environmental Assessment

small trees, grasses and sedges and forbs species that are typical of riparian/floodplain areas within
the ecoregion; these understories were also observed to host a variety of invasive vines and shrubs,
chief among which is Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense). These habitat types provide soil
conservation, habitat biodiversity and influence food and cover for fish, reptiles, resident and migratory
birds, small mammals, invertebrates and the predators that feed on the other species. These areas
can provide important nesting, breeding and foraging habitat.

As the proposed project requires complete reconstruction of the I-30 corridor within project limits
vegetation impacts were assessed for all forested habitat inventoried, although much of this habitat
(e.g., streambank vegetation) would likely not be removed by project construction; impacts to aquatic
features are described in Section 5.10.3 and in Appendix E - Water Feature Impacts Map. As all
impacts to vegetation would be confined to existing and proposed ROW areas, encroachment-
alteration effects to vegetation are not anticipated.

TxDOT is committed to reducing any impacts to biological resources as a result of the proposed project.
In accordance with TxDOT guidance, reasonable and feasible measures will be made to mitigate
destruction to biological resources after proposed construction is completed. Such measures could
include seeding and replanting in disturbed areas. Removing of native vegetation, particularly mature
native trees and shrubs, would be avoided to the greatest extent practicable.

Under the No-Build Alternative the proposed improvements would not occur and impacts to vegetation
are not expected.

5.10.2 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species
This project is subject to and will comply with EO 13112 on Invasive Species (64 Federal Register

6183-6186, 2/9/1999). TxDOT implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside
Vegetation Management Manual (TxDOT 2018a) and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual
(TxDOT 2017).

As the No-Build Alternative would not modify the I-30 corridor EO 13112 would not apply.

5.10.3 Executive Memo on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping
This project is subject to and will comply with the federal Executive Memorandum on Environmentally

and Economically Beneficial Landscaping (60 Federal Register 40837-40841, 8/10/1995). TxDOT
implements this Executive Memorandum on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation
Management Manual (TxDOT 2018a) and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual (TxDOT 2017).

As the No-Build Alternative would not modify the I-30 corridor the Executive Memorandum would not
apply.

5.10.4 Impacts to Wildlife
As discussed in Section 5.11.1, nonurban landscapes within the project corridor are limited to

approximately 10.2 acres proximate to White Rock Creek. The hardwood forest habitats and aquatic
features are characterized by relatively small patches that have been fragmented for decades by the
[-30 facility, other roadways and a railway line. These habitats are all within existing highway, roadway
and railway ROW, and are located adjacent to or near areas of urban development. Although much of
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the forest vegetation is native, its value for wildlife habitat value is diminished by the growing presence
of well-established invasive woody species, nearly constant vehicular traffic nearby and occasional
foot traffic of people from surrounding communities. These circumstances combine to lessen the value
of forest resources to support numbers and diversity of wildlife species. Wildlife that are present within
the project area are expected to be only those that are adapted to the influences of the urban life that
permeates the area. Such species may be directly or indirectly impacted by required clearing or other
construction-related activities. However, more mobile species are typically able to avoid construction
areas and move into adjacent, less disturbed areas, such as riparian areas downstream from the I-30
ROW which leads to the Great Trinity Forest. Potential impacts to species protected by federal and
state laws, and SGCNs designated by TPWD, are discussed in Section 5.11.10.

Regarding encroachment-alteration effects, impacts to wildlife would be limited to the project footprint
and areas of direct impacts; no encroachment impacts are expected. Project specific measures to
minimize impacts to wildlife, such as limited vegetation clearing, bat and bird protections, contractor
avoidance and preconstruction surveys, have been coordinated with TPWD and are discussed in
Section 8.2.

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not occur; therefore, construction-
related impacts to wildlife are not anticipated.

5.10.5 Migratory Bird Protections
This project will comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Texas Parks and

Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is TXDOT's policy to avoid removal and destruction
of active bird nests except through federal or state approved options. In addition, it is TxDOT'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 vegetation clearing 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 (TxDOT 2018b).

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not occur; therefore, no impacts to
migratory birds are anticipated.

5.10.6 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
The project is anticipated to require a nationwide permit issued by the USACE. Compliance with the

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) will be accomplished by complying with the terms and
conditions of the nationwide permit.

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not occur; therefore, coordination
under the FWCA is not anticipated.

5.10.7 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 is with USFWS is required for either the Build Alternative or No-Build Alternative.
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5.10.8 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act
This project would not affect Essential Fish Habitat because there are no tidally influenced waters in

Dallas County. Therefore, the Essential Fish Habitat/Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act does not apply to either the Build Alternative or the No-Build Alternative.

5.10.9 Marine Mammal Protection Act
This project is not located within or over tidally influenced waters. As this project does not contain

suitable habitat for marine mammals the Marine Mammal Protection Act does not apply to either the
Build or the No-Build Alternative.

5.10.10 Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Species
The proposed project must comply with federal and state laws/regulations for protecting and

managing threatened and endangered fish, wildlife, and plant species. The Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 USC 1531-1544) affords protection for federally listed threatened and endangered
species and, where designated, critical habitat for these species. The State of Texas provides for the
state-listing of threatened and endangered nongame species (Texas Parks and Wildlife Code Chapter
68; 31 TAC Rules 65.175 and 65.176) and plant species (31 TAC Rule 69.8). A Species Analysis Form
and Species Analysis Spreadsheet (SAS) were prepared for the I-30 East Corridor Project to document
available habitat for protected species in the project area and determine whether impacts to such
habitat may adversely affect/impact a federally or state protected species. The SAS also documents
potential impacts anticipated to TPWD-designated SGCNs. The summary below identifies the protected
species and SGCNs with suitable habitat within the project area that would likely be reduced or
affected/impacted by the planned reconstruction of 1-30 within project limits. Effects/impacts and
recommended BMPs to avoid and minimize impacts to these species have been coordinated with the
TPWD (see Appendix F for coordination documentation) and TxDOT commitments to implement BMPs
are listed in Section 8.2 with BMP details set out in Appendix F.

The No-Build Alternative would avoid highway reconstruction activity and no project-related impacts to
the species discussed in this section would occur.

Federally Listed, Candidate, and Proposed Species

A project-specific Official Species List for federal candidate, proposed, and listed species was obtained
from the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation website (USFWS 2021) and updated on
October 2025. Study team biologists evaluated the habitat requirements for such species considering
field observations from the project’s biological survey, aerial photography and other available site
information, and recorded their assessments in the SAS. It was determined that construction of the
Build Alternative would have no effect on federally listed threatened or endangered species due to a
lack of suitable habitat or federally designated critical habitat for listed species. However, project
biologists noted in the SAS that suitable habitat for the proposed threatened alligator snapping turttle
occurs within the action area and that adverse effects may occur to the species.

o Alligator snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii).This species has been proposed for federal
listing as threatened. Potential habitat exists in White Rock Creek; reconstruction of the
bridges within this stream may affect but is unlikely to adversely affect this species. It was
determined that the project is not required to consult with USFWS at this time as the species
is not yet listed and the project is unlikely to result in jeopardy to this species. Should the
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species become listed during the lifecycle of the project, the project would require re-
evaluation to determine if consultation with USFWS is necessary.

[}

State Listed Species

The SAS includes a listing of all species protected by state law expected to occur within Dallas County
where suitable habitat occurs in sufficient quantity/quality to support the species. Project biologists
evaluated available habitat within the project area and determined that the eight state-listed
threatened species noted below may be adversely impacted by the Build Alternative.

o White-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi) and wood stork (Mycteria americana). Proposed construction
activity would occur within the White Rock Creek floodplain and around the KCS Railroad where
suitable foraging habitat is present for these birds.

o Louisiana pigtoe (Pleurobema riddellii), sandbank pocketbook (Lampsilis satura), Texas
fawnsfoot (Truniclla macrodon), Texas heelsplitter (Potamilus amphichaenus), Trinity pigtoe
(Fusconaia chunii) and alligator snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii). Potential habitat
for these species exists in White Rock Creek and its unnamed tributary between Ferguson
Road and Hunnicut Road; reconstruction of the bridges and culvert crossings of these streams
may adversely impact these mussels and this turtle. A presence/absence survey of these
stream habitats would be necessary prior to construction to determine whether any mussel or
alligator snapping turtle would need to be relocated.

SGCNs

Although SGCNs are not protected by state law, the TPWD works to preserve habitat for them to
prevent populations from requiring formal protection. There are 15 SGCNs with suitable habitat within
the existing and proposed ROW of the Build Alternative. A description of the expected impacts to the
suitable habitats of these species is provided below:

e Three amphibian species requiring access to aquatic features within the project area (e.g.,
White Rock Creek and its tributaries and associated emergent wetlands) and nearby forested
areas may be impacted by the reconstruction the bridge/culvert crossing of stream channels:
eastern tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum), spotted dusky salamander (Desmognathus
conanti) and Woodhouse's toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii).

o Two fish species requiring perennial streams such as White Rock Creek and its tributaries may
be impacted by the reconstruction the bridge/culvert crossing of stream channels: American
eel (Anguilla rostrata) and Mississippi silvery minnow (Hybognathus nuchalis).

e The American bumblebee (Bombus pensylvanicus) is the only SGCN insect that may be
affected by the proposed project. This insect is expected to be present along existing and
proposed ROW where flowering plants provide sources of nectar and pollen.

e Four mammal species and six reptile species may utilize suitable riparian/floodplain hardwood
forest and aquatic habitats within the White Rock Creek floodplain, portions of which would
likely be removed in the reconstruction of I-30 (see Appendix E — Natural Resources Map):
eastern spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), muskrat
(Ondatra zibethicus), swamp rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus), eastern box turtle (Terrapene
Carolina), pygmy rattlesnake (Sistrurus miliarius), Texas garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis
annectens), timber (canebrake) rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), western box turtle (Terrapene
ornata) and western chicken turtle (Deirochelys reticularia miaria).
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5.11 Air Quality

An assessment of the Build Alternative’s potential effects on air quality was conducted in accordance
with the procedures established by TXDOT-ENV (TxDOT 2022b). This section summarizes the results
of evaluations of air quality regulatory requirements pertaining to (1) transportation conformity; (2)
carbon monoxide traffic air quality analysis; (3) project-level mobile source air toxics analysis; and (4)
congestion management process. Project-level hot-spot analyses were not required for the proposed
project because it is not located within a CO or particulate matter nonattainment or maintenance area.

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no reconstruction of I-30 within project limits so any
future air quality benefits from the Build Alternative’s improvements to increase mobility and reduce
traffic congestion would not be realized. Alternatively, traffic demand and congestion would continue
to increase with the No-Build Alternative as vehicle use of I-30 increases as discussed in Section 3.2.3,
which would not be expected to result in benefits to ambient air quality.

5.11.1 Transportation Conformity
The project is in the EPA-designated ten-county DFW severe nonattainment area for the 2008 ozone

NAAQS. The EPA has designated a nine-county DFW moderate nonattainment area (including Dallas
County) for the 2015 ozone NAAQS. Therefore, transportation conformity rules apply. As discussed in
Section 2.4 the Build Alternative is consistent with NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 Update MTP and the
2025-2028 STIP and TIP, as amended. The FHWA and FTA have reviewed the project’s design for
consistency with the MTP, TIP and STIP and determined on 9/14/2023 it is consistent with these
conforming transportation plans.

5.11.2 Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (CO TAQA)
Traffic for the estimated time of completion year (2028) and design year (2048) is estimated to be

239,910 vehicles per day (VPD) and 298,445 VPD, respectively. These levels of traffic trigger the need
for a project-level CO TAQA. Before applying analytic modeling, it was determined that the topography
and meteorology of the proposed project area would not seriously restrict dispersion of air pollutants.
Traffic data utilized in this analysis were developed and approved by the Dallas District, after
coordination with the TTI.

CO concentrations for the proposed action were modeled using the CAL3QHC dispersion model and
the EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator model (MOVES2014b) and factoring in adverse
meteorological conditions and sensitive receptors at the ROW line in accordance with TxDOT in
accordance with TxDOT-ENV guidance (TxDOT 2022b). CO concentrations were modeled within two
sections of I-30 using the following site selection criteria for a ‘worst case’ scenario: (1) relatively high
average annual daily traffic (AADT) and (2) relatively narrow ROW width. The results of the analysis are
summarized in Table 10, indicating that local concentrations of CO are not expected to exceed national
standards at any time. The estimated CO concentrations for the design year (2048) are generally
slightly less than the estimated time of completion (ETC) year (2028), despite an expected substantial
increase in AADT. These results are strongly influenced by the expected decrease in CO emissions
resulting from increasingly stringent environmental regulations and exhaust emission standards for
new vehicles in future years, and as older vehicles with comparatively greater CO emissions are taken
out of service.

41



I-30 East Corridor Project Texas Department of Transportation
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc. Final Environmental Assessment

Table 10. Project Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

Year 1-hour CO 1-hour % 8-hour CO 8-hour %
(Standard 35 ppm)* NAAQS (Standard 9 ppm)* NAAQS
2028 (ETC Year) 1.9 5% 1.54 17%
2048 (Design Year) 1.8 5% 1.47 16%

*Notes: The NAAQS for CO is 35 parts per million (ppm) for the 1-hour standard and 9 ppm for the 8-hour
standard. Analysis includes 1-hour background concentration of 1.7 ppm and 8-hour background
concentration of 1.4 ppm per TxDOT-ENV model application guidance.

5.11.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis

Background

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 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)!. 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)2. 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 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 Answers3 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

1 http://www.epa.gov/iris

2 https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment

3 https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P1010MO06.pdf
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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 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.

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. MOVES3 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 slightly higher 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 Alternatives4.

4https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/resea rch_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msate
missions.cfm

43


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm

I-30 East Corridor Project
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc.

Texas Department of Transportation
Final Environmental Assessment

Figure 1. FHWA Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2020 - 2060
for Vehicles Operating on Roadways
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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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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 the Build Alternative 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 priority MSAT decrease as speed increases. The additional travel
lanes contemplated as part of the Build Alternative will have the effect of moving some traffic closer
to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under this alternative there may be localized
areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under the Build Alternative than the
No-Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most
pronounced along the expanded roadway sections and where highway mainlanes and ramps
intersect along I-30 between |-45 and Ferguson Road. However, the magnhitude 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 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.>
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

5 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm

45


http://www.epa.gov/iris/)
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm

I-30 East Corridor Project Texas Department of Transportation
CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc. Final Environmental Assessment

at current environmental concentrations® 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 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?. 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, “[tlhe absence of adequate data to develop a sufficiently confident dose-response
relationship from the epidemiologic studies has prevented the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic
risks.”

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 1in 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

6 HEI Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-
exposure-and-health-effects

7 Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-
exposure-and-health-effects

8 EPA RIS database, Diesel Engine Exhaust, Section II.C., https://iris.epa.gov/static/pdfs/0642_summary.pdf
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highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable®.

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.

Quantitative MSAT Analysis for the Proposed Project

As the I-30 East Corridor Project is an added capacity project with federal involvement and a design
year (2048) AADT of 298,445 VPD, a quantitative analysis of the Build Alternative’s potential project-
level effects on MSAT emissions is required. A quantitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and
comparing the potential differences in MSAT emissions between the Build and No-Build Alternatives.
The quantitative MSAT assessment for the proposed project was derived utilizing a methodology
prescribed by TxDOT-ENV that uses MSAT emission factors applied to the project’'s affected
transportation corridor, projected traffic data for traffic volumes and speed for the existing year (2021),
and design year (2048) Build and No-Build scenarios. The analysis results are summarized in Table
11 and illustrated in Figure 2.

Table 11. Annual MSAT Emissions by Year, Scenario and Pollutant

Year / Scenario Percent Change
Emissions (tons/year) from 2021 vs.

MSAT Compound 2021 2048 2048 2048 | 2048

Base No-Build Build No-Build Build
1,3-Butadiene 0.028 0.001 0.001 -96.4% -96.4%
Acetaldehyde 0.189 0.090 0.097 -52.4% -48.7%
Acrolein 0.026 0.013 0.014 -50.0% -46.2%
Benzene 0.297 0.112 0.119 -62.3% -59.9%
Diesel Particulate Matter 1.854 0.619 0.661 -66.6% -64.3%
Ethylbenzene 0.193 0.094 0.101 -51.3% A7.7%
Formaldehyde 0.434 0.274 0.292 -36.9% -32.7%
Naphthalene 0.045 0.022 0.024 -51.1% -46.7%
Polycyclic Organic Matter 0.018 0.006 0.006 -66.7% -66.7%
Total MSAT Emissions 3.084 1.231 1.315 60.1% | -57.4%

(tons/year)

Total VMT (miles/year) 369,905,828 | 503,853,898 | 531,625,857 | 36.2% 43.7%

9 NRDC v. EPA (DC Court of Appeals, Opinion # 07-1053, decided June 6, 2008);
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA/ $file/07-1053-
1120274.pdf
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Figure 2. Projected Changes in MSAT Emissions by Project Scenario over Time
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The analysis results indicate that a decrease in total MSAT emissions can be expected for both the
Build and No-Build Alternatives (2048) relative to the base year (2021). The 2048 Build Alternative is
expected to generate a 57.4 percent decrease in total MSAT emissions while the total VMT increases
43.7 percent; the 2048 No-Build Alternative has a similar 60.1 percent decrease in total MSAT and a
36.2 percent increase in VMT. The slightly lower level of emissions for the 2048 No-Build scenario as
compared to the Build scenario is due to the reduced VMT in the No-Build Alternative.

EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations are expected to result in substantially lower MSAT levels in the future
than exist today due to cleaner engines standards coupled with fleet turnover (FHWA, 2023). The
magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that
MSAT emissions in the study area will be substantially lower in the future than they are today,
regardless of the scenario (No-Build or Build) chosen. Nevertheless, it is possible that some localized
areas may show an increase in emissions and ambient levels of these pollutants due to locally
increased traffic levels associated with the proposed project.

5.11.4 Congestion Management Process (CMP)

The 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 proposed project was
developed from the NCTCOG’s CMP, which meets all requirements of 23 CFR 450.320 and 500.109,
as applicable. The latest CMP update was adopted by the NCTCOG in August 2021 (NCTCOG 2021).

The NCTCOG commits to operational improvements and travel demand reduction strategies for the
DFW region at two levels of implementation: program level and project level. Program level
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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 project’s study
boundary will consist of addressing alternative roadway infrastructure deficiencies by constructing one
to three lane discontinuous frontage roads in each direction, addressing system demand deficiencies
by adding one mainlane in each direction, addressing system reliability deficiencies by constructing
two tolled reversible managed lanes as well as inside and outside shoulders along the mainlanes and
including a shared use path adjacent to the frontage roads with bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations. Individual projects are listed in Table 12. The completed NCTCOG CMP materials for
the 1-30 East Corridor Project are in Appendix E - NCTCOG I-30 CMP Form and Corridor Fact Sheet.

Table 12. Operational Improvements in the Travel Corridor

. , Year of Total
. . TIP Project . Implementing )
Project Location Code Project Type Agenc Implemen | Project
gency -tation * Cost
Deep Ellum Area - Bounded . )
Bike/P f
by Live Oak St, Hall St, 130 | 25093.0000 | Ci&/Pedestrian, Safety, Cityof Dallas | 2024 | $5.5M
Traffic Signal Improvements
and Cesar Chavez Blvd
1-30 - From I-35E to I-45 13030.0000 | Addition of Lanes, TXDOT-Dallas | 2025 | $544M
Reconstruction
VA on |-30 - From |-45 to Safety: I-30 Fair Park Area
11662.0000 .
Carroll Ave Street Grid Study NCTCOG 2022 $1.0M

* Only projects with an implementation year of 2022 or later were included.

Source: NCTCOG: TIPINS Interactive Map (online) and Query, found at https://rapts.dfwmaps.com. Accessed

8/22/2022.

To reduce congestion and the need for SOV lanes in the region, TxDOT and the NCTCOG will continue
to promote appropriate congestion reduction strategies through the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) improvement 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 is on file and available for review online (NCTCOG 2021).
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5.12 Hazardous Materials

A Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed for the Build Alternative in
accordance with TxXDOT-ENV technical protocols. The ISA was completed to identify sites or facilities
that might pose a potential for hazardous materials impacts to the proposed project.

The evaluation of potential hazardous materials sites began with a review of sites identified in an
environmental regulatory database search, followed by information gleaned from field observations,
review of historical aerial photographs and topographic maps and additional online federal and state
environmental database research. The evaluation reached conclusions regarding potential impacts
for each concern identified during preparation of the ISA using the following risk levels and indications
for additional investigation:

1. Low Potential or No Potential for Project Impacts (Green): The issue has a low or no potential
to affect the proposed project and no further investigations are recommended.

2. Moderate Potential for Project Impacts (Yellow): Not enough information is currently known
about the proposed project and/or issue to determine potential impacts. Further investigation,
and/or additional project design and ROW information, may be warranted.

3. High Potential for Project Impacts (Red): The issue has a high potential to impact the proposed
project and further investigations, coordination, or contingencies may be required.

Research and evaluation of 32 regulatory sites with the potential to impact the project indicated that
22 sites were determined to pose a low environmental risk to the project. However, eight sites were
determined to pose a moderate environmental risk and two sites were determined to pose a high
environmental risk to the project. A listing of the moderate and high potential hazardous materials
sites within the proposed project limits is provided in Table 13. The site locations (i.e., Map IDs) are
shown in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map and photographs of High Risk and Moderate
Risk sites are shown in Appendix B - Project Photographs (see Photographs 5 and 6, and 21 - 29).

Table 13. Summary of Risks re Hazardous Materials Sites

Map ID & Site: 1. Dallas Address, 2. Use, 3. . L . .
Risk Level Database Listing(s), and 4. Photo # Site Characteristics Summary and Rationale for Risk Level
Site had one UPST installed in 1966 and removed in 1992; and one
%‘ éggoMA‘::t %gn J(‘:ﬁif’ food-related UPST installed in 1980 and removed in 2000. A release was reported
5&6 ’ busi in 1992 upon tank closure groundwater was impacted. TCEQ closed
Moderate 3 LPUSS'II'TZiSdei’)SV the case in 1998. ROW acquisition from the site is proposed. Risk
! . . level is based on proposed ROW acquisition and extensive excavation
4. Appendix B Photograph #: 21 ) .
planned adjacent to the site.
Site was formerly a metals manufacturing facility. Soil is reported as
1. 503 S. Haskell Ave. 75223 contaminated with metals, TPH and VOCs; reported groundwater
7,8,43 2. Extra Space Storage contaminants are tetrachloroethylene, dichloroethylene cis-1,2,
Moderate | 3. VCP3, MSD4, GWCCS5, APARS trichloroethylene and MTBE. Risk level is based on contaminants in
4. Appendix B Photograph #: 22 soil and groundwater, extensive I-30 project excavation adjacent to
the site and recent VCP activity (2017).
Site had one UPST installed in 1965 and permanently filled in place
1. 710 Exposition Ave. 75226 in 1986; two UPSTs installed in 1987 and removed in 1991. A
9&10 2. Excalibur Collison Center release reported in 1988 with soil only contamination; TCEQ closed
Moderate | 3. LPST and PST case in 1992. Entire property is within proposed ROW and building
4. Appendix B Photograph #: 5 displaced. Risk level based on filled in place UPST, the prior release
and extensive excavation proposed onsite.
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Table 13. Summary of Risks re Hazardous Materials Sites

Map ID & Site: 1. Dallas Address, 2. Use, 3.

ite Ch isti Rationale for Risk Level
Risk Level Database Listing(s), and 4. Photo # Site Characteristics Summary and Rationale for Risk Leve

Active DART site (formerly Santa Fe railyard since pre-1952) was
subject of investigations for Chemicals of Concern (COCs) from 1995-
2019. Records indicate groundwater contamination with following
COCs: cis-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, trichloroethene,
tetrachloroethene, trichlorofluoromethane, 1,1,2 trichloroethane and
vinyl chloride; MSD issued in 2019. An Area/Section C of the site is
within existing and proposed ROW area of the 1-30 project and
extensive excavations proposed onsite. High risk level is based on
the history of this site including substantial contamination, extensive
excavations occurring within this site for the proposed project, and
ROW acquisition.

. 3021 Oak Ln. 75226

. Dallas Area Rapid Transit

. MSD and IHWCA?

. Appendix B Photograph #: 23

This site had one UPST registered in 1987 and removed from the
ground in 1988. A release was reported in 1988; TCEQ closed case
the same year. An IHWCA is reported and investigations began in
1998; groundwater was impacted and monitoring performed for 7
years; TCEQ issued a No Further Action letter in 2006.

A former site occupant, Recycle Revolution, LLC, is reported as an
active resource recovery/recycling facility under the Municipal Solid
Waste Processing program; a NOI to operate a recycling facility is
dated 2012; this business no longer occupies the site. No other
information is provided. Proposed ROW would be acquired from the
NW corner of the site and the structure would be displaced. Proposed
construction activity for this site and adjacent to this site includes a
realignment of Chestnut St to join Dawson St, frontage road and
connector bridges, as well as extensive excavations for 1-30
mainlanes. High risk is based on the history of this site including
groundwater contamination, substantial excavations occurring
adjacent to the site, and ROW acquisition with displacement of the
structure.

. 1703 Chestnut St. 75226

. Hinga’s Automotive Co. (formerly
Recycle Revolution)

. SWF/LFS8, LPST, PST, IHWCA, GWCC
. Appendix B Photograph #: 24

Site was a former warehouse/industrial facility from at least 1956
until 2017/2018. VCP was submitted to the TCEQ in October 2016.
Soils are reported as contaminated with chlorinated solvents, TPH,
metals, and VOCs; and groundwater is reported as contaminated with
chlorinated solvents and VOCs. A certificate of completion was issued
in 2018. Current apartments constructed in 2018. MSD was applied
. 400 S. Hall St. 75226 for in 2017. The MSD boundaries are the northeast side of Chestnut
. Croshy Apartments St, the northwest side of S Hall St, approx. 140 ft southwest of

1
19 & 29 2
Moderate | 3. MSD, VCP, GWCC (2), APAR Jeffries St (encompassing 514 S Hall St), and the existing 1-30 ROW
4. Appendix B Photograph #: 25 on the south side of the site and encompassing 1611 Chestnut St
(currently Public Storage facility). Proposed ROW from the south side

of the property. Proposed construction activity adjacent to this site
includes direct connector, ramp, bridged frontage road, and a large
culvert along Chestnut St and extending across |-30; some of these
include extensive excavations. Moderate risk based on the VCP,
extent of the MSD and extensive excavations.

Site was an industrial facility from prior to 1950s to 2010, which was
razed in 2011. Site had two UPSTs registered in 1987 and removed
in 1991. A release was reported in 1991; no groundwater was
. impacted. TCEQ closed the case in 1996. The current onsite

20 : Cs|ty|SE[1|.uare/Greater Workforce buildings were built in 2012. ROW would be acquired from the north
Moderate 3 LPOS$ ;%ZSPST portion of the site (parking lot). Proposed construction activity on and
4' Appendix B Photograph #: 26 adjacent to this site includes frontage road, direct connector ramps,

’ ’ retaining walls, a storm sewer line, and a large culvert along 1-30.
Moderate risk is based on the length of time property was industrial
use, the prior release and work proposed on the site.

. 1610 S. Malcolm X Blvd. 75226

N R
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Table 13. Summary of Risks re Hazardous Materials Sites

Map ID &
Risk Level

Site: 1. Dallas Address, 2. Use, 3.
Database Listing(s), and 4. Photo #

Site Characteristics Summary and Rationale for Risk Level

24 & 33
Moderate

.501-517 S. Hill Ave. 75226

. vacant lot (owner: City of Dallas)
. VCP and GWCC

. Appendix B Photograph #: 27

AP WOWNPR

VCP began in 2015 and is currently active. Surface and subsurface
soils contaminated with TPH, PAHs, VOCs, mercury and lead.
Groundwater was reported to have trichloroethylene and
tetrachloroethylene. Groundwater monitoring being performed. An
MSD was issued in March 2022. No ROW would be acquired from
the site. Construction activity adjacent to the site includes ramps with
retaining walls, DART rail modifications and two storm sewer lines.
The new ramps will require substantial excavation adjacent to this
site. Additionally, I-30 mainlanes will be widened and depressed in
this area. Moderate risk based on the VCP information and active
status as well as proposed construction activity adjacent to the site.

32
Moderate

3111 Dawson St. 75226

. Central Service Center

. LPST (2), PST, VCP, GWCC (2)
. Appendix B Photograph #: 28

BN PR

Site is the City of Dallas service center for city fleet vehicles. Five
UPSTs are in use and were installed in 2001; additionally, five
underground oil water separators are in use and were installed
between 2005 and 2008. Two aboveground PSTs were observed on
the site but are not listed as registered PSTs. The site previously
utilized 13 UPSTs (used oil, diesel, etc.) of varying sizes installed
between 1956-1979 and removed between 1990-2001. One release
was reported in 1993; groundwater was impacted and monitoring
performed until 2009; six PSH product recovery events performed
between 2004 and 2011. TCEQ closed the case in 2016. A second
release was reported in 1994 with no groundwater impact; TCEQ
closed the case in 2016. VCP began in 2017 and is active. Soils are
contaminated with chlorinated solvents, TPH, and VOCs; groundwater
is contaminated with chlorinated solvents and VOCs; monitoring is
ongoing. No ROW would be acquired from the site. Proposed
construction activity adjacent to the site includes improvements on
Baylor St and Dawson St. In addition, nearby construction activities
include depressing and widening the I-30 mainlanes; constructing
frontage road, direct connect, ramps, retaining walls, and three storm
sewer lines all requiring some excavation near and around Baylor St.
Moderate risk based on the reported releases, the site’s active VCP
status, the unknown direction and length of the groundwater
contaminant plume, and the proposed excavations for construction.

38
Moderate

.501 S 2nd Ave., Ste. B101 75226

. Hickory Street Annex (Gulf Oil)

PST

. Appendix B Photograph #: 6 and 29

BWN R

Site is the historic Gulf Oil Distribution Plant that had two UPSTs
registered in 1987 and removed in 1997. Historic maps and aerial
photos indicate numerous aboveground oil tanks dating to the 1920s
(but since removed). The investigation reports for Map ID 13, which
is adjacent southwest, mention potential off-site sources of
contamination; as this site is up-gradient to the northern portion of
Map ID 13, it may be a source of contaminated groundwater found at
Map ID 13. A minor amount of ROW would be acquired from the S
and SE corners of the site. Proposed construction activity adjacent to
this site are a frontage road, retaining walls, a storm sewer line, new
bridge for the new 4th Ave over I-30, and improvements on 2nd Ave
as well as widening and depressing the I1-30 mainlanes. Moderate
risk is based on past use of the site, numerous, large quantity
historic PSTs and evidence of contaminated groundwater migration
to an adjacent property.

Notes:

1. LPST. Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database: List of cleanup sites where contamination was caused by spills, leaks, or
other releases of petroleum or hazardous substances from UPSTs and/or aboveground storage tanks regulated by the TCEQ

2. PST. Petroleum Storage Tanks Database: List of facilities with PSTs are made available by the TCEQ that have no association as
either underground or aboveground tanks.

3. VCP. Voluntary Cleanup Program: List of sites which have participated or are currently participating in the VCP administered by the
TCEQ. The VCP provides administrative, technical and legal incentives to encourage the cleanup of contaminated sites in Texas.

4. MSD. Municipal Setting Designation: List maintained by the TCEQ. An MSD is an official state designation give to property within a
municipality or its extraterritorial jurisdiction that certifies that designated groundwater at the property is not used as potable
water and is prohibited from future use as potable water because that groundwater is contaminated in excess of the applicable
potable-water protective concentration level.
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Table 13. Summary of Risks re Hazardous Materials Sites

Map ID & Site: 1. Dallas Address, 2. Use, 3.

ite Ch isti Rationale for Risk Level
Risk Level Database Listing(s), and 4. Photo # Site Characteristics Summary and Rationale for Risk Leve

5.  GWCC. Groundwater Contamination Cases: List of sites present in the TCEQ Groundwater Contamination Viewer, which represent
groundwater contamination cases in Texas as per TCEQ publication SFR-056 (current and some previous years). The Joint
Groundwater Monitoring Report (SFR-056) was designed and produced by the Texas Groundwater Protection Committee in
fulfillment of requirements given in Section 26.406 of the Texas Water Code. The information does not represent an on-the-
ground survey and represents only the approximate relative location of property boundaries.

6. APAR. Affected Property Assessment Reports: List of sites for which an Affected Property Assessment Report has been submitted
to the TCEQ. An APAR is required when a person is addressing a release of Chemicals of Concern (COCs) under 30 TAC Chapter
350, the Texas Risk Reduction Program. The purpose of the APAR is to document all relative affective property information to
identify all release sources of COCs, determine the extent of all COCs, identify all transport/exposure pathways and to determine if
any response actions are necessary.

7. IHWCA. Industrial and Hazardous Waste Sites with Corrective Actions: List of IHWCA sites made available by the TCEQ. The mission
of the IHW corrective action program is to oversee the cleanup of sites contaminated from industrial and municipal hazardous and
industrial nonhazardous wastes.

8. SWF/LF. Permitted Solid Waste Facilities: List of active, inactive and post-closure Municipal Solid Waste landfills and processing
facilities with issued permits and authorizations, as well as pending, withdrawn, or denied applications registered with the TCEQ
under 30 TAC Chapter 330.

Source: TxDOT: Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment for the |-30 East Corridor Project. May 2022.

The site visit disclosed several auto body shops, auto service and industrial facilities along the corridor
adjacent to the proposed project that were not identified in the regulatory database. These sites were
considered low environmental risks to the project. In addition, the site visit identified pole-mounted
electrical transformers along various sections of I-30, but it was determined that these transformers
do not pose an environmental concern for the project. No evidence of spills or releases were observed
near any areas of proposed construction within the highway corridor.

The proposed project would also include the demolition of buildings and bridges. Asbestos-containing
materials and lead-containing paint may be present in the structures. Asbestos and lead-containing
paint inspections, notification and removal, as applicable, would be addressed prior to demolition in
accordance with regulatory requirements. Detailed information about the hazardous materials
evaluation conducted for the project can be found in the ISA available for review at the TxDOT Dallas
District Office.

The No-Build Alternative would not generate major excavations of earth and would not demolish
existing bridges or other structures; thus, hazardous materials impacts would not occur.

5.13 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was prepared in accordance with TxDOT's (FHWA-approved) traffic noise
policies/procedures that prescribe the methodology for traffic noise analyses and criteria for
implementing noise abatement where project impacts are predicted (TxDOT 2019). In the analysis,
the sound generated a vehicle’s tires, engine and exhaust are measured in decibels (“dB”) and
predicted for designated noise “receivers.” As sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies, and not
all frequencies are detectable by the human ear, an adjustment is made to the high and low
frequencies to approximate the way an average person hears traffic sounds. This adjustment is called
A-weighting and is expressed as "dB(A)" in the traffic noise analysis.
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The FHWA has established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for various land use activity areas that are
used as one of two means to determine when a traffic noise impact would occur. Except for NAC D
(interior receiver), all NAC threshold levels for noise impacts apply to exterior receivers only and are
modeled in areas of frequent human outdoor activity. The NAC categories are summarized below:

o NAC A: 57 dB(A). Areas where serenity and quiet are of extraordinary importance.

o NAC B: 67 dB(A). Residential (e.g., patio/balcony or backyard).

o NAC C: 67 dB(A). Active sport areas, amphitheaters, campgrounds, cemeteries, day care
centers, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds,
recreation areas, schools, trails and other facilities with outdoor areas for human use.

e NAC D: 52 dB(A). Interior receivers for buildings listed under NAC C.

o NAC E: 72 dB(A). Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars and areas not in other NACs.

o NAC F: n/a dB(A). No NAC threshold is identified for areas such as agricultural land, airports,
bus yards, emergency services, industrial, retail, utilities, warehousing, etc.

FHWA/TxDOT noise policies define a traffic noise impact as occurring when either an absolute or
relative criterion is met. The absolute criterion defines an impact when the predicted noise level at a
modeled noise receiver approaches (i.e., 1 dB(A) below the NAC), equals or exceeds the applicable
NAC. A noise impact may occur under the relative criterion if the predicted noise level substantially
exceeds (i.e., by greater than 10 dB(A)) the existing noise level at a receiver.

Traffic noise levels were modeled under the 2021 existing facility configuration and the 2048
predicted future facility configuration at 295 receiver locations that represent the land use activity
areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and would potentially
benefit from noise abatement. After all modeled noise receiver locations were analyzed, the number
of receivers was pared down to 129 representative receivers for mapping and reporting purposes.
Refer to Appendix E - Traffic Noise Impacts Map & Table for locations of representative receivers and
existing and predicted traffic noise levels at each representative receiver.

The traffic noise analysis determined that out of 129 representative receivers, 113 receivers are
impacted under the existing facility configuration (2021) while only 79 would be impacted in the
predicted future facility configuration (2048). The approximate 30 percent decrease in impacted
receivers can be attributed to the proposed Build Alternative design, which would alter of the line-of-
sight between the project roadway and adjacent receivers via depressed mainlanes from 1-45 to
Dolphin Road, retaining walls, ramps, frontage roads and concrete traffic barriers. Notwithstanding the
decreases in modeled traffic noise levels between the existing and predicted scenarios, modeled
future noise levels at 79 of the 129 representative receiver locations approached or exceeded the
applicable NAC; therefore, the proposed project would result in traffic noise impacts. This is in large
part to due to the high traffic volumes and heavy truck usage associated with this interstate highway
in both the existing and predicted scenarios.

As the proposed project would result in traffic noise impacts, noise abatement options were
considered, and a noise barrier analysis was conducted. Noise barriers must provide a minimum noise
reduction (i.e., “benefit”) of at least 5 dB(A) to be considered effective and must be both “feasible”
and “reasonable” to be recommended as part of the project design. A barrier is not acoustically
feasible unless it reduces noise levels by at least 5 dB(A) at greater than 50 percent of first row
impacted receivers and benefits a minimum of two impacted receivers. To be reasonable, the barrier
must not exceed the cost reasonableness allowance of 1,500 square feet per benefited receiver and
must meet the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) for at least one receiver.
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Preliminary noise mitigation analysis indicated that a noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable
for the impacted receivers listed in Table 14; therefore, a total of seven noise barriers are proposed
for incorporation into the project, pending further evaluation for constructability. The noise mitigation
analysis employed authorized methodologies to maximize the number of noise barriers that could be
recommended within TXDOT’s noise guidelines (i.e., analysis of mitigation based on the Neighborhood
Concept rather than block-by-block, and use of Cost Averaging for Common Noise Environments). Refer
to Appendix E - Traffic Noise Impacts Map & Table for the locations of recommended noise barriers.
Analysis of noise abatement for the remaining impacted representative receivers was not reasonable
and feasible; therefore, abatement is not proposed for those locations.

Any subsequent project design changes may require a reevaluation of this preliminary noise barrier
proposal. Each of the proposed barriers will need to be further assessed by project engineers as to its
constructability at the proposed location and configuration. A full constructability evaluation will be
completed when the results of detailed subsurface utility engineering (SUE) studies are available to
assist with potential conflicts with buried utilities. The final decision to construct the proposed noise
barrier will not be made until completion of the project design, utility evaluation, constructability
assessment and polling of all benefited and adjacent property owners and residents.

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 extent possible,
that no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the predicted (2048) noise impact
contours included in Table 15. A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials. On
the date of the environmental decision for this project (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT
are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development adjacent to the project.

Table 14. Proposed Noise Barriers (Preliminary)

Barrier Barrier Area per
Noise . . Total # . Total Area | Benefited
Barrier Representative Receivers Benefited Length Height ) Receiver
(feet) (feet)
(sq. feet)
7 R101 9 528 feet 12 feet 6,336 704
2 R51 and R53 - R54 10 713 feet 10 feet 7,130 713
61 6;2& R81 - R882 26 1,654 feet 16 feet 26,464 1,018
1-1 545 feet
11 1-2 R242 and R29 - R30 13 538 feet 10 feet 17,490 1,345
1-3 666 feet
3 R362, R39 and R41 4 580 feet 10 feet 5,800 1,450
4 R45 - R46 2 460 feet 10 feet 4,600 2,300
5 R56a'n§i;’5Rf’ié 8Fi632' 7 916 feet 10 feet 9,160 1,309
61 6-3 R89 - R942 10 1,141 feet 18 feet 20,538 2,054
Cumulative Average Area per Benefited Receiver (square feet) 1,204
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Notes:

1. Noise Barrier 1 is comprised of the three segments with corresponding lengths shown. Noise Barrier 6 is comprised of three
segments, two of which (6-1 and 6-2) are separated by a narrow gap for sidewalk access and lengths are combined for

calculations; the third segment is 6-3.

2. Representative receivers R24, R36, R61, R66-R68, R81, R88-R89 and R94 are located behind a proposed noise barrier but

do not receive at least a 5 dB(A) reduction.

Table 15. Traffic Noise Contours dB(A)

Location La:ﬂ\gse Distance from
(From Western to Eastern Project Termini) Category Right of Way
Westbound (WB) I-30 BorC 100 feet
Between Haskell Avenue and Peak Street E 25 feet
WB I-30 BorC 275 feet
Approximately 90 feet east of Peak Street E 60 feet
Eastbound (EB) I-30 BorC ROW
Approximately 115 feet east of Carroll Avenue E ROW
WB I-30 BorC 275 feet
Approximately 80 feet east of Bank Street E 100 feet
EB I-30 BorC 225 feet
Approximately 50 feet west of Barry Avenue E 75 feet
WB 1-30 BorC 150 feet
Approximately 240 feet west of Winslow Avenue E ROW
WB 1-30 BorC 50 feet
Approximately 80 feet west of Sibley Avenue E ROW
WB I-30 BorC 50 feet
Approximately 145 feet east of Owenwood Avenue E ROW
WB 1-30 BorC 130 feet
Approximately 165 feet east of Winfield Avenue E 25 feet
EB I-30 BorC 525 feet
Approximately 730 feet east of Winfield Avenue E ROW
EB I-30 BorC 375 feet
Approximately 1,440 feet east of Winfield Avenue E ROW
EB I-30 BorC 375 feet
Approximately 130 feet west of Lawnview Avenue E ROW
WB I-30 BorC ROW
Approximately 370 feet east of Valleyglen Drive E ROW
WB I-30 BorC 125 feet
Approximately 1,225 feet west of Hunnicutt Road E ROW feet
EB I-30 BorC 325 feet
Approximately 135 feet east of Hunnicutt Road E ROW
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Table 15. Traffic Noise Contours dB(A)

. Land Use .
Location NAC Impact Distance from
(From Western to Eastern Project Termini) Contour Right of Way
Category

Note: Impact contours are one dB(A) lower than the NAC per category to reflect impacts that would occur as a
result of approaching the NAC for the respective contours. The undeveloped areas identified above were
based on aerial review and field verification conducted in February 2022. Permit research was conducted
using the best available online data from the City of Dallas as of February 2022. This research was based on
available online permit search and address information from the county appraisal district database.

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 the anticipated
rise in future traffic volumes; however, in keeping with noise modeling guidelines, the future noise
levels for the No-Build Alternative were not modeled for the proposed project so the extent of that
potential rise in noise levels is unknown.

5.14 Induced Growth

The application of TXDOT-ENV guidance on assessing the potential for the proposed project to induce
urban growth (i.e., development or undeveloped land or redevelopment of land previously urbanized)
indicated that a detailed analysis of this aspect of indirect impacts was required. An Indirect Impacts
Analysis Technical Report was prepared, and the results of that analysis are summarized below.

The induced growth analysis first delineated an area of influence (AOI), which is a study area that
circumscribes locations where project-related induced growth could reasonably be expected to occur.
After consulting with City of Dallas urban planners the AOI for the I-30 East Corridor Project was
developed, which encompasses approximately 4,507 acres within City of Dallas limits (see Appendix
E - Project Area of Influence (AOI) Map). Temporal boundaries for the indirect impacts analysis extend
from the anticipated construction of the Build Alternative until 2045, the end of the current MTP
planning cycle. City of Dallas planners identified six areas, totaling approximately 73 acres or 1.6
percent of the AOI, as potentially subject to urban growth that the proposed project would be expected
to induce (see Appendix E - Project Area of Influence (AOI) Map).

The likelihood of project-induced development or redevelopment in each area was further evaluated
based on current land use, City of Dallas planning documents, as well as proposed access changes
and ROW acquisition under the Build Alternative. The resulting areas likely to undergo project-induced
growth within each identified area are summarized in the list below.

o City of Dallas Central Service Center in Deep Ellum (18.2 acres): The project proposes ROW
acquisition from the southwest corner of the Central Service Center. The remaining land is
reasonably likely to undergo induced redevelopment as a result of the proposed project.

e Vacant parcels bounded by 4th Ave., I-30, Commerce St. and Fair Park (5.4 acres): Proposed
ROW would affect portions of four vacant properties south of 1st Street; the portions
remaining are reasonably likely to undergo project-induced development.

e Old Ford Plant at Barry Ave. and I-30 (0.5 acre): City planners identified the parcel as
reasonably likely to undergo induced redevelopment as a result of the |-30 project.
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e Grand Ave. (SH 78) corridor between I-30 and Mount Auburn Ave. (17.0 acres): The project
design would reconstruct Grand Avenue to bridge over depressed I-30 mainlanes and add a
shared use path along the westbound frontage road; this is reasonably likely to induce
commercial redevelopment along the corridor by enhancing pedestrian and cyclist access.

o The Samuell Blvd. corridor between Grand Ave. and Dolphin Rd. (28.0 acres): The project
would reconnect several city streets between Samuell Blvd. and I-30 and add a shared use
path along the westbound frontage road; this is reasonably likely to induce commercial
redevelopment along the corridor by enhancing vehicle, pedestrian and cyclist access.

o Any surplus TXDOT ROW (3.7 acres): Areas of excess ROW (see Appendix E — TXDOT Potential
Surplus Right-of-Way (ROW) Map) would be redeveloped following I-30 reconstruction.

The approximately 73 acres likely to undergo project-induced growth are urban properties that either
are currently or were formerly developed. None contain high quality wildlife habitat or water resources
(streams, open water or wetland features); as a result, no mitigation is necessary for indirect impacts
to biological and water resources. In the four areas identified for potential redevelopment (the City of
Dallas Central Service Center, the old Ford Plant, the Grand Avenue Corridor and the Samuell
Boulevard Corridor), there are no commercial properties that contain known community facilities;
however, there are City of Dallas and Dallas Independent School District facilities. The Central Service
Center was the only community resource identified by the city as potentially subject to redevelopment.
Mitigation would be coordinated by the City of Dallas to ensure that services housed at the Central
Service Center would be maintained in the event of redevelopment. Based on past cultural resource
surveys, no previously designated cultural resources are expected to be affected within the areas likely
to undergo induced growth.

The No-Build Alternative is not expected to have any potential to induce land development or
redevelopment beyond the patterns that currently exist.

5.15Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impacts analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT procedures (TxDOT 2022b)
and the results of the detailed analysis are summarized in this section. The purpose of a cumulative
impacts analysis is to view the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project within the larger
context of past, present and future activities that are independent of the proposed project, but which
are likely to affect the same resources in the future. Environmental and social resources are evaluated
from the standpoint of relative abundance among similar resources within a larger geographic area.
Broadening the view of resource impacts in this way allows the decision maker an insight into the
magnitude of project-related impacts viewed from the overall health and abundance of resources.

After screening resources/issues studied for direct and indirect impacts, the resources identified for
cumulative impacts analysis were WOTUS, including wetlands, and vegetation/wildlife habitat. Other
resources were excluded from the cumulative impacts analysis due to lack of substantial adverse
direct or indirect effects, or because impacts to those resources would be regulated and mitigated by
city, state and federal laws. A resource study area (RSA) was defined for the analysis that encompasses
approximately 22,640 acres within the Headwaters Trinity River Watershed and the City of Dallas -
White Rock Creek Subwatershed shown in Appendix E - Resource Study Area (RSA) Map. Temporal
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boundaries for the cumulative impacts analysis extend from 1957, when I-30 was constructed, to the
end of the Mobility 2045 MTP planning cycle.

The current extent of the resources studied for cumulative impacts in the RSA was mapped and the
estimated acreage for each resource type is included in Table 16, along with the estimated direct
impacts to the resources; no indirect impacts to water and vegetation/habitat resources are expected.
The analysis then considered the potential impacts of reasonably foreseeable transportation and land
development projects in the RSA that are underway or planned; the general locations of such projects
are indicated in Appendix E - Resource Study Area (RSA) Map and expected impacts to water and
vegetation/habitat resources from those projects were added to Table 16. The final step in assessing
cumulative impacts was summing the combined effects of direct, indirect and reasonably foreseeable
projects in the Potential Cumulative Impacts column of the table.

The cumulative impacts on biological resources would affect approximately one percent of the
floodplain and riparian forest resources within the RSA. Project-related impacts make up
approximately 23 percent of the cumulative total. The cumulative impacts to WOTUS, including
wetlands, would affect approximately 0.7 percent of the total water resources within the RSA. Project-
related impacts make up approximately 0.5 percent of the cumulative total. Potential cumulative
impacts to biological resources and WOTUS, including wetlands, are not considered substantial when
viewed in context of total available resources within the RSA.

Mitigation measures to address direct impacts to natural resources include implementing BMPs for
avoiding and minimizing impacts to wildlife and plants that have been implemented pursuant to the
TxDOT MOU with TPWD (TPWD 2021a) and compliance with Section 404 of the CWA.

Table 16. Potential Cumulative Impacts to Natural Resources

Summary of Existing Resource Conditions and Potential Impacts
Proposed Impacts from Potential
Resource Existing Area in | Proposed Project: | Project: Reasonably Cumulative
RSA Direct Impacts Indirect Foreseeable
) Impacts
Impacts Projects
Floodplain forest: | Floodplain forest: Floodplain forest: | Floodplain forest:
Vegetation / 3,152 acres 3.4 acres 32.0 acres 35.4 acres
Wildlife Riparian forest: Riparian forest: none Riparian forest: Riparian forest:
Habitat 666 acres 7.2 acres 2.9 acres 10.1 acres
TOTAL: 3,818 ac. | TOTAL: 10.6 ac. TOTAL: 34.9 ac. | TOTAL: 45.5 ac.
Streams: Streams: Streams: Streams:
34 acres <0.1 acre 1.0 acre 1.1 acres
WOTUS, Open water: Open water: Open water: Open water:
Including 372 acres 0.0 acre none 1.8 acres 1.8 acres
Wetlands Wetlands: Wetlands: Wetlands: Wetlands:
1,509 acres <0.1 acre 10.5 acres 10.5 acres
TOTAL: 1,915 ac. | TOTAL: <0.1 ac. TOTAL: 13.3 ac. TOTAL: 13.4 ac.
Notes:
1. Reasonably foreseeable actions within the RSA were identified by consulting City of Dallas planners and City of
Dallas, NCTCOG and TxDOT planning documents (COD 2021, 2022a, 2022b; NCTCOG 2023a, 2023b, 2023c;
TxDOT 2023c).
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2. The information presented reflects expected impacts and does not take into consideration potential mitigation or
other measures stipulated/required by regulatory authorities.

Mitigation measures to address impacts to natural resources due to reasonably foreseeable projects
include compliance with Section 404 of the CWA, NEPA and City of Dallas ordinances, floodplain
management regulations (COD 2022c) and other planning documents. The City of Dallas
comprehensive plan, ForwardDallas, identifies specific goals regarding environmental considerations,
such as preserving and increasing tree canopy as well as identifying, protecting and restoring open
spaces (COD 2006). Ecologically sensitive areas, including riparian corridors, waterways, upland
habitat and treed areas are highlighted as areas to be surveyed and protected. Floodplain
development is restricted and where unavoidable, balanced cut and fill and appropriate mitigation to
prevent loss of ecological values are required.

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing natural resources would only be impacted by reasonably
foreseeable projects, which account for most cumulative impacts on all resources examined.

5.16 Construction Phase Impacts

5.16.1 Build Alternative
This section considers temporary construction-related impacts that would occur as a result of the

proposed project. There is potential for impacts associated with physical construction activity, traffic
disruptions, noise and dust or light pollution. These are typically short-term impacts and only occur
during actual construction. The duration of the construction phase is anticipated to be approximately
5 years, but this estimate would depend on required traffic control and phasing developed during final
design of the project.

Construction Noise

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

Construction Emissions

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in particulate matter and MSAT
emissions may occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of
particulate matter 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 particulate matter 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
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encourages construction contractors to use this and other local and federal incentive programs to the
fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions. Information about the TERP program can be found
on TCEQ's TERP website (TCEQ 2022c). 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.

Light Pollution
Construction normally occurs during daylight hours; however, construction could occur during the

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

Construction Activity Impacts

Construction activities would be limited to the proposed project footprint. Excessive vibration from
construction equipment is not anticipated. If excessive vibration were to result from construction
equipment it would be of short duration.

Temporary Lane, Road or Bridge Closures (Including Detours)

Traffic control plans would be prepared and implemented in coordination with the City of Dallas.
Construction that would require cross street closures would be scheduled so only one crossing in an
area is affected at a time. Where detours are required, clear and visible signage for an alternative
route would be displayed. Construction of the proposed project would not restrict access to any existing
public or community services, businesses, commercial areas, or employment centers.

Motorists would be inconvenienced during construction of the project due to lane and cross-street
closures; however, these closures would be of short duration and alternate routes would be provided.
Residents and businesses in the immediate construction area would be notified in advance of
proposed construction activity using a variety of techniques, including signhage, electronic media and
community newspapers or social media channels.

5.16.2 No-Build Alternative
This alternative would not result in noise, dust or light pollution related to road construction, nor would

there be temporary lane or road closures and other traffic disruptions associated with construction.

5.17 Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change

For a discussion of on-road greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analyses for Texas, assessment of future
Texas climate scenarios or projections and how that might impact the on-road transportation system,
and summary of TxDOT strategies and programs that result in GHG reduction and transportation
system resiliency and preservation, please refer to TxDOT’s Statewide On-Road Greenhouse Gas and
Climate Change Technical Report -
https://www.txdot.gov/content/dam/docs/division/env/toolkit/725-01-rpt.pdf.
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6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

This section identifies all coordination with agencies outside TxDOT that are required to be conducted
for the Build Alternative. The list below identifies the agencies requiring coordination and the status of
efforts to coordinate the proposed project. At this point in the NEPA process only early coordination
has been accomplished. For this reason, the list below also identifies the agency coordination that is
anticipated to occur prior to environmental clearance of the proposed project or post-clearance. All
pertinent documentation of agency coordination has been or will be included in Appendix F.

e SHPO (see Sections 5.8 and 5.8.1). Pursuant to applicable law, regulations and agreements
with the THC/SHPO, the Archeological Survey Report and appurtenant documents were
approved by TXDOT-ENV, which satisfies coordination requirements.

e SHPO (see Sections 5.8 and 5.8.2). The draft HRSR was coordinated with the SHPO, who
concurred with the recommendations of TxDOT historians as to the eligibility of historic-age
resources for listing on the NRHP. Additionally, the SHPO reviewed the draft Section 4(f)
Individual Evaluation and concurred with TXDOT-ENV historians’ findings as to adverse
effects to historic properties and plans to address appropriate mitigation for impacts in a
Project PA, which was later completed by TxDOT-ENV and the SHPO. Copies of the
coordination record for the HRSR and Section 4(f) report are included in Appendix F and the
Project PA is in Appendix G.

o Cultural Resource Organizations (see Sections 5.8.2 and 5.9). Various federal, state and
local agencies have been consulted regarding the HRSR, PA and the Section 4(f)
documentation prepared for the proposed project and included in this EA.

e TCEQ (see Sections 5.10.5 and 5.12). Coordination with the TCEQ was completed during the
circulation of the draft EA document regarding water quality and air quality (see TCEQ’s letter
of concurrence in Appendix F).

o TPWD (see Section 5.11). Collaborative review with TPWD was initiated on 4/8/2022 and
TxDOT provided a response to TPWD’s comments on 6/9/2022 (see the record of coordination
with TPWD in Appendix F). Collaborative review with TPWD included TPWD'’s review of the draft
EA. Consultation with the USFWS would not be required.

o USACE (see Section 5.10.1). After environmental clearance during the PS&E design phase,
application for a NWP 14 with PCN will be made with the USACE Fort Worth District office.

o U.S. Department of the Interior (see Section 5.9). The Section 4(f) Individual Evaluation was
coordinated with the U.S. Department of the Interior prior to finalization; documentation of the
Department of the Interior’s concurrence is in Appendix F.

In accordance with the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD, TPWD has provided a set of recommended
BMPs in a document titled, “Beneficial Management Practices - Avoiding, Minimizing and Mitigating
Impacts of Transportation Projects on State Natural Resources” (TPWD 2021a). The MOU provides
that application of specific BMPs to individual projects will be determined by TxDOT at its discretion.
The TPWD-recommended BMPs that will be applied to this project are indicated in the Form:
Documentation of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Best Management Practices prepared for the
project, which is included in Appendix F.
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

7.1 Stakeholder/Community Meetings

As discussed in Section 4.3.2, throughout project development TxDOT has worked with the City of
Dallas, the NCTCOG and various Dallas community stakeholders in planning the overall concept and
design details for the proposed project. Since 2019, there have been dozens of coordination meetings
with the city staff and at least six TxXDOT and/or city briefings with other stakeholders were held during
2020 and 2021, including the following organizations:

e Baylor, Scott & White Hospital (Deep Ellum) ¢ Queen City Neighborhood Association

e Bonton Farms e Park Row Neighborhood Association

e BRV Corporation e Revitalize South Dallas Coalition

e Cedars Neighborhood e St. Phillips School & Community Center

e Deep Ellum Foundation e Scottie, Smith & Associates

e Fair Park First e South Dallas Fair Park Faith Coalition

e Frazier Revitalization Inc. e South Dallas Merchants Association

e Habitat for Humanity e South Side Quarter Development Corp.

e Innercity Community Development Corporation e South Fair Community Development Corp.
e Larkspur Capital e Space Between Design Studio

e TR Hoover Community Development Corp. e Spectra

e TREC o State Fair of Texas

o Madison Partners-Deep Ellum Foundation e Urban Designer-Space Between Design Studio
o Matthews Southwest o Woodlawn Neighborhood Association

In addition to the meetings with representatives of stakeholder groups noted above, TxDOT conducted
a community briefing for members of the Jubilee Park Community on March 12, 2022. The Jubilee
Park Neighborhood is comprised of 62 residential blocks and includes a substantial number of
residents whose primary language is Spanish. Accordingly, this community briefing was set up to
provide a rolling slide presentation about the proposed project in both English and Spanish. In addition,
two rooms with poster displays and design layouts were set up to accommodate English-speaking and
Spanish-speaking attendees. A total of 58 members of the community attended the event and all
materials presented at the briefing were posted to a website that was communicated to the members
of the neighborhood.

7.2 Virtual Public Meeting with In-Person Option

A virtual public meeting with in-person option was held for the proposed project on June 8, 2021, at 4
p.m. through June 23, 2021, at 11:59 p.m. The virtual public meeting was held in the form of a pre-
recorded, narrated video presentation with audio and visual components and was available 24/7 on
TxDOT's I-30 East Corridor Project webpage and on YouTube. The total number of webpage views was
1,994 and there were 912 views of the video presentation within the comment period. The in-person
option was held 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. at the Fair Park Coliseum located at 1438 Coliseum Drive, Dallas, TX
75210. Atotal of 112 people attended the in-person option, including two elected officials. All meeting
materials were available in English and Spanish, and staff were available to provide translation
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services, as necessary. English and Spanish notices for the virtual public meeting with in-person option
were mailed out to the public, elected officials and other interested stakeholders.

A total of 58 commenters provided feedback during the public meeting comment period. There was a
wide range of comments provided about the I-30 East Corridor project. Of the comments received,
feedback included questions about the proposed design and need for the project, support for and
opposition to the proposed project, support for depressing I-30 mainlanes below grade, opposition to
widening and increasing capacity along 1-30, concerns regarding frontage roads and the proposed
roundabout, concerns regarding traffic circulation, support for and opposition to the decking options
for the city, concerns about traffic noise, support for increasing connectivity and reconnecting
neighborhoods and city streets, and concerns about business impacts and potential displacements.

Feedback received from the public meeting was used to inform the design. For example, one
commenter expressed concerns about how the proposed project would impact his business. As a
result of this feedback and further discussions between TxDOT and the City of Dallas, design
adjustments were made to remove the proposed Terry Street extension to Carroll Street to avoid
impacts to the subject property. These design adjustments removed the need for displacement of
buildings.

7.3 Public Hearing

A virtual public hearing with in-person option was held for the proposed project on June 29, 2023, at
5:30 p.m. through July 14, 2021, at 11:59 p.m. The virtual public hearing was held in the form of a
pre-recorded, narrated video presentation with audio and visual components and was available 24/7
on TxDOT's I-30 East Corridor Project webpage and on YouTube. The webpage received 1,133 views
and video presentation received a total of 98 views within the comment period. The in-person option
was held 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at the Fair Park - Briscoe Carpenter Livestock Center located at 1403
Washington Street, Dallas, TX 75210. A total of 78 people attended the in-person option, including
one elected official. All public hearing materials were available in English and Spanish, and staff were
available to provide translation services, as necessary. English and Spanish notices for the virtual
public hearing with in-person option were mailed out to the public, elected officials and other
interested stakeholders.

A total of 41 commenters submitted comments during the public hearing comment period. Of the
nearly 30 commenters expressed support or opposition to the project, the majority favored the project.
The several commenters indicating support or opposition to the proposed roundabout intersection at
Lindsley/Fitzhugh/Munger were evenly split. There was general support for increasing connectivity and
reconnecting neighborhoods and city streets. All comments, and TxDOT responses thereto, were
included in the Comment-Response Matrix in Appendix H. Feedback received from the public hearing
has been used, and will continue to be used, to inform the design as it progresses through
development.
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8.0 POST-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES/COMMITMENTS

8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities

This section identifies unresolved environmental activities that would require surveys that are not
expected to be completed before issuance of a FONSI. This is generally necessary because a survey
may need to be timed to occur shortly before construction activity begins (e.g., survey of a stream for
protected mussel species) or to ensure access to areas of proposed ROW where no right-of-entry was
received (e.g., for SUE survey work or sampling for hazardous materials in soil or groundwater).

e Completion of a presence/absence survey for protected mussels and the alligator snapping
turtle in White Rock Creek and its perennial tributaries within project limits (see Section
5.11.10).

e Sampling of soil and groundwater in where excavation is proposed in areas that were
identified in the hazardous materials ISA with moderate or high risk for contamination (see
Section 5.13).

e Sampling of bridges and other structures for presence of asbestos or lead prior to demolition
(see Section 5.13).

e Constructability of proposed noise barriers. Detailed surveys (i.e., SUE and geo-technical
drilling) would be required to ensure proposed noise walls would be constructable in light of
site-specific conditions (see Section 5.14). Additionally, affected property owners will be
contacted to receive their votes for or against the seven noise barriers proposed for this
project; only noise barriers that receive a majority vote from adjacent property owners will be
constructed.

e Section 404: The proposed project would require an NWP 14 with a PCN and a nonreporting
NWP 14. The PCN will be obtained before construction. The proposed project would comply
with all general conditions of the NWP. All mitigation banks with a service area covering the
project will be contacted and a quote will be requested for any required mitigation credits for
this project.

e Historic Resource: The PA identified 5 resources (501 South Second Street, 4008 Commerce
Street, 4830 Ash Lane, and 4100 Commerce Street) for ground vibration and settlement
monitoring, consisting of preconstruction surveys, post construction surveys, and vibration
monitoring work plan.

8.2 Design/Construction Commitments

As indicated in Section 6.0, the TPWD-recommended BMPs (TPWD 2021a) that will be applied to this
project are included in the TPWD BMPs form for this project in Appendix F and summarized below. Also
noted below are the species that trigger the application of the listed BMPs, which are listed in the order
of the section number from the TPWD BMPs publication (TPWD 2021a).

o 1.1 General Design and Construction. Generally applicable for all projects and in particular
for these mammal SGCNs: eastern spotted skunk, long-tailed weasel, muskrat and swamp
rabbit.

e 1.2 Vegetation. Generally applicable for all projects and in particular for these SGCNs:
eastern tiger salamander, spotted dusky salamander, Woodhouse’s toad, eastern box turtle,
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9.0

pygmy rattlesnake, Texas garter snake, timber (canebrake) rattlesnake, western box turtle,
and western chicken turtle.

1.3 Invasive Species. Generally applicable for all projects; adapt as appropriate to site
conditions.

1.4 Water Quality. For: (1) federal proposed threatened/state listed threatened species:
Alligator snapping turtle; (2) SGCNs: spotted dusky salamander, Woodhouse’s toad,
American eel, Mississippi silvery minnow, eastern spotted skunk, long-tailed weasel,
muskrat, swamp rabbit, and western chicken turtle.

1.5 Stream Crossings. For: (1) federal proposed threatened/state listed threatened species:
Louisiana pigtoe and Texas fawnsfoot; (2) federal proposed endangered/state listed
threatened species: Texas heelsplitter; (3) state threatened species: sandbank pocketbook
and Trinity pigtoe; (4) SGCNs: American eel and Mississippi silvery minnow.

1.6 Dewatering. For all mussel species, and fish SGCNs: American eel and Mississippi
silvery minnow.

2.2.1 Bird. For state threatened species: white-faced ibis and wood stork.

2.4.3 Freshwater Mussel. For SGCNs: Deertoe, Pondmussel, Pimpleback, Mapleleaf, Gulf
Mapleleaf, and Pistolgrip.

2.4.4 Insect Pollinator. For: (1) federal candidate species: monarch butterfly; (2) SGCN:
American bumblebee.

2.6.1 Aquatic Amphibian and Reptile. For: (1) federal proposed threatened/state
threatened species: alligator snapping turtle; (2) SGCNs: eastern tiger salamander, spotted
dusky salamander, Woodhouse’s toad, and western chicken turtle.

2.6.2 Terrestrial Amphibian and Reptile. For SGCNs: eastern tiger salamander, spotted
dusky salamander, Woodhouse’s toad, eastern box turtle, pygmy rattlesnake, Texas garter
snake, timber (canebrake) rattlesnake, western box turtle, and western chicken turtle.

CONCLUSION

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the human or
natural environment. Therefore, a finding of no significant impact is recommended.
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PROJECT PHOTOGRAPHS



Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 1: Just east of the proposed project’s western terminus (I-45) the 1-30 highway is on structure
until it reaches Haskell Avenue. This view of I-30 is to the north from Ash Lane toward area of proposed ROW
along I-30 (605 First Avenue). This photograph was taken between December 2021 to January 2022.

Photograph 2: East of Haskell Avenue continues to be elevated above surrounding areas atop an earthen
embankment, crossing over all cross streets until reaching Dolphin Road. The photograph is typical of the
views from I-30 of the surrounding urban landscape. This view of I-30 is to the west with the exit ramp to
Munger Boulevard exit on the right. Photograph was taken between December 2021 to January 2022.

CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc.



Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 3: View toward the west from the I-30 bridge crossing of Ferguson Road, the eastern logical
terminus of the proposed project. Throughout the project limits I-30 crosses over all cross streets except for
Dolphin Road. Photograph was taken between December 2021 to January 2022.

Photograph 4: View looking northeast toward an auto service facility that is representative of many similar
commercial establishments along the I-30 corridor. This location (3915 Samuell Blvd.) is just east the bridge
crossing of White Rock Creek and its floodplain. Note that I-30 is elevated on embankment, which is typical
along this highway segment just west of Ferguson Road. ROW would be required from this site and the
structures would be displaced. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 5: View looking west-northwest toward the former Cabell’s, Inc. building, a historic resource
located at 710 Exposition Avenue eligible for listing on the NRHP. The site is currently an auto repair shop
that would be displaced by the project. The site is a moderate environmental risk based on a prior LPST (see
Map ID 9/10 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map). Date of photograph: 12/7/21.

Photograph 6: View looking southwest toward the historic NRHP-listed Gulf Oil Distribution Facility District at
501 S. 2nd Avenue. The proposed project would require a minor amount of ROW from the property’s southern
corners, with no impacts to any buildings. The site is a moderate environmental risk based on historic use of
the site and contaminated groundwater migration (see Map ID 38 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site
Map, and Photograph 29). Date of photograph: 12/7/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 7: View to the northeast of the Texas Ice House (4008 Commerce Street), a historic resource
that is eligible for listing on the NRHP. The property is currently in use as a food distribution facility. The
proposed project has been designed to avoid any adverse impacts to this property. Photograph was taken
between December 2021 to January 2022.

Photograph 8: View looking south from S. Henderson Avenue toward the former Ryder Truck Rental facility
at 1315 S. Henderson Avenue. The site is representative of former industrial facilities that have been
converted to other commercial uses. This facility is now a commercial sport facility (Soccerplex). No ROW
would be acquired from this site. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 9: View looking north toward the 7 Eleven gas station and convenience store at 5550 E. Grand
Avenue. This site is representative of many small service/retail commercial facilities within the project limits.
No ROW would be acquired from this site. Date of photograph 12/9/21.

Photograph 10: Representative photograph of the many neighborhoods along I-30 from Carroll Avenue to
White Rock Creek, with many historic-age single-family residences. View is to the east from the intersection
of Caldwell Street and Terry Street. Photograph was taken between December 2021 to January 2022.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 11: View to the east of Grove Hill Memorial Park (3920 Samuell Boulevard), south of I-30. This
is along a short segment of I-30 with open space. Other areas nearby are the White Rock Creek floodplain
and Tenison Park/Golf Course (north of I-30). The proposed project would not require ROW from any public
parks/recreation areas, or cemeteries. Photograph was taken between December 2021 to January 2022.

Photograph 12: View to the northwest from Dawson Street, a residential area with single-family homes that
would be displaced by the proposed project, including 2913, 2917, and 2921 Dawson Street shown here
(i.e., the three homes closest to the elevated I-30 in the background). Photograph was taken between
December 2021 to January 2022.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Ciall

Photograph 13: View looking south of the I-30 bridge crossing of White Rock Creek (Crossing 2). Project
design would require removal of existing bridge structure and support columns as the new bridge would be
shifted slightly and widened. This stream may be habitat to several state-listed mussels and the alligator
snapping turtle. See location on Appendix E - Natural Resources Map. Date of photograph: 10/20/21.

Photograph 14: View looking south toward the unnamed tributary to White Rock Creek (Crossing 3-2) that
flows beneath the I-30 bridges and through box culverts beneath Samuell Boulevard. See location on
Appendix E - Natural Resources Map. Date of photograph: 10/20/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 15: View looking southeast along the tributary to White Rock Creek (Crossing 3-3) that flows
beneath the I-30 bridges. See location on Appendix E - Natural Resources Map. Date of photograph:

10/20/21.

It

Photograph 16: View looking east from Ferguson Road toward the unnamed tributary to White Rock Creek
(Crossing 4). The stream at this location is north and parallel to I-30. See location on Appendix E - Natural

Resources Map. Date of photograph: 10/06/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 17: View looking northeast toward an emergent wetland area (Crossing 1-3) located at the
southwest corner of I-30 at the KCS Railroad. See location on Appendix E - Water Feature Impacts Map.
Date of photograph: 10/20/21.

Photograph 18: View looking northwest of an emergent wetland area (Crossing 3-4) beneath and south of
the I-30 bridges. See location on Appendix E - Water Feature Impacts Map. Date of photograph: 10/20/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 19: View looking west along an unnamed tributary to White Rock Creek (Crossing 4) on the
north side of 1-30 east of Ferguson Road. Adjacent to the stream is a riparian hardwood forest dominated by
American elm, box elder, green ash, and pecan trees. Common invasive species include mimosa (middle),
wax leaf Ligustrum (lower right), and Chinese privet (lower left). Date of photograph: 10/6/21.

Photograph 20: View looking southeast from near the south I-30 ROW line of floodplain hardwood forest
habitat within the White Rock Creek floodplain. Typical species include American elm, green ash, sugarberry,
and pecan; however, this area has been invaded with Chinese privet, Chinese flame tree, and Amur
honeysuckle. Date of photograph: 11/1/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 21: View looking south-southeast from Haskell Avenue toward the GAG Meat LPST/PST site at
4000 Ash Lane (see Map ID 5/6 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map). A small amount of ROW
would be acquired from the northeast corner and western side of the site. The site is a moderate
environmental risk for contamination in soil/groundwater. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.
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Photograph 22: View looking south along Haskell Avenue toward the former Assured Self Storage VCP/MSD
site at 503 S. Haskell Avenue (see Map ID 7/8/43 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map) and I-30
(background). The site is currently Extra Space Storage. No ROW would be acquired from this site. The site is
a moderate environmental risk due to soil/groundwater contamination from a former metals manufacturing
facility, VCP activity, and extensive excavation planned adjacent to this property. Date of photo: 12/7/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 23: Aerial photograph view (north at the top) of the active DART site (formerly Santa Fe railyard)
at 3021 Oak Lane (site boundary outlined in yellow; see Map ID 13 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials
Site Map). Approximately 3 acres at the north end of this large site are within existing and proposed 1-30
ROW (shown with red lines). The site is a high environmental risk based on site history and the extensive
excavations planned within it to depress I-30 mainlanes. Date of Nearmap imagery: 5/26/22.

Photograph 24: View looking north toward the former Recycle Revolution site at 1703 Chestnut Street (see
Map ID 16/17/18 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map). The site is currently Hinga’s Automotive.
The site is a high environmental risk based on past site history of contamination in soil/groundwater. ROW
would be acquired from this site and the structure would be displaced. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.

CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 25: View looking south toward 400 S. Hall Street (see Map ID 19/29 in Appendix E - Hazardous
Materials Site Map). This site is currently the Crosby Apartments but was formerly a warehouse/industrial
facility. The site is a moderate environmental risk based on its history of soil/groundwater contamination.
ROW would be acquired from the south side of the site. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.

y
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Photograph 26: View looking east from the facility entrance of the former Sullivan Transfer facility at 1610
S. Malcolm X Boulevard (see Map ID 20 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map). The site is currently
City Square/Greater Workforce Solutions. The site is a moderate environmental risk for contamination in
soil/groundwater from a LPST and prior industrial use of the site. ROW would be acquired from the north
portion of the site (i.e., the area to the left of photo center). Date of photograph: 12/7/21.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 27: View looking west toward City of Dallas properties at 501-517 S. Hill Avenue (see Map ID
24/33 in Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map). No ROW would be acquired from the site but
extensive excavation would occur adjacent to it. The site is a moderate environmental risk based on historic
records of contamination in soil/groundwater and active VCP status. Date of photograph: 12/9/21.

Photograph 28: View looking north from the intersection of Baylor Street and Dawson Street toward the
Dallas Central Service Center for fleet vehicles at 3111 Dawson Street (see Map ID 32 in Appendix E -
Hazardous Materials Site Map). The tank hold is located beneath the cones in the photo center. No ROW
would be acquired from this site but construction excavations adjacent to it are planned. The site is a
moderate environmental risk for contamination in soil/groundwater based on reported releases, its active
VCP status and unknown extent of the groundwater contaminant plume. Date of photograph: 12/7/21.

CSJs: 0009-11-252, etc.
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Project Photographs -30 East Corridor Project

Photograph 29: View looking south from Hickory Street into the former Collier site (see Map ID 38 in
Appendix E - Hazardous Materials Site Map) at 501 S. 2n Avenue. The site was historically the Gulf Refining
Company Distribution Plant which had numerous, large quantity aboveground oil storage tanks. These tanks
were formerly located inside the fence to the right in the photo. ROW would be acquired from the site. The
site is a moderate environmental risk. Date