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NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY RESOLUTION NO. 10-191

A RESOLUTION OF
THE NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY
SELECTING THE PREFERRED ALIGNMENT FOR THE DALLAS NORTH TOLLWAY,
PHASE 4B/5A PROJECT

July 21, 2010

WHEREAS, the North Texas Tollway Authority (the “NTTA”) is a regional tollway authority
created and operating pursuant to Chapter 366 of the Texas Transportation Code, known as
the “Regional Toliway Authority Act” (the “Act”); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Byiaws of the NTTA, the Chairman of the Board appointed the
North Texas Tollway Authority System Projects and Operations Committee (the “Committee”)
to review and make recommendations to the Board regarding NTTA turnpike projects and their
operations; and

WHEREAS, the staff has briefed the Committee regarding the draft Conceptual Alternatives
Evaluation Report and process; and

WHEREAS, representatives from Collin and Denton counties provided presentations to the
Committee regarding their preferred alignments; and

WHEREAS, the Dallas North Toillway, Phase 4B/5A extension project will expand the current
NTTA system and meet the need of addressing future travel demand in the region and the
purpose of providing a transportation improvement fo meet that demand;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that, conditioned upon (1) Denton County furnishing
the NTTA $20 Million in TRIP-08 Bond Program proceeds for the construction of Phase 4B/5A
extension project southbound frontage road located in Denton County and $1.5 Million in that
Program’s proceeds for use for the design of the Phase 4B/5A project and (2) property owners
and other stakeholders providing the right-of-way previously committed in writing or verbally in
various public meetings required for the Phase 4B/5A project at no cost to the NTTA, the
NTTA Board of Directors selects the Yellow-Red (Middle) or so-called County Line Alignment
as set forth in the Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report as the preferred alternative for
the Dallas North Tollway, Phase 4B/5A project; and directs NTTA staff and consultants to
complete the schematic design and environmental evaluation of the preferred alignment.

Ruy Fra fin, Secretary

Padl N. Wageman Chalmfa
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report explains the process for developing and evaluating alternatives for the proposed Dallas North
Tollway Extension Phase 4B/5A (DNT 4B/5A). The North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) is planning the
DNT 4B/5A project to address the need for improved transportation mobility to support forecasted
population and employment growth north of the planned DNT Phase 4A terminus at Farm to Market Road
(FM) 428 in Collin County, Texas. DNT 4B/5A would extend from FM 428 for 11 to 12 miles to provide
connectivity with east-west traffic on either FM 121 or FM 922. The planned controlled-access toll road
would ultimately have six main lanes and six frontage road lanes and be built in phases.

The development of alternatives for the future extension of the DNT into Grayson County has been
underway for over a decade. Multiple DNT 4B/5A alternative alignments were developed in the initial
corridor studies for Collin County and Grayson County in 2000. One of those alignments, which follows the
Collin/Denton county line throughout most of its length, was approved in January 2005 in resolutions
adopted by both Collin County and Denton County commissioners courts. Subsequently in 2008 and 2009,
this county line alignment was adopted in similar resolutions by the cities of Gunter and Aubrey, and by the
Grayson County Commissioners Court. In 2008, however, Collin County rescinded its resolution endorsing
the county line alignment as its preferred route.

This analysis of alternatives has been prepared to allow the NTTA and interested local government entities
to identify and preserve a route and associated right of way (ROW) for the future DNT 4B/5A. This
approach allows all interested parties to coordinate the eventual construction of the toll road with regional
and municipal transportation and land use plans, thereby avoiding or minimizing future disruptions to
residences or businesses when NTTA authorizes construction. The NTTA has worked with county and city
elected officers and their staff, as well as the public in the development and evaluation of alignment
alternatives. In stakeholder meetings held from October 2009 to May 2010, the NTTA met with civic leaders
and staff to report on the progress of adapting the project’s design to meet local needs and to receive
recommendations from stakeholders. Two public meetings were held on March 9 and March 11, 2010 to
provide information to members of the community and receive community/stakeholder feedback via the
comment process regarding the proposed alternatives.

All aspects of this study were facilitated by initially preparing digital maps of natural resources and man-
made features that both guided the routing of alternative tollway alignments and served as the basis for
comparing and evaluating the alternatives. These constraints maps were used by project stakeholders in
developing the alternative alignments that were evaluated, in addition to the No-Build Alternative. Each of
the alternative alignments (designated by color) was proposed/endorsed by local government stakeholders
as outlined below:

Green: proposed by the City of Pilot Point, but not endorsed by a local government entity;
Yellow: proposed/endorsed by Denton County and City of Pilot Point, and also endorsed by Grayson
County, City of Gunter, and City of Aubrey;
Orange: proposed/endorsed by Collin County and City of Celina; and
Red: proposed by Grayson County and City of Gunter, and endorsed by all entities.
(The Yellow and Orange alternatives both share the Red Alternative in extending to FM 121.)

In the Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report, the Green Alternative is additionally referenced as the
“West” alignment. The Yellow-Red Alternative is also referenced as the “Middle” alignment, and the
Orange-Red Alternative is referenced as the “East” alignment.

NTTA July 2010

NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

The evaluation matrix in Table ES-1 was utilized to compare the specific design characteristics and impacts
associated with each alternative. Other socio-economic and environmental factors were evaluated, but only
factors with impacts caused by at least one of the alternatives have been included in the table. Public
comments indicate relatively little community support for the Green (West) Alternative, but substantially
greater support for the Orange-Red (East) and Yellow-Red (Middle) alternatives. The greatest level of
public support was expressed for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative from the standpoint of positive
comments and statements of intent to donate ROW. The evaluation of alternatives dismissed the No-Build
Alternative from further consideration because it does not address the need for north-south mobility in
response to future urban growth within the study area. The Green (West) Alternative was also eliminated
from further consideration because it lacked stakeholder and public support, had relatively greater
environmental impacts and costs as compared to the other build alternatives, and was not compatible with
existing regional transportation planning.

This evaluation ultimately focused on the relative suitability of the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative and the
Orange-Red (East) Alternative in light of the specific evaluation factors shown in Table ES-1. The following
summarizes key aspects of the evaluation factors:

e Engineering / Design Features — The Orange-Red (East) Alternative is shorter in length and has a
smaller ROW footprint. This shorter length feature is outweighed by the Yellow-Red (Middle)
Alternative's much greater use of existing parallel roads, resulting in fewer impacts on existing land use;

e Social and Economic Impacts — The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative has substantially fewer socio-
economic impacts (e.g., no displaced buildings and less proximity impacts to noise-sensitive areas such
as residences, churches, and parks). In addition, the number of property owners within the proposed
ROW is half the number of property owners in the Orange-Red (East) Alternative, likely resulting in a
more efficient ROW acquisition process.

¢ Environmental Impacts — The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would have slightly less environmental
impacts and associated mitigation for harm to natural resources;

e Project Costs — Although the preliminary cost estimate of the Orange-Red (East) Alternative is 6.9
percent less than the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative, this cost advantage is considered minor given the
level of variability in Level F cost estimates. Furthermore, differences between alternatives in terrain and
design requirements suggest that schematic-based refinements in cost estimates would result in
comparable construction costs (see discussion in report Section 6.2.3);

e Compatibility with Regional Plans — Both the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) alternatives
are compatible with regional transportation plans;

e Public Acceptance — Comments from the public involvement process demonstrated a greater level of
community support for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. Both the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-
Red (East) alternatives were endorsed by city and county governments.

In addition to the above major evaluation factors, conceptual level traffic projections for the alternatives
were analyzed but found to be comparable for all build alternatives based on available data. All build
alternatives would likely result in commercial development along frontage roads, yielding economic benefits
including new jobs, and a general increase in community commerce, real estate values, and tax revenues.
The Orange-Red (East) Alternative offers such economic benefits to Collin County and Grayson County,
and the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would distribute such economic benefits among Collin, Denton and
Grayson counties.

NTTA July 2010

NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY
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Figure ES-1. Project Vicinity Map

Dallas North Tollway Extension Phase 4B/5A from FM 428 to FM 121/FM 922
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Table ES-1. Evaluation Matrix of Alignment Alternatives

) , ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES?!
Note: The mos@ favorable alternatlve(s) cqrrespondlng to Southern portion Southern portion 1s
the features or impacts evaluated are highlighted in green | Travels northwest to follows Collin- all within Collin
shading. P'|0ttzobng c;)?r\?nects Denton county line; County; connects to
T connects to FM 121 FM 121
ALTERNATIVE FEATURES Green Yellow—Red Orange-Red

AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS 2 (West) (Middle) (East)
ENGINEERING / DESIGN FEATURES (see Sections 3.3 and 4.2.1)
Alignment Length (miles) 12.3 11.9 11.1
Length on Existing Parallel Roads (miles) 0.1 4.8 1.1
Estimated Total ROW Area Needed (acres) 596 577 538
Area of Existing Road ROW in Prop. ROW (acres) 6 28 11
Estimated Net ROW Area Needed to Acquire (acres) 590 549 527
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS (see Section 4.2.1)
# of Displaced Residences in ROW 0 0 1
# of Displaced Commercial & Non-Cmcl. Buildings 0 0 2°
# of Noise-Sensitive Areas within 300 feet of ROW 1 3 12
# of Property Owners within ROW 17 17 34
# of Pipelines Crossed by ROW 1 1 2
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (see Section 4.2.2)
# of Streams Crossed by ROW 13 10 12
ROW within 100-Year Floodplain (acres) 77.7 70.8 49.2
Other Open Water in ROW (acres) 1.8 0.6 3.0
Emergent Wetlands in ROW (acres) 0.3 0.1 0.5
Riparian Forest in ROW (acres) 1.9 25.3 15.2
Upland Forest in ROW (acres) 3.8 2.0 3.8
Prime Farmland in ROW (acres) 238.4 107.8 77.0
PROJECT COSTS (in $ Millions) (see Section 3.3)
Estimated Right-of-Way (ROW) Costs ($Million) $20 $19 $22
Estimated Project Cost, Including Construction, ROW
and Agency Costs, Year 2010 ($Million) $888 $864 HED
OTHER IMPACTS / ATTRIBUTES (see Sections 4.2.3 and 5.3)
Compatibility with Regional Plans (see legend below) * - + +
Public Acceptance (see legend below) * @) ++ +

Notes:

1. All build alternatives are subject to future design refinements, which may affect values shown in this table.
2. Table cells shaded green denote features that are most favorable and impacts that are least adverse, as compared

to the other build alternatives.

3. These displacements are agricultural buildings, one of which is located on the same parcel as the displaced

residence, above.

Major Negative | Some Negative No Effect, Some Positive Major Positive
4. Leg end: Effect Effect Neutral Effect Effect
—— - (0} + + +

NTTA

NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

1.1 SCOPE OF THE PROJECT

This report explains the process for developing and evaluating alternatives for the proposed
Dallas North Tollway Extension Phase 4B/5A (DNT 4B/5A). The North Texas Tollway Authority
(NTTA) is planning the DNT 4B/5A project to address the need for improved transportation
mobility to support forecasted population and employment growth north of the planned DNT
Phase 4A terminus at Farm to Market Road (FM) 428 in Collin County, Texas. The project
vicinity map in Figure 1-1 shows the regional setting for the northern portion of the existing DNT
and planned DNT Phase 4A extension. The proposed DNT 4B/5A facility would extend from FM
428 for approximately 11 to 12 miles to provide connectivity with east-west traffic on either FM
121 or FM 922. Depending on the northern terminus selected for this project, the tollway would
include some combination of Collin, Cooke, Denton and/or Grayson counties. The planned
controlled-access toll road would ultimately have six main lanes and six frontage road lanes and
be built in phases. Construction of the frontage roads would occur first, followed by the main
lanes. The analysis of alternatives in this report was prepared in compliance with NTTA

environmental policies and guidelines.

The primary purpose for conducting an analysis of alternatives at this point in time is to allow the
NTTA and interested local government entities to identify and preserve a route and associated
right of way (ROW) for the future DNT 4B/5A extension. This approach allows all interested
parties to coordinate the eventual phased construction of the proposed facility with regional and
municipal transportation and land use plans, thereby avoiding or minimizing future disruptions to

residences or businesses when NTTA authorizes construction of the tollway extension.

Because involvement of local government leaders is vital to this planning effort, the NTTA has
worked with county and city elected officers and their staff, as well as the public in the
development and evaluation of alignment alternatives. In stakeholder meetings held from
October 2009 to May 2010, the NTTA met with civic leaders and staff to report on the progress
of adapting the project’s design to meet local needs and to receive recommendations from
stakeholders. Two public meetings were held on March 9 and March 11, 2010 to provide
information to members of the community about the proposed alternatives and receive

community and stakeholder feedback via the comment process regarding these alternatives.

NTTA —i- July 2010

NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

Additional details on the stakeholder and public involvement process are presented in Section
5.0. Based on the information presented in this comprehensive analysis of alternatives, it is
expected that the NTTA Board will select a preferred alternative for DNT 4B/5A for which a

preliminary design schematic and environmental evaluation will be conducted.

1.2 NEED FOR THE PROJECT

The proposed project is needed to address future travel demands resulting from projected
population growth and associated development in the northern Denton and Collin County area
as well as southern Cooke and Grayson counties. The project is also needed to provide an
alternative north-south route to relieve congestion on at least some of the following existing
highways: U.S. Highway (U.S.) 75, State Highway (SH) 289, U.S. 377, and Interstate Highway
(I-) 35. The following sections provide population and employment statistics and traffic data for
the DNT 4B/5A project area in support of the foregoing statements of need for the proposed

project.

1.2.1 Population and Employment

Continued growth in population and employment has created a need for a more efficient
transportation system in the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) Metropolitan Area. The North Central
Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) has prepared a demographic forecast which projects
that the population for the ten counties surrounding the DFW urban core will increase by
approximately 80 percent and employment by approximately 72 percent from 2000 to 2030."* By
the year 2030, this ten-county urban area is expected to have over 9,000,000 residents

supporting approximately 5,400,000 jobs, as shown in Table 1-1.

! NCTCOG, 2030 Demographic Forecast (April 2003);
http://www.nctcog.org/ris/demographics/forecast/publication.pdf. The NCTCOG ten-county urban area includes
Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise counties.
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Table 1-1. North Central Texas Regional Demographic Projections

Category 2000 2010 2020 2030 Pezrgggt_czrgage
Population 5,067,400 | 6,328,200 | 7,646,600 | 9,107,900 80%
Households 1,886,700 | 2,350,300 | 2,851,400 | 3,396,100 80%
Employment 3,158,200 | 3,897,000 | 4,658,700 | 5,416,700 72%

Source: NCTCOG, 2030 Demographic Forecast (April 2003); http://www.nctcog.org/ris/demographics/forecast/publication.pdf.

On average, the region is expected to add population at a rate of nearly 135,000 persons per
year and employment at a rate of approximately 75,000 jobs per year from 2000 to 2030. A
graphic depiction of the projected increase in population over the 30 year period within the
NCTCOG area is shown in Figure 1-2. Similarly, Figure 1-3 demonstrates the employment
growth within the NCTCOG area. Both of these figures clearly indicate that urban growth is
anticipated in the area north of U.S. 380.

This general regional growth trend is also evident north of the DFW Metropolitan Area, as
demonstrated by the population data for Cooke and Grayson counties in Table 1-2 (for
completeness, data for Collin and Denton counties and cities near the DNT 4B/5A project have
been included in the table). The cities within the project study area (described in Section 2.1)
are all expected to experience at least a threefold increase in population by 2030, in comparison
to the corresponding city populations from 2000. Detailed transportation planning by the
Sherman — Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization (SDMPO) similarly reflects the
expected population growth trends in Table 1-2 for Grayson County.? The SDMPO anticipates
that the steady growth trends in the area that date back to the 1960s will continue, and that
most of the growth will occur near Lake Texoma and east and west of the City of Denison. This
expected population growth is linked with expected growth in manufacturing-related
employment south of the City of Sherman, as well as widespread construction-related

employment in Grayson County.

2 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Sherman-Denison Study Area. Transportation Outlook 2035: Creating a
Blueprint for the Sherman-Denison Region’s Future. Sherman-Denison MPO (November 18, 2009);
http://www.sdmpo.org/Publications/2035%20MTP%20approved%20111809.pdf .
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Table 1-2. Regional Population Trends

Location 2000 Census 203,2 Ej&?gﬁed 2022 Eljslg?;:ed Eigne;;
2000 — 2030
Collin County 491,774 756,088 1,249,795 154%
City of Celina 1,861 5,000 48,000 2479%
Denton County 432,976 720,064 1,184,744 174%
City of Pilot Point 3,538 8,000 12,000 239%
Cooke County 36,363 42,675 53,379 47%
City of Gainesville 15,538 18,601 22,500 45%
Grayson County 110,595 133,913 188,537 70%
City of Collinsville 1,235 2,035 3,635 194%
City of Denison 22,773 25,000 30,000 32%
City of Gunter 1,230 3,000 6,000 388%
City of Sherman 35,082 39,300 50,600 44%
Town of Tioga 754 1,100 3,500 364%
City of Whitesboro 3,760 6,000 8,500 126%
Source: Texas Water Development Board, 2006 Regional Water Plan Population Projections Data for cities and
counties; http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/wrpi/data/proj/popproj.htm.

1.2.2 Existing Transportation Network

In many instances rapid growth in the DFW region is surpassing the transportation system’s
ability to accommodate it, resulting in increased traffic congestion. Daily transportation demand
for the region in 2007 totaled 151 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on area freeways,
arterials, and local streets. According to NCTCOG studies, the regional traffic demand is
expected to increase to 242 million VMT in 2030 within the NCTCOG 10-county area.® When
viewed in terms of the hourly capacity of the road network to move traffic, this level of projected
VMT for 2030 translates into an estimated 36 percent increase in travel time due to congestion.
This level of travel time increase is anticipated even if all planned transportation improvements
are carried out. Figure 1-4 represents the congestion levels expected in the 10-county
NCTCOG area by 2030, and indicates an increase in congestion is likely to occur within the

study area, particularly within Denton County.

3 NCTCOG, Mobility 2030: The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the DFW Area — 2009 Amendment (2009) (see

Chapter 20, System Performance Summary); http://www.nctcog.org/trans/mtp/2030/2009Amendment.asp.
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Currently, the DNT extends from downtown Dallas northward to U.S. 380 in the City of Frisco, a
distance of approximately 32 miles. The existing facility is a six-lane, limited access tollway
throughout its entire length. Throughout most of the DNT’s northern portion (i.e., north of 1-635),

the DNT also includes two or three-lane frontage roads in both north and south directions.

The project area is generally characterized by a network of two-lane county roads that provide
access to residences and agricultural fields, none of which serve as major transportation
thoroughfares. SH 289 and U.S. 377 are undivided two-lane roadways present within the study
area. SH 289 follows the eastern boundary of the study area and U.S. 377 is located in the
western portion of the study area. These roadways are the only north-south principal arterials in
the study area and are approximately ten miles apart. The cities of Pilot Point and Tioga are

located along U.S. 377 and the cities of Celina and Gunter are located along SH 289.

1.2.3 Traffic Projections and Level of Service

The Transportation Planning and Programming Division of the Texas Department of
Transportation (TXDOT) estimated traffic volumes for the year 2008 on the primary north-south
roadways (i.e., SH 289 and U.S. 377) within and near the planned DNT 4B/5A corridor.” As
shown in Table 1-3, the traffic volumes for these roadways within this corridor area are
comparable. That is, traffic volumes range from 11,300 to 11,900 vehicles per day (VPD) at the
southern end of the corridor area to 3,500 to 4,800 VPD near the northern end. As population
and employment continue to move northward, congestion of these two-lane roadways would

increase.

4 TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division. Dallas, Paris, and Wichita Falls Districts Traffic Maps
for Collin, Cooke, Denton, and Grayson counties (2008);
ftp://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tpp/traffic_counts/2008/.
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Table 1-3. Estimated Traffic for SH 289 and U.S. 377

ROAD NAME POINT AT WHICH TRAFFIC WAS ESTIMATED ESTIMATED TRAFFIC
VOLUME
(VEHICLES PER DAY)
Prosper: at FM 1461 intersection 11,900
Celina: south of FM 455 7,100
SH 289 Celina: south of B289 4,700
Celina: near Grayson County line 3,700
Gunter: south of FM 121 3,500
Krugerville: south of FM 428 11,300
Krugerville: north of FM 3524 intersection 8,400
Pilot Point: south side of city limits 8,600
u.Ss. 377 . - -
Pilot Point: near Grayson County line 6,600
Tioga: north of Grayson County line 6,200
Tioga: north of FM 922 intersection 4,800

Source: TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division. Dallas, Paris, and Wichita Falls Districts Traffic
Maps for Collin, Cooke, Denton, and Grayson counties (2008);

ftp://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tpp/traffic_counts/2008/.

Outside the DNT 4B/5A corridor but within the north Texas area, two major highways provide
access from the Dallas-Fort Worth area to northern Texas and Oklahoma. 1-35 is a four-lane
divided highway from the City of Corinth northward, and extends north through the cities of
Sanger and Gainesville before crossing into Oklahoma. U.S. 75 is a four-lane divided highway
that extends north from Dallas and connects highly urbanized cities with the more rural areas of
Collin and Grayson counties. U.S. 75 passes through the cities of Sherman and Denison before
crossing into Oklahoma. 1-35 carries traffic volume ranging from 32,000 VPD south of the City of
Gainesville to 50,000 VPD north of the City of Denton, and U.S. 75 carries traffic volume
ranging from 35,000 VPD south of the City of Sherman to 44,000 VPD near the City of Melissa.’
NCTCOG has made future traffic projections for these roadways that assume planned
improvements to both facilities, but increasing urbanization and congestion trends indicate that
these highways will remain congested over the next 20 years. The peak hour level of service for
both I-35 and U.S. 75 is estimated to be C+ by the year 2030 near the northern extent of the

regional metropolitan planning boundary (i.e., the northern limits of Collin and Denton counties).

> TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division. Dallas, Paris, and Wichita Falls Districts Traffic Maps
for Collin, Cooke and , Denton, and Grayson counties (2008);
ftp://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tpp/traffic_counts/2008/.
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Traffic volume for 1-35 is estimated to be 71,800 VPD in 2030, and U.S. 75 is estimated to be
56,700 VPD.® The expected levels of congestion in the NCTCOG area are shown graphically in
Figure 1-4.

Extending the DNT north into Cooke or Grayson counties would improve access and mobility for
the residents of the City of Pilot Point and the City of Gunter and Town of Tioga, as well as
northern Collin and Denton counties and southern Cooke and Grayson counties. Local traffic
circulation patterns are expected to improve and opportunities for new development would occur
adjacent to the DNT 4B/5A frontage roads. As indicated in the Sherman — Denison Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), the proposed DNT 4B/5A is viewed as a companion facility to a
proposed Grayson County tollway that will provide a seamless connection to SH 289 south of

the North Texas Regional Airport.

1.3 PROJECT PURPOSE

1.3.1 General Statement of Purpose

The purpose of the DNT 4B/5A project is to provide transportation improvements for the
residents in northern Collin and Denton counties and southern Cooke and Grayson counties to
address the area’s rapid growth and transportation demand. Several specific aspects of this

general purpose are discussed in the next section.

1.3.2 Specific Purposes of the Proposed Action
The planned transportation improvements are intended to satisfy the purposes outlined and

discussed briefly below:

Improve Mobility — As the DFW Metropolitan Area extends northward, transportation mobility
has become a critical need of north Texas residents, and the proposed project should enhance
mobility. The lack of adequate transportation options causes residents to have limited access to
job opportunities, and employers are denied full access to the region’s pool of job skills and
talents. Limited transportation options also result in increasing amounts of unproductive time
spent moving people and goods from one point to another. Economic costs associated with

traffic congestion have a direct effect on the competitiveness of the area and its ability to create

6 NCTCOG, Mobility 2030: The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the DFW Area — 2009 Amendment (2009) (see
Chapter 20, System Performance Summary); http://www.nctcog.org/trans/mtp/2030/2009Amendment.asp.
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and sustain long-term employment opportunities. These and other benefits to regional mobility
have led to the inclusion of the proposed DNT 4B/5A as a programmed highway in the
NCTCOG MTP (see Appendix A-1) as well as inclusion as an integral part of mobility for the
SDMPO MTP.

Reduce Traffic Congestion — The project should help reduce traffic congestion within the
study area by addressing future traffic demands as congestion levels are expected to increase.
The traffic capacity constraints of existing country roads and the availability of only two rural
two-lane highways in the study area have led to the proposed extension. In addition, it is
anticipated that some traffic on 1-35 and U.S. 75 would elect to use the proposed DNT 4B/5A

facility, thereby reducing congestion for these freeways.

Increase People and Goods-Carrying Capacity — The project should increase transportation
capacity with minimal disruptions to existing facilities. There are physical limitations and other
substantial problems (i.e., cost, business disruptions, and other impacts) associated with
improving the capacity of existing roadways for additional vehicle trips in the study corridor.
Substantially expanding SH 289 and U.S. 377 from arterial roads to a freeway would be
problematic, as development already exists along many segments and at major intersections of
these roadways. For example, expanding the ROW to the necessary 400 feet (see Section
3.2.1 for geometric design criteria) throughout these corridors to accommodate a controlled-
access freeway would result in substantial impacts to the communities and properties through
which these roads would pass. Extending the DNT could reduce development pressures
adjacent to SH 289 and U.S. 377 in the study area. The nearest north-south limited-access
freeways are 1-35 and U.S. 75, each located about ten miles west and east, respectively, from
the center of the DNT 4B/5A study area. Construction of another north-south roadway in the
project area could also increase efficiency of emergency services and vehicles within the project

corridor.

Enhance Safety — Transportation safety is of the utmost importance for the traveling public and
NTTA, and the proposed project should facilitate safe travel. The presence of numerous
driveways and cross streets along SH 289 and U.S. 377 increases the potential for incidents

and collisions. The lack of median and street lights also contributes to reduced safety on
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existing north-south arterials. The proposed project would provide a safer and more secure

alternative to local motorists.

Minimize Social, Economic and Environmental Effects on Both Human and Natural
Environments — The proposed project would help to avoid or minimize impacts to local
communities and natural resources in the area. The fundamental purpose of identifying a route
for the proposed DNT 4B/5A extension is to preserve the ROW and allow for staged tollway
development prior to substantial urban development within the corridor. The primary benefit for
this approach is avoidance of the social, economic and environmental impacts that would occur
if ROW were acquired closer in time to actual construction of the tollway. Postponing ROW
acquisition far into the future could necessitate displacing residences and commercial buildings,
in addition to creating proximity impacts to noise-sensitive areas such as parks and schools.
Consequently, local government officials have been active participants in long-range
transportation planning as this is a cornerstone for municipal land use planning and zoning to

address existing conditions and planned population growth.

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

As generally described in Section 1.3, the project goals associated with DNT 4B/5A include the
following: improve mobility within Collin, Denton, Grayson and Cooke counties; meet future
traffic demand; improve safety on existing roadways; and minimize negative environmental and
socio-economic impacts while achieving affordable and cost-effective transportation solutions.
An assessment of potential DNT 4B/5A alignment alternatives was completed to determine their

ability to meet these objectives (see Section 4.0).

The proposed project consists of two phases, 4B and 5A, with Phase 4B extending from FM 428
north to the Collin County/Grayson County line and Phase 5A extending from the county line to
either FM 121 near the City of Gunter or FM 922 near the Town of Tioga, depending on route
selection. As previously described, DNT 4B/5A would operate as a controlled access, urban
tollway with six tolled main lanes (three in each direction) and three non-tolled frontage road
lanes in each direction. The project would be built in phases, beginning with the frontage roads
followed by the tolled main lanes. Interchange and ramp layouts have been identified for all of
the proposed alignment alternatives, which generally follow in accordance with thoroughfare
plans for the cities of Celina, Gunter, Pilot Point, and Collin, Denton, and Grayson counties.

Additional details on the proposed design criteria and configurations for these alternatives may

NTTA —18- July 2010
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be found in Section 3.2 of this report, and a detailed description of the alternatives is presented
in Section 3.3.
1.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The DNT 4B/5A alternatives analysis process was modeled according to the Conceptual
Alternatives Analysis procedure in the NTTA Quality Management System (QMS) Manual.” This
alternatives analysis of DNT 4B/5A is intended to provide comparative information that can be
assessed about project alternatives. The methods utilized to first identify and then evaluate the
characteristics and potential impacts associated with the proposed alignments are presented

below.

1.5.1 Corridor Influence Mapping

The initial step in the development of alternatives was to assess the general landscape and
environment in which the alignments would likely be proposed for routing. To accomplish this, a
constraints analysis was completed to identify the human and natural obstacles that could
prevent the routing of an alternative along a specific area of study. To accomplish this task,
available spatial data relating to natural and man-made features was compiled or digitized in
instances where spatial data was unavailable. For example, potential wetland areas were
digitized from National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), and the locations of flood control reservoirs were obtained from the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Section 2.2 provides an inventory of the data
acquired for this constraints analysis process. A man-made feature constraints map and a
natural feature constraints map were developed based on these data, thus identifying areas
desired for preservation and avoidance in the determination of proposed alignments.

1.5.2 Development of Alignment Alternatives

Beginning in October 2009, the above constraints analysis data was presented to two
stakeholder work groups: an Executive Work Group (EWG) consisting primarily of local elected
officials and executive-level staff; and a Technical Work Group (TWG) consisting primarily of
technical staff from government entities. The various entities comprising the EWG (e.g., cities,
counties and MPOs) and the TWG (e.g., Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority (GCRMA),
NCTCOG and TxDOT) were tasked to propose potential alignment alternatives factoring in their

preferences, along with verifying man-made and natural feature constraints. Three distinct

" NTTA QMS Manual, Conceptual Alternatives Analysis, Section 3.0 Program Development Process, Subsection 3.1
Schematic Design, SD-01.
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alignment alternatives were received which provided access to the western, middle and eastern
sections of the study area. Continuous feedback from these entities was obtained and further
refined to avoid or minimize impacts via an iterative process with the design engineers, resulting
in the identification of potential alignment alternatives amongst which a comparative analysis

could be conducted.

1.5.3 Evaluation of Alignment Alternatives

Each of the alignment alternatives was evaluated based on the following measures:
environmental impacts, socio-economic impacts, compatibility with local and regional planning,
engineering design, project development cost and public input. An evaluation matrix was utilized
to compare the specific design characteristics and impacts associated with each alternative.
The evaluation matrix and a discussion of potential impacts associated with the proposed
alternatives are presented in Section 6.0. It is anticipated that the NTTA Board will consider the

information compiled in this report in making the selection of a preferred alternative.
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2.0 CORRIDOR INFLUENCE MAPPING

2.1 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

A study area was delineated for the purposes or developing and assessing potential DNT 4B/5A
alignment alternatives, as shown in Figure 2-1. The study area encompasses portions of Collin,
Denton, Grayson and Cooke counties, and is approximately 159 square miles in size. The study
area limits outline an area, which could contain the range of alternatives that meet the need and
purpose of the proposed project. For purposes of visibility, the large study boundary spans a
breadth of area appropriate for illustrating the regional context of the DNT 4B/5A extension and
thus, alignment compatibility with existing and planned transportation corridors (e.g., the
proposed Grayson County tollway, and FM 922 connecting to 1-35), which are shown in Figure
2-2. Such regional connectivity amongst roadways functionally structures the future roadway
system as to best prepare for and accommodate the anticipated population and employment

increases in this four-county region. Below are brief descriptions of the study area boundaries:

Southern boundary: FM 428 is the northern terminus of DNT Extension Phase 4A, which is
coincident with the DNT 4B/5A southern terminus. As all of the proposed DNT 4B/5A alignment

alternatives share this fixed southern terminus, the southern study area boundary extends to the

east and west of this point.

Western boundary: Ray Roberts Lake is a prominent natural feature within the vicinity of the

proposed transportation corridor and serves as a logical western boundary of the study area.

Northern boundary: The northern project boundary is an east-west line located approximately

one mile north of FM 922, which is the northernmost of the two logical termini under

consideration.

Eastern boundary: The Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad and FM 289 operate as major

north-south transportation corridors to the east of the proposed DNT 4B/5A corridor. Portions of
this railway and roadway combine to form a line of logical demarcation for the eastern study

area boundary.
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Agricultural land use continues to dominate the landscape in the corridor study area, but
substantial residential and industrial developments have occurred in recent decades. The DNT
4B/5A study area is located within the ElIm Fork Trinity River Basin and surface topography is
nearly flat to gently sloping with streams flowing generally in a northeast to southwest direction
across the study area. The project area lies within the Blackland Prairie region of north central
Texas, which is characterized by dark heavy-textured soils that have been farmed over the past
century. Originally, the primary crop raised was cotton, but in recent years most agricultural
fields are used primarily to produce sorghum and hay, with some corn production, and pasture
for livestock. As discussed above in Section 1.2, urban development has been occurring in the
study area at a steady rate and substantial shifts in land use have been experienced in and

around the several cities within the study area.

2.2 INVENTORY OF DATA ACQUIRED

As described in Section 1.5, numerous spatial data sources and types were utilized in the
mapping of environmentally sensitive areas and other land use constraints within the study
area. A summary of these data types is presented below for natural features, man-made
features and local government plans/districts. Additional information about the data types,

associated sources and the year of preparation for each is included in Appendix A-2.

Natural Features: aerial photography, 100-year floodplains, golf courses, parks and recreation

areas, prime farmland soils, streams and water bodies, NRCS-financed flood control reservoirs,
threatened or endangered species observations, topography, wetland features, upland and

riparian forests and wildlife management areas;

Man-Made Features — Cultural Resources: archeological sites, cemeteries, historical markers

and National Register of Historic Places listed properties;

Man-Made Features — Transportation and Transmission Facilities: airports and airstrips,

railroads, roads, communication towers, high voltage power transmission lines and natural gas

pipelines;

Other Man-Made Features and Facilities: buildings, city limits and extraterritorial jurisdictions,

county boundaries, hazardous material sites, property parcels and ownership for Collin, Cooke,
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Denton and Grayson counties, public facilities and land, schools, parks, United States Corps of

Engineers (USACE) land boundaries, and petroleum product wells; and

Local Government Plans and Utility Districts: Celina, Gunter, Collin County, Denton County and

Grayson County thoroughfare plans; Gunter existing and future land use plans; Pilot Point
zoning map; Tioga existing and future land use maps; and maps of sewer and water utility

district boundaries.

2.3 CONSTRAINTS MAPPING

Using the data outlined in Section 2.2, features of the natural and human environment were
overlaid on aerial photography using a geographic information system (GIS) software program
to create a natural features constraints map and a man-made features constraints map. These
two constraints maps, which also show the locations of the proposed alignment alternatives
described in Section 3.3, are included in Appendix B at a map scale of one inch to 4,000 feet.
Reduced size copies of these constraints maps have also been included for convenience as
Figures 2-3 and 2-4.

Due to the large study area for this project, limited onsite field verification of constraints
information was performed. Upon selection of a preferred alternative, field surveys within the
proposed ROW will be performed as part of the process for preparing an environmental

evaluation for the proposed DNT 4B/5A facility.
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3.0 DEVELOPMENT OF ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

3.1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The process of defining the type of roadway and the location of an alignment to meet the need
and purpose for the proposed project dates back to the 1990s. In 1998, the NTTA
commissioned a toll road corridor study to develop alternative transportation corridors for the
future extension of the DNT from U.S. 380 northward into Grayson County. Subsequently, in

July 2000, corridor studies in both Collin County and Grayson County were completed.®

Both of these county corridor studies examined the type of facility and potential alignments for
meeting future transportation needs. These studies utilized an analysis of aerial photography to
identify natural and man-made features that would influence the location of road alignments.
The development of alignments sought to minimize crossings of water features, railroads, major
developed areas and other attributes that would create undesirable socio-economic or
environmental impacts. Both corridor studies used a process of balancing impacts to sensitive
facilities (i.e., churches, schools and cemeteries), existing residential and commercial facilities,
and natural resources with the need for improving mobility in the area. The studies also
identified and discussed a range of facility alternatives including a limited access regional

tollway, limited access county arterial and a farm-to-market road.

Six alternatives were considered for the extension of the DNT. For the DNT 4B/5A study area,
two alignments were considered in Collin County that generally ran due north of the existing
DNT. These two alignments then diverged into three different alignments north of the Grayson
County Line. Two of these three alignments crossed FM 121 west of Gunter, and one was
routed in a southwesterly direction around Gunter. These three alignments branched into even
more potential alignment routes north of FM 121 and continued northward towards the western

outskirts of the cities of Sherman and Denison.

Neither of the corridor studies completed in 2000 made a recommendation as to facility or
location alternatives, but the studies did outline the general steps necessary for further
development of a toll road project. A noteworthy aspect of this process is the necessity for
Denton, Collin and Grayson counties to acquire ROW as means of preserving transportation

8 Collin County Corridor Study, NTTA, July 31, 2000; Grayson County Corridor Study, NTTA, July 31, 2000.
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corridors, as Texas law does not give county governments zoning authority. In the absence of
the ability to restrict land use and development in unincorporated county areas, the county may

seek voluntary donations of ROW and/or purchase it.

Continual progress has been made on the DNT extension (Phases 4A, 4B and 5A) since the
corridor studies of 2000. In preparation for the DNT Extension Phase 4A (DNT 4A) from U.S.
380 to FM 428, the NTTA and Collin County began a public involvement process with property
owners and associated municipalities. Subsequently, the NTTA, Collin County and Town of
Prosper signed an interlocal agreement in October 2003 covering ROW, utility services and
northbound service road construction for the DNT 4A. In November 2007, schematic design,
public involvement and environmental documentation began for DNT 4A. The NTTA Board of

Directors approved the schematic and environmental assessment in September 2008.

During the above time period, concurrent work was being completed on DNT 4B/5A. In January
2005, Collin and Denton counties approved resolutions designating the Denton/Collin County
Line as the preferred DNT 4B alignment. The Denton/Collin County line alignment was also
designated as the preferred 4B route in similar resolutions by the City of Pilot Point in January
2008, the cities of Gunter and Aubrey in May 2008, and the Grayson County Commissioners
Court in April 20009.

In May 2008, Collin County rescinded its resolution supporting the Denton/Collin County Line
alignment. In January 2009, Collin County adopted a resolution designating DNT 4B as a Collin
County Toll Road Authority project. In March 2009, the expansion of the DNT 4B/5A study area
was approved by the NTTA Board of Directors to capture more of Denton and Grayson
counties, to add the southeast portion of Cooke County and to ultimately preserve the long-term
viability of the DNT corridor.

Executive Work Group (EWG) and Technical Work Group (TWG) stakeholder meetings were
held from October 2009 to May 2010 for gathering input on potential alignment alternatives.
These alternatives were also presented to the public for their comments in two public meetings
held in March 2010 (see Section 5.0 and Appendix C-1). A timeline detailing the overall
genesis of all phases of the DNT facility (from 1964 to present), which includes an accounting of
the various milestones described above in relation to DNT 4B/5A, is presented in Appendix
A-3.
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3.2 DESIGN ELEMENTS

The DNT 4B/5A would extend from the northern terminus of DNT Phase 4A (DNT 4A) at FM
428 northward to one of two logical termini, FM 121 or FM 922, depending on the alignment
alternative selected. The proposed project would span approximately 11 to 12 miles and would
function as an access controlled urban tollway with a design speed of 70 miles per hour. The

posted speed (not yet determined) would be set to meet safety needs.

3.2.1 Geometric Design Criteria

The toll road ultimately will have six main lanes with three lanes in each direction, all of which
would be tolled. Non-tolled frontage roads are part of the design, with a three-lane northbound
frontage road and a three-lane southbound frontage road. Uniform ROW width for the project is
400 feet, which accommodates cross street interchanges, exit and entrance ramping, and the
toll gantries for all electronic toll collection. Interchange design is based upon the thoroughfare
plans for Collin, Denton and Grayson counties and are spaced approximately one-mile apart.
The basic configuration of cross-street interchanges provides for grade separation of the main
lanes with exit and entrance ramps at cross-street grade. Design of the proposed project follows
the standards and guidelines set by the NTTA QMS, TxDOT Roadway Design Manual, NTTA
Design Guidelines, and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
design policies. The diagrams of typical cross sections for the proposed project are shown in

Figure 3-1, and NTTA approved design criteria are presented in Appendix A-4.

3.2.2 Right of Way

All required ROW, along with any associated drainage easements, is intended to be acquired by
Collin/Denton/Grayson counties through donation or purchase from the property owners. In lieu
of an interlocal agreement with all affected governmental agencies, all displacement and
subsequent relocation efforts would be consistent with the NTTA ROW Acquisition Policy,
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended,
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Urban Development Act of 1974.
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3.2.3 Utility Relocation

Utilities such as water lines, sewer lines, gas lines, telephone and fiber optic cables, electrical
lines and other subterranean and aerial utilities may require adjustments. Other than potential
temporary interruptions in service due to minor adjustments, no adverse impacts (i.e.,
termination of service or long-term interruptions) to utilities are expected to occur from the
construction of the proposed project. Schedules for any utility adjustments would be closely

coordinated to minimize disruptions and inconvenience to the utility customers.

3.2.4 Toll Collection

The NTTA would utilize an all electronic toll collection (all-ETC) system with video billing for the
DNT 4B/5A facility. The all-ETC system would not utilize toll-collection booths. Instead, toll
collection will occur electronically, which requires users to either open pre-paid accounts or pay
a premium for “video billing.” All-ETC equipment is to be located on gantries spanning the
roadway. Gantries are overhead structures that support transponder readers, video
enforcement system cameras, illumination devices, automatic vehicle identification antennae,
communication gear and other necessary equipment for an all-ETC system. One or two main
lane toll gantries, spanning both directions of travel, would be required. Multiple smaller toll
gantries will span exit or entrance ramps. The actual toll gantry configuration will be determined
at a later stage of design for the proposed DNT 4B/5A facility. Administrative support buildings
are not anticipated in this study, although maintenance and sand stockpile facilities may be

needed.

3.2.5 Drainage

A preliminary hydraulic analysis was performed for each of the build alternatives. The purpose
of this initial analysis was to determine the size of culverts and bridges needed for each
alignment. The software program Flowmaster was used to determine a preliminary tailwater
depth for each channel crossing. The tailwater was then used in the culvert software program to
determine the size of culverts needed for each channel crossing. Those channels that could not
be crossed using culverts were then analyzed for bridge capacity. Manning's equation was used
to determine the necessary width for each bridge crossing. A Manning's roughness coefficient of
0.025 and a slope of 0.3 percent were assumed for purposes of these calculations. In addition,
trapezoidal channels were assumed with side slopes of 3:1 and a base of 10 feet. Once the
expected stormwater flow for the 100-year flood event was identified, Manning's equation was
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used to determine the bridge width required to carry the 100-year flow. The resulting bridge

widths were then rounded up to the nearest 120-foot span.

3.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

During the stakeholder meetings that occurred between October 2009 and May 2010, three
basic alignments were introduced from various governing entities within the study corridor. Each
of the three basic alignments introduced by the stakeholders and various government entities
served the west, middle and eastern areas of the study area. Out of these stakeholder meetings
emerged three build alternatives, which were further developed and evaluated for study, in
addition to the consideration of the No-Build Alternative. All or parts of these alternative

alignments were assigned colors for ease of reference.

The West alignment designated as the Green (West) Alternative was submitted by the City of
Pilot Point in November 2009. The Yellow Alternative, which is the Middle alignment, was
submitted by Denton County and City of Pilot Point in October 2009. The Red Alternative was
submitted by the City of Gunter and Grayson County in October 2009. The Orange Alternative,
which is the East alignment, was submitted by City of Celina and Collin County in October of
2009.

It was necessary to adjust the northern ends of the Yellow Alternative and the Orange
Alternative to connect them with the southern end of the Red Alternative, thereby creating the
Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative and the Orange-Red (East) Alternative. As the original Orange
Alternative did not match the southern end of the Red Alternative at the Collin/Grayson county
line, the Orange Alternative was extended into Grayson County to intersect the Red Alternative
at the earliest possible geometrically acceptable location.

From a regional perspective, the Green (West) Alternative would ultimately connect with U.S.
377 south of Tioga, Texas. The Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) Alternatives would
connect to a facility proposed by the GCRMA, currently under study by TxDOT and the
GCRMA, which would ultimately connect to U.S. 75 in Denison, Texas. Refinements to these
alignments were developed jointly by the study team and the city staffs of Celina, Pilot Point and
Gunter. The three build alternatives are shown graphically in Figures 2-3 and 2-4. Each of

these build alternatives have unique features, which will be described in further detail below.
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The study team further developed main lane profiles and preliminary drainage designs, which
supported the development of bridge lengths and the preliminary sizing of cross drainage
culverts. Preliminary ROW acquisition cost estimates were developed for each of the
alternatives. The property parcels affected by any of the alternative alignments are shown in the
map in Appendix A-5 and the data obtained from county appraisal districts used for calculating
preliminary ROW acquisition cost estimates are provided in Appendix A-6. Preliminary cost
estimates were then prepared in accordance with NTTA guidelines based on a Level F cost
template. This template is based on a cost per mile unit rate derived from historical data from
other NTTA projects, and includes the estimated ROW acquisition cost estimates. Data and cost

calculations for preliminary total project cost estimates are provided in Appendix A-7.

3.3.1 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative represents the condition in which the proposed Phase 4B and 5A
extension of the DNT is not constructed. At present, there are no other planned major north-
south transportation improvements north of FM 428 and within five miles east or west of DNT
4A. Consequently, the No-Build Alternative requires other transportation improvements not yet
identified in the NCTCOG Mobility 2030 MTP or SDMPO 2035 MTP to satisfy the need for
improved north-south mobility in the area. The No-Build Alternative, which relies on SH 289 as
the principal north-south corridor, does not satisfy the need for enhanced north-south mobility to
facilitate forecasted population and employment growth.

3.3.2 Green (West) Alternative

The Green (West) Alignment begins at the northern terminus of DNT 4A (FM 428) and proceeds
in a northwesterly direction into Denton County were it connects with U.S. 377 north of the City
of Pilot Point. Although construction would terminate at U.S. 377, the logical terminus for the
Green (West) Alternative is 2.3 miles farther north at FM 922. The total length of the corridor is
approximately 12.2 miles and requires approximately 596 acres of total ROW. The cross street
interchanges along this corridor are spaced approximately one mile apart. The alignment
contains a total of 10 full diamond and one half-diamond interchanges, of which one is an
underpass and the remaining 10 are overpasses. Interchange location and ramping
configurations/layouts are shown in Figures 3-2 and 3-3 and are further discussed in section
3.4. The Green (West) Alternative crosses 13 streams, the largest being Little EIm Creek, which
would require a bridge crossing. All other stream crossings would require box culverts. The
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

route of this alignment was provided by Pilot Point and refined to minimize any impact to
residences and businesses along its length. The estimated ROW acquisition cost for this
alternative is $20 million. The overall projected project cost in 2010 current dollars is estimated

at $888 million, which includes construction, ROW and agency costs.

3.3.3 Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative

The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alignment begins at the northern terminus of DNT 4A (FM 428) and
proceeds in a northerly direction along the Denton/Collin County line to its northern terminus at
FM 121 in Grayson County. The total length of the corridor is approximately 11.9 miles and
requires approximately 577 acres of total ROW. The cross street interchanges along this
corridor are spaced approximately one mile apart with allowances for overpasses at
intermediate cross streets. The alignment contains a total of eight full-diamond, four half-
diamond and two overpass interchanges, of which three are underpasses and the remaining 11
are overpasses. Interchange location and ramping configurations/layouts are shown in Figures
3-2 and 3-3 and are further discussed in Section 3.4. The alignment crosses 11 streams, the
largest being Little EIm Creek, which would require a bridge crossing. All other stream or creek
crossings would require box culverts. The alignment as originally provided by Denton County
and the City of Gunter was refined to minimize any impact to residences and businesses along
its length. The estimated ROW acquisition cost for this alternative is $19 million. The overall
projected project cost in 2010 current dollars is estimated at $864 million, which includes
construction, ROW and agency costs.

3.3.4 Orange-Red (East) Alternative

The Orange-Red (East) Alignment begins at the northern terminus of DNT 4A (FM 428) and
proceeds in a northerly direction to its northern terminus at FM 121 in Grayson County. The total
length of the corridor is approximately 11.0 miles and requires approximately 538 acres of total
ROW. The cross street interchanges along this corridor are spaced approximately one mile
apart with allowances for overpasses at intermediate cross streets. The alignment contains a
total of eight full-diamond, three half-diamond and two overpass interchanges, of which four are
underpasses and the remaining nine are overpasses. Interchange location and ramping
configurations/layouts are shown in Figures 3-2 and 3-3 and are further discussed in Section
3.4. The alignment crosses 12 streams, the largest being Little ElIm Creek, which would be
crossed with box culverts as is the case with all other stream crossings. The alignment as

originally provided by the City of Celina and Collin County was refined to minimize impacts to
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residences and businesses. However, this alternative results in one residential and two
agricultural structure displacements. The estimated ROW acquisition cost for this alternative is
$22 million. The overall projected project cost in 2010 current dollars is estimated at $804

million, which includes construction, ROW and agency costs.

3.4 CROSS STREETS AND RAMP CONFIGURATIONS

The proposed alignment alternatives will have to cross both existing and future roadways as laid
out by the various thoroughfare plans in the region. Part of this process is to identify where the
potential cross streets are going to be and the best way to serve those thoroughfares. The
counties of Grayson, Denton and Collin, along with the cities of Celina, Pilot Point and Gunter,
provided input into where these cross streets were to be located and what kind of ramping
configuration was needed. With most cross streets being spaced approximately one mile apart,

the ramping scheme lent itself to a diamond type configuration.

3.4.1 Cross Streets

As mentioned above, the cross street interchanges were kept at approximately one-mile
spacing in accordance with the thoroughfare plans provided by the various governmental
agencies involved in the development and refinement of alternatives. Meetings were held with
the cities of Celina and Gunter to further refine cross street locations as reflected in Figure 3-3.
Where there was a cross street that fell between the one mile spacing for interchanges, an

overpass was provided to accommodate this cross movement.

3.4.2 Ramp Configuration

Two ramp configurations were selected for consideration at all intersections. The first
configuration was a diamond interchange where the on and off ramps at a cross street form a
diamond around the interchange. The second configuration was a x-ramp configuration where
the on and off ramps on either side of the cross street form an x over the interchange. In this
study, the diamond ramp configuration was chosen for cost considerations due to the presence
of adequate spacing between cross streets, greater uniformity and alignment with driver
expectations. Additionally, such a configuration was requested by the stakeholders. Figure 3-3
shows the ramping scheme that was employed for this study.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND REGIONAL COMPATIBILITY

This section discusses the alternatives in light of expected social and economic impacts,
environmental impacts and other attributes relevant to project need and purpose. In addition,
the compatibility of proposed alternatives with regional transportation plans is discussed. This

section concludes with a brief summary of the impacts and compatibility discussions.

Throughout this report, reference to the ROW for an alternative route applies a width of 400 feet
(i.e., 200 feet either side of roadway centerline) uniformly throughout the length of the proposed
roadway. Impacts to features included within this footprint were determined using GIS mapping.
In addition, proximity to some features was noted when occurring within 300 feet from the edge
of ROW (i.e., 500 feet either side of the centerline).

4.1 CONSTRAINTS AVOIDED BY ALL ALTERNATIVES

Central in the process of evaluating alternatives was the constraints mapping discussed above
in Section 2.0, which was used in developing and refining the alternatives to avoid many of the
impacts that would otherwise occur. Consequently, any expected adverse impacts have been
avoided for a number of the features that were examined. These potential impact features are
summarized below to show that they were considered during the alternative planning process.
As these features do not assist in differentiating between the alternatives, they are not further

discussed in this report.

The following are features relating to potential social and economic impacts, which were

avoided by all of the alignment alternatives as well as the No-Build Alternative:

e Petroleum product wells within the ROW,

e Communication towers within the ROW;

e Power transmission lines crossed by the alignment’s proposed ROW,;

e Railroad lines crossed by the alignment’s proposed ROW,;

e School properties, golf courses and other public facilities crossed by the ROW;

e Potential hazardous material sites within 300 feet of the proposed ROW (i.e., this would

comprise an area within 500 feet of both sides of the roadway centerline).
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The following natural or cultural resource features were also avoided by all of the alignment

alternatives as well as the No-Build Alternative:

e Flood control lakes constructed with funding from the Natural Resources Conservation
Service within the ROW;

o Potential forested wetland areas within the ROW, as identified in USFWS NWI maps;

e Public parks or recreation areas within the proposed alternative’s ROW,;

¢ The wildlife management area owned by USACE surrounding Ray Roberts Lake;

e Historic sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places located in or near (i.e.,
within 300 feet, or area of potential effects) of the ROW;

o Known archeological sites located in or near (i.e., within 300 feet) the proposed ROW for
each alternative; and

o Known cemeteries located within or near (i.e., within 300 feet) the proposed ROW for

each alternative.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF EACH ALTERNATIVE

The three build alternative alignments would result in some level of socio-economic impacts as
well as impacts to natural resources within the study area, whereas the No-Build Alternative
would not be expected to result in any easily-identifiable impacts to the human or natural
environments. However, the No-Build Alternative does not address increasing regional mobility
needs as urban growth in the study area continues. At a minimum, the demand for mobility will
eventually require incremental improvements to existing transportation facilities, likely resulting
in greater impacts to the human and natural environments as existing ROW is widened and/or
new facilities are required. As the precise location and form of future impacts are not known, the
potential impacts of the No-Build Alternative cannot be discussed in detail in this report.
However, it is important to acknowledge that any environmental impacts associated with the No-
Build Alternative would occur at different locations and with different timing than the build
alternatives, but the collective long-term impacts may be as great or greater in magnitude than a
build alternative. The discussion that follows reviews the categories of potential impacts that

were assessed and the expected impacts for each of the build alternatives.
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4.2.1 Land Use Impacts Related to Engineering / Design Features

The impact of any build alternative on existing land use in the study area is minimized to the
extent that the road's alignment incorporates the ROW from existing roads. Designing a new
roadway along an existing roadway alignment also minimizes disruption to transportation
networks and access opportunities already in place. Consequently, the length of existing parallel
roads within a build alternative was determined. In addition, the amount of existing road ROW
within the ROW for each proposed alternative was determined, as this impacts the amount of

ROW needed for a transportation land use.

The three alternatives differ widely with regard to the amount of existing parallel roadway length
and ROW acreage included within the proposed ROW for each alternative. The Green (West)
Alternative would include only 0.1 mile of parallel roadway within its ROW, and includes a total
of 6 acres of existing road ROW. The Orange-Red (East) Alternative is also limited in this
regard, with 1.1 miles of existing parallel road length, which represents 11 acres of ROW. The
Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative follows two county roads (i.e., County Road 9 and County Road
10 (County Line Road)) for a substantial length, as compared to the other alternatives, and

includes 4.8 miles of existing parallel road length with a corresponding 28 acres of road ROW.

4.2.2 Social and Economic Impacts

A key measure of socio-economic impacts is the number of potential residential displacements
expected as a result of implementing each alternative. This concern also applies to commercial
enterprises (including agricultural barns) and any other non-business community facilities such
as places of worship. Impacts from alternatives to residences and non-residences have been
eliminated with the exception of the Orange—Red (East) Alternative, which is expected to
displace one residence and an agricultural barn associated with that residence. The Orange-
Red (East) Alternative also displaces an second barn or storage building on a different property

parcel.

The number of residences, parks, and other noise-sensitive areas in close proximity (i.e., within
300 feet) of each alignment’'s edge of ROW was determined. This category of impacts does not
include any residences already counted as displaced by an alternative, but includes all
residences that could potentially be affected by traffic noise from the proposed tollway
alternative. In addition to residences, this category considers all areas within Activity Category B

under Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria, which include the
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following: picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences,
motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals.9 Applying these criteria, the Green
(West) Alternative has one residence within 300 feet of the ROW edge, and there are three
residences in proximity to the Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative. No other buildings or areas
considered to be sensitive noise receivers under the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria occur
within 300 feet of the ROW for these two alternatives. The Orange-Red (East) Alternative has
the greatest proximity noise impacts of the three build alternatives, which includes ten
residences, one park (Celina Park), and one church building within 300 feet of its ROW.

The number of property owners with real property located wholly or partially within the ROW for
each build alternative was determined. This factor is considered important for determining the
difficulty in obtaining ROW. That is, the greater the number of property owners affected by an
alignment, the greater the likelihood that some of the affected property owners may perceive the
ROW acquisition process as an adverse impact to them. Whether the impact would be
perceived by each property owner as adverse, of course, will vary among property owners, and
this category of potential impacts does not reflect any effort to contact the specific property
owners to determine their preferences. The evaluation of this category of impacts excludes city,
county and state owned road ROW. The Green (West) Alternative and the Yellow—Red (Middle)
Alternative would each affect 17 property owners, and the Orange—Red (East) Alternative would
affect 34 property owners. The location and ownership of all the property parcels affected by

each of the alternatives are shown in Appendix A-5.

The number of petroleum product pipelines (i.e., natural gas and/or oil) crossed by each of
proposed alignments was determined. The Green (West) Alternative and the Yellow—Red
(Middle) Alternative would each cross one pipeline, and the Orange—Red (East) Alternative
crosses two pipelines. The crossing of such pipelines is accompanied by a greater level of
planning, design, and cost to ensure each crossing is safely accomplished. The level of
evaluation in this study examined the larger pipelines that would be crossed by any of the
alternatives. It is expected that multiple small service pipelines will be affected by all of the

alternatives, but these impacts have not been catalogued in this study.

 TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division, Guidelines for Analysis of Highway Traffic Noise (June 1996).
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4.2.3 Impacts to Natural Resources

All of the build alternatives result in impacts to natural resources within the study area. Based on
an analysis of available GIS data, estimates of potential impacts to important types of natural
resources were made. The discussion below focuses on three groups of resources, which
include water-related resources, vegetation that represents high quality habitat for wildlife, and
prime farmland soils. Where practicable, the discussion addresses aspects of these features to
aid in comparing their significance and expected impacts among the three alternatives. Although
all of the alternatives would result in impacts to natural resources, no costs attributable to

mitigation are anticipated except for water-related impacts discussed below.

The first indicator of potential impacts to important water-related resources is the number of
streams crossed by each alignment alternative. Only major waterways shown on USGS
topographic maps were counted, as this is an initial approximation of streams that are likely to
fall within the jurisdiction of the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Yellow—
Red (Middle) Alternative crosses ten streams, the Orange—Red (East) Alternative crosses 12
streams, and the Green (West) Alternative crosses 13 streams. In general, cross drainage
would be provided by box culverts for these stream crossings. The Green (West) Alternative
and Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative will use a bridge to cross the largest stream in the study
area, Little EIm Creek. The Orange-Red (East) Alternative will use box culverts to allow cross
drainage of Little EIm Creek. It is expected that all crossings of streams would be authorized by
USACE Nationwide Permits.

Many of the stream crossings noted above also require ROW within the associated 100-year
floodplains, as determined from Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Maps. Regulation of construction within floodplains effectively prevents roads
from interfering with the hydrology of the watershed or hydraulics of the floodplain, making
construction cost impacts the most notable consequence of crossing floodplains. While the
information for this factor is reported here, the impact is actually realized primarily in terms of
increased project costs rather than viewed as an impact to a natural resource per se. The
Orange—Red (East) Alternative has 49.2 acres of ROW located within floodplains. The Yellow—
Red (Middle) Alternative has 70.8 acres within floodplains, and the Green (West) Alternative has

77.7 acres.
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The study area contains numerous bodies of open water (i.e., lakes or ponds), other than NRCS
flood control lakes that will be included within the proposed ROW of the build alternatives.
Constructing roads through such water bodies may result in impacts to waters subject to
USACE jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act's Section 404 program, loss of habitat, and may
incur additional construction costs. The Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative affects 0.6 acre of open
water, the Green (West) Alternative affects 1.8 acres, and the Orange—Red (East) Alternative
affects 3.0 acres of water.

Similarly, build alternatives that require filling of wetlands that are adjacent to streams with
defined channels in the study area would be subject to Section 404 regulation, as well as affect
important wildlife habitat. In the absence of field-verified wetland delineation, it is difficult to
identify wetland areas from aerial photographs and other available information sources. The use
of NWI maps prepared from interpretation of aerial photographs and limited field investigation
provides the best readily available approximation of areas that may be wetlands. The amount of
emergent wetlands, as identified on NWI maps, within the ROW for each of the build
alternatives is approximated as follows: 0.1 acre for the Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative; 0.3

acre for the Green (West) Alternative; and 0.5 acre for the Orange—Red (East) Alternative.

Some of the highest quality habitat for wildlife in the study area is within the riparian forests
adjacent to most stream channels. Forested areas are readily identifiable from color aerial
photography. For purposes of this study, an approximation of riparian forests was made by
considering all wooded areas within floodplains as riparian forests. The riparian forested areas
thus designated did not include any areas that were separately inventoried as forested wetlands
in NWI maps. Based on this approach, the Green (West) Alternative removes approximately 1.9
acres of riparian forest, the Orange—Red (East) Alternative removes 15.2 acres, and the
Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative removes 25.3 acres.

Upland forested areas also provide important habitat for wildlife and were mapped from recent
color aerial photographs. The Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative results in 2.0 acres of impacts to
upland forests, and the Green (West) and Orange—Red (East) alternatives each remove 3.8

acres of forests.
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The NRCS has designated certain soils as ‘prime farmland’ soils based on each soil type’s
ability to produce agricultural crops and forage. According to NRCS soil surveys,'® prime
farmland soils within the study area consist predominantly of Houston Black clay (0 to 3 percent
slopes), Burleson clay (0 to 3 percent slopes) and Heiden clay (1 to 5 percent slopes). These
three soil types account for approximately 67 percent of the study area. Most of the remaining
soils within the study area are either clays or sandy loams (0 to 5 percent slopes). The amount
of prime farmland, as identified in county soil surveys, within the proposed ROW is as follows:
Orange—Red (East) Alternative, 77.0 acres; Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative, 107.8 acres; and
Green (West) Alternative, 238.4 acres. However, it should be noted that where the above-
mentioned soils occur within city limits, they are not considered to be prime farmland under
NRCS criteria. If the acreage of soils within city limits that would otherwise be considered prime
farmland were added to the acreage figures noted above, the results for each of the alternatives
would be as follows: Orange—Red (East) Alternative, 155.7 acres; Yellow—Red (Middle)
Alternative, 124.7 acres; and Green (West) Alternative, 255.3 acres. This indicates that the
relatively greater amount of Orange-Red (East) alternative ROW within Celina city limits would
account for all of the difference between the Orange-Red (East) and the Yellow-Red (Middle)
alternatives in terms of this evaluation criterion. Consequently, although this factor is included in
the overall evaluation of alternatives, it does not represent a meaningful point of differentiation

between the Orange-Red (East) and Yellow-Red (Middle) alternatives.

4.3 INDIRECT IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The foreseeable indirect impacts of constructing the proposed project have been qualitatively
considered in terms of regional economic development. Indirect impacts are routinely assessed
for build alternatives in environmental studies to identify key impacts that are caused by the
proposed action, but which occur later in time and/or are farther removed in distance. Thus,
reasonably foreseeable indirect socio-economic impacts may also be caused by all of the build
alternatives, in addition to the socio-economic impacts directly attributable to the proposed

project that were discussed in the preceding section.

The planned design for the proposed project includes three-lane frontage roads in each

direction throughout the project, which would allow direct access to commercial and retalil

10 soil Survey of Collin County, USDA, 1969; Soil Survey of Denton County, USDA, 1980; Soil Survey of Grayson
County, USDA, 1980; Soil Survey of Cooke County, USDA, 1979; updated by soils information from the Web Soil
Survey, USDA (December 2009).
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businesses. Experience has shown that the ready access these frontage roads create for
potential customers generally provides the economic incentive for businesses to locate along
frontage roads. Such economic development is enhanced by municipal zoning and other
incentives to encourage the array of commercial establishments that often thrive under such

circumstances.

The proposed tollway would serve as a catalyst for regional commercial development along and
near frontage roads, resulting in substantial economic benefits to affected communities. The
operation of new businesses contributes to the local tax base through real estate appreciation,
property taxes, and sales taxes. New businesses also require new employees, who would likely
reside locally and contribute to general economic prosperity by their purchases. As tax revenues
are largely handled at the county level, the extent to which a build alternative promotes
economic benefit to the region as a whole is considered a desirable attribute. Under this
criterion, the Green (West) Alternative would concentrate the beneficial aspects of economic
development almost exclusively within Denton County. The Orange-Red (East) Alternative
would likely have favorable indirect economic benefits to Grayson County in its northern portion,
and to Collin County in the south. The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would distribute the
potential benefits from tollway-related economic development among all three of the affected

counties.

44 COMPATIBILITY WITH REGIONAL PLANS

A particularly important measure for evaluating all alternatives is their compatibility with regional
transportation plans. These developing plans reflect the advanced planning of municipalities
and counties to forecast areas of growth and the transportation infrastructure to support that
growth. The plans that were considered in making this qualitative evaluation are listed in
Appendix A-2, and include all thoroughfare plans available for Collin, Denton and Grayson
counties, and for the cities of Celina and Gunter. In addition, land use and zoning plans for the
cities of Gunter and Pilot Point and Town of Tioga were examined, as well as various municipal
utility districts within the study area. No municipal planning documents from Cooke County were
available. This section considers each of the proposed alternative alignments in light of the
regional transportation plans to assess consistency. The discussion below describes the major
proposed regional transportation projects, and examines how each of the DNT 4B/5A

alternatives interface with those plans.
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Clearly, the greatest amount of past planning for future north-south mobility within the study
area has focused on a transportation corridor that envisions connectivity between the DNT and
the Sherman — Denison Metropolitan Area, which includes a connection to U.S. 75 north of the
City of Denison (see Figure 2-2). The emphasis on developing that corridor continues with
ongoing studies sponsored by TxDOT and the GCRMA that are independent of the DNT 4B/5A
project. In contrast, there has been little formal development of plans for improving the
transportation connection from any major existing or planned roadway within the study area
through Cooke County to 1-35 to the northwest, other than the Trans-Texas Corridor, which is no
longer being pursued. The NCTCOG is actively developing the Regional Outer Loop, which
would provide east-west mobility within the region (shown in Figure 2-2). Although this facility
would be located south of the study area, it nevertheless is relevant to the overall future picture
of regional mobility inasmuch as it would provide a direct limited access highway connection to
[-35E.

The alternatives were evaluated in light of the ongoing regional transportation planning
discussed above. The No-Build Alternative results in a scenario where the planned highway
improvements in Grayson County need to find a suitable terminus within southern Grayson
County, or the northern portions of Collin or Denton counties. This alternative is not compatible
with regional plans as it would likely require unplanned changes to SH 289 for its use as a
southern connection, or the development of an undetermined alternative connecting facility. As
such, the No-Build Alternative would not contribute to needed north-south mobility within the

study area.

Next in terms of compatibility with regional plans is the Green (West) Alternative. It is not
compatible with the transportation planning outlined for Grayson County, and there is no
existing transportation plan that envisions a connection with the DNT at or near the planned
northern terminus for this alternative. Traffic studies and substantial additional planning and
coordination would be necessary to develop this alternative, as it requires modifications to U.S.
377 to accommodate the interchange with the DNT as well as additional northbound traffic that
would be received. Moreover, further development of this alternative would also need to include
transportation planning to accomplish the ultimate objective of improving connectivity with U.S.
75 to the east and I-35 to the west.
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Most compatible with regional transportation plans are the Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative and
Orange—Red (East) Alternative. Both of these proposed facilities coincide with regional plans to
move traffic from the DNT northward toward the Sherman — Denison region, and have been
developed in cooperation with TxDOT and the GCRMA to connect with the expected southern
terminus of the proposed Grayson County tollway. Although the Orange—Red (East) Alternative
offers a slightly shorter solution to accomplishing this connection, both it and the Yellow-Red
(Middle) Alternative are considered highly compatible with regional transportation planning to
date.

45 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BASED ON TRAFFIC

In June 2010, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) completed a conceptual level traffic analysis on
the three alternative alignments and concluded that there is no discernable difference between
the three alignments from a traffic demand point of view. The relative differences in projected
traffic among the three alternatives are small and such differences are within the margin of error
for a conceptual level analysis. WSA estimated the potential traffic demand on each alignment
alternative using readily available information, recently collected traffic counts along the project
corridor and current long-range population and employment forecasts. At a conceptual level of
analysis, no alternative-specific demographic reviews and/or modifications were done. WSA's
analysis concluded that the roadway capacity warranted by year 2030 is one lane per direction
for each alternative as the traffic in 2030 in any of the alternatives is currently projected to fall
below 900 vehicles per direction per hour. Typical hourly capacities of a freeway or tollway can
range from 2,000 to 2,200 per lane. In addition, WSA’s analysis reveals that the western
alignment serves a different travel market than the two eastern alignments due to both the

orientation of the facility and the ultimate connectivity into Grayson County.

Other findings of the analysis include the following:

o Forecasted 2030 average daily traffic (ADT) main lane volumes near the southern
terminus of each of the three DNT Phase 4B/5A alignment alternatives range between
9,000 and 15,000 VPD.

o Forecasted 2030 ADT main lane volumes near the northern terminus of each of the
three DNT Phase 4B/5A alignment alternatives are less than 5,000 VPD.

e Given the extent of existing development, available developable land, water bodies, and
other land use characteristics along the three alignments, it is expected that each of the

three proposed alignments would spawn unique patterns of economic development
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which result in differences in long-term traffic demand characteristics between the build

alternatives.

46 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, REGIONAL COMPATIBILITY, AND TRAFFIC

This initial review of the build alternatives based on potential environmental impacts reflects the
alignments as developed to date, and all build alternatives are subject to future refinements

during project development.

The three build alternatives result in some level of socio-economic impacts as well as impacts to
natural resources within the study area, whereas the No-Build Alternative would not be
expected to result in any readily-identifiable impacts to the human or natural environments.
However, the No-Build Alternative would not address regional mobility needs and eventually
transportation demands will require piecemeal improvements to existing facilities, which will
likely result in impacts to the human and natural environments as existing ROW is widened
and/or new facilities are required. The long-term impacts of the No-Build Alternative may

actually exceed the impacts that may be realized from any of the build alternatives.

The foregoing discussion of expected impacts to the natural and human environments is
summarized in Table 4-1 for the three build alternatives. As discussed above in Section 4.1,
although other categories of potential impacts were examined, only the factors that assist in

differentiating between the alternatives are shown in the table.

The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would have a substantially smaller impact on land use than
the other two build alternatives. The length of two parallel county roads within the proposed
ROW for this alternative is at least four times longer than the other alternatives, and the acreage
of existing road ROW included within this alternative is at least double the other alternatives.

In terms of socio-economic impacts, the Orange—Red (East) Alternative is expected to result in
greater adverse impacts in all categories shown in Table 4-1, as compared to the other build
alternatives. The socio-economic impacts expected for the Green (West) Alternative and the

Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative would be very minor and essentially the same.
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Table 4-1. Expected Impacts of Alignment Alternatives

ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

Travels northwest

Southern portion
follows Collin-

Southern portion is

to Pilot Point; Denton county line; all within Collin
connects to U.S. connects to EM " | County; connects
377 121 to FM 121
POTENTIAL IMPACTS Green Yellow-Red Orange-Red
(West) (Middle) (East)
ENGINEERING / DESIGN FEATURES RELATING TO LAND USE IMPACTS
Length on Existing Parallel Roads (miles) 0.1 4.8 1.1
Area of Existing Road ROW in Prop. ROW (acres) 6 28 11
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS
# of Displaced Residences in ROW 0 0 1
# of Displaced Commercial & Non-Cmcl. Buildings 0 0 27
# of Noise-Sensitive Areas within 300 feet of ROW 1 3 12
# of Property Owners Affected by ROW 17 17 34
# of Pipelines Crossed by ROW 1 1 2
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
# of Streams Crossed by ROW 13 10 12
ROW within 100-Year Floodplain (acres) 77.7 70.8 49.2
Other Open Water in ROW (acres) 1.8 0.6 3.0
Emergent Wetlands in ROW (acres) 0.3 0.1 0.5
Riparian Forest in ROW (acres) 1.9 25.3 15.2
Upland Forest in ROW (acres) 3.8 2.0 3.8
Prime Farmland in ROW (acres) 238.4 107.8 77.0
OTHER IMPACTS

Compatibility with Regional Plans (see legend below) ** - + +

NOTES:

* These displacements are agricultural buildings, one of which is located on the same parcel

residence, noted above.

Major Some No Some Major

Negative Negative Effect, Positive Positive
** |_egend: Effect Effect Neutral Effect Effect
—— — @) + + +

as the displaced

The anticipated impacts to natural resources varies among the alternatives, and each build

alternative is expected to cause the least adverse impacts to one or more of the resources

included in Table 4-1. The Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative has the least impacts to water-

related resources in terms of the number of streams crossed, impacts to open water and

emergent wetlands and impacts to upland forests. The Orange—Red (East) Alternative has the

least amount of ROW that would be located within floodplains. The Green (West) Alternative

has the least impacts to riparian forest habitat. In terms of prime farmland outside city limits that

would be removed from potential agricultural use, the Orange—Red (East) Alternative has the

lowest level of impacts among the build alternatives. For purposes of this discussion, all
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resources were regarded as equally important considerations and no relative importance
weighting was assigned to the resources evaluated. The significance of differences in impacts

between the build alternatives is discussed further in Section 6.0.

A qualitative analysis of the indirect impacts of the build alternatives on regional economic
development has been made. All build alternatives will very likely be accompanied by
commercial development along frontage roads, which would lead to regional economic benefits
including new jobs, an increase in community commerce, and increases in land-based tax
revenues and sales taxes. The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative is the only build alternative that
would be located in all three counties of the study area and, therefore, effect the distribution of

these economic benefits among the three counties within this region.

As discussed above, the Green (West) Alternative is substantially less compatible with regional
transportation plans that have been developed to date. The Orange—Red (East) Alternative and

Yellow—Red (West) Alternative are equally and highly compatible with existing regional plans.

A conceptual level traffic analysis concluded that the roadway capacity warranted by year 2030
is one lane per direction for each alternative. The relative differences in projected traffic among
the three alternatives are small, indicating there is no discernable difference between the three
alignments in terms of traffic demand based on data currently available. The Green (West)

Alternative, however, serves a different market than the other two alignments.
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5.0 STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

5.1 PROCESS FOR STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

From the outset of the proposed DNT 4B/5A project, the NTTA looked to local government
representatives from within the study area as the primary input source in the development of
alignment alternatives. Such coordination efforts were accomplished through the creation of the
EWG and TWG collaborative stakeholder groups. These work group meetings were structured
to allow key stakeholders input during the alternatives design and analysis process. The TWG
provided technical input on corridor constraints, thoroughfare plans and additional planning and
development that could affect alignments. This information was then presented to the EWG for
review and comment. The EWG also acted as a conduit of information to other agency leaders
and constituents. Two public meetings were also held to give the general public, including land
owners in the study area, the opportunity to provide input on the process of choosing a
preferred alignment. Additional details on the stakeholder meetings and public meetings are

provided below in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively.

The NTTA also facilitates public involvement by providing project details and updates via a
Monthly Project Delivery Report (MPDR) prepared for the NTTA Board of Directors and made
available to the general public via the NTTA website. The information available in the MPDR*!

includes project milestones, next steps, project partners and contact information.

5.2 STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

As previously discussed throughout the EWG and TWG meetings, the NTTA consistently
emphasized the importance of local government participation and input in the development of
alignment alternatives. The following 15 entities have jurisdiction within the DNT 4B/5A study

area and, therefore, were included as EWG and TWG members:

1 NTTA Monthly Project Delivery Report, updated monthly, http://www.ntta.org/AboutUs/Projects/.
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City of Celina
City of Gunter
City of Pilot Point
Town of Tioga
Collin County
Cooke County
Denton County
Grayson County

United States Army Corps of Engineers

North Texas Tollway Authority

North Central Texas Council of Governments
Texoma Council of Governments

Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization
Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority

Texas Department of Transportation

The EWG and TWG each met four times between October 2009 and May 2010. With the
exception of the Town of Tioga, representatives from all of the entities listed above participated
in at least one of the eight stakeholder meetings. The stakeholder meetings occurred on the

following dates:

o EWG Meetings: October 23, 2009, December 4, 2009, January 29, 2010, May 21, 2010;
e TWG Meetings: October 30, 2009, December 11, 2009, January 22, 2010, May 17,
2010.

Summaries of the representatives who attended these stakeholder meetings and the

information that was exchanged are included in Appendix C-1.

The development of alignment alternatives within the work group meetings was an iterative
process. Active collaboration between work group members, project design engineers and the
NTTA resulted in various revisions to alignment alternatives in order to minimize impacts. It was
from this collaborative process that the three build alternatives presented in this alternatives

assessment were developed and refined.

As detailed in the historical background provided in Section 3.1, prior to the above described
stakeholder meetings, the cities of Pilot Point, Gunter and Aubrey, as well as Denton and
Grayson counties, all adopted resolutions designating the Denton/Collin County line alignment
(i.e., the Yellow-Red alternative) for DNT 4B as the preferred route. Although Collin County
adopted a similar resolution in 2005, the County rescinded its designation of the Denton/Collin
County line as the preferred DNT 4B alignment in 2008. Throughout the stakeholder meeting
process, the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative has received support as the preferred alignment
from the cities of Pilot Point, Gunter and Aubrey, and Denton and Grayson counties. The
Orange-Red (East) Alternative is supported as the preferred alignment by the City of Celina and

Collin County.
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5.3 PUBLIC MEETINGS

5.3.1 Description of Public Meetings

In addition to regular stakeholder meetings, public meetings were held on March 9, 2010 in Pilot
Point and March 11, 2010 in Celina. Public meeting notification began in February 2010 and
continued throughout the month. Public notices for the meetings were sent to adjacent property
owners and local, city and state officials on February 2, 2010. A copy of the public notice is
included in Appendix C-2. In addition, legal notices were published in the Spanish language
newspaper Al Dia and the following English language newspapers: The Dallas Morning News,
Celina Record, Pilot Point Post Signal, Denton Record Chronicle and the Sherman Herald
Democrat. Further, a legal notice was posted on the NTTA website, a news release was
distributed to all area media including print and broadcast, postcards were mailed to all property
owners within the study area, and a flier announcing the meetings was provided to stakeholder

entities for distribution.

The public meetings functioned to present the public with information on the alignment
alternatives and gather public comments regarding these alternatives. Both public meetings
were open house format, with a rolling PowerPoint presentation providing an overview of the
proposed DNT 4B/5A planning process and additional project information. No formal
presentation was made in either of the public meetings. A copy of this rolling PowerPoint
presentation is included in Appendix C-3. NTTA staff, design engineers and project
environmental specialists were available to answer questions from the meeting attendees. The

following exhibits were on display for public viewing:

¢ All three proposed build alternatives on an aerial photograph;

e Constraints maps of natural and man-made features, including a constraints map with
property owners overlaid;

¢ An evaluation matrix of the design features and potential impacts associated with each of
the three proposed build alternatives;

o A map of drainage areas along the three proposed build alternatives;

o A map of interchange and ramp layouts for the three proposed build alternatives;

¢ A ramp configuration exhibit for the three proposed build alternatives;

¢ A map of the parcels within the ROW of the three proposed build alternatives; and
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e A regional map depicting the proposed project’s spatial relationship to other regionally

significant planned projects.

5.3.2 Review of Public Comments Received

During the two public meetings, a court reporter was present to take verbal comments and
attendees were given the opportunity to return written comments at the meeting or via mail or
email by March 21, 2010. A total of 291 people provided comments by these various delivery
means. In some cases individuals chose to submit more than one comment, but all information
received from the same person was counted as a single comment. All comments were grouped
as positive, neutral or negative for each of the proposed alternatives, including the No-Build
Alternative. The comments were then compiled in a spreadsheet that facilitated identifying
different types of reasons offered in support or opposition for the proposed alternatives. The

results of this review of public comments received are described below by alternative.

No-Build Alternative

A total of two individuals were in favor of the No-Build Alternative.
General reasons given for favoring the No-Build Alternative included the following:
e Construction of any of the build alternatives would be too expensive; and

e An overall dislike for the construction of a tolled facility.

Green (West) Alternative

A total of 44 individuals were in favor of the Green (West) Alternative and 33 people indicated

opposition to it. The ratio of people supporting to those opposing this alternative is 1.3 to 1.

General reasons given for favoring the Green (West) Alternative included the following:
¢ It would provide an additional north-south route that would reduce traffic on I-35;
e |t would be easier to improve the north-south route of U.S. 377 compared to [-35 for
future travel;
e It would improve access to I-35, northwest Denton County, Oklahoma, and the
recreation facilities of Denton County; and
e |t would benefit a large number of individuals and provide positive growth and financial

benefits.
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General reasons given for opposing the Green (West) Alternative included the following:
e |t would only benefit Denton County;
e It is too far removed from the large north-south traffic demand in Collin and Grayson
counties;
e [t would be utilized the least amount of the alternatives due to location;
e There are numerous environmental concerns due to the proximity to Ray Roberts Lake;
e It would not help alleviate traffic because it would not directly connect to 1-35; and

e |t would cost more to construct than the other build alternatives.

Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative

A total of 137 individuals were in favor of the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative and ten were

opposed to it. The ratio of people supporting to those opposing this alternative is 13.7 to 1.

General reasons given for favoring the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative included the following:
¢ It would have economic benefit for Denton, Collin and Grayson counties;
e |t would distribute economic benefits between Denton and Collin counties;
¢ It would involve expansion into Grayson County;
¢ It would help alleviate traffic on SH 289;
e It would be heavily utilized;
e It would result in a greater economic benefit as north-south traffic would be diverted from
I-35; and

e It would result in fewer impacts to residential property.

General reasons given for opposing the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative included the following:
¢ Collin and Grayson counties already have access to a primary north-south route via SH
289;
e There would be extensive floodplain and wetland crossings; and

e |t would benefit few landowners.

Orange-Red (East) Alternative

A total of 113 individuals were in favor of the Orange-Red (East) Alternative and 15 were
opposed to it.

The ratio of people supporting to those opposing this alternative is 7.5 to 1.
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General reasons given for favoring the Orange-Red (East) Alternative included the following:
e |t would provide economic benefit for Collin and Grayson counties;
e |t would involve expansion into Grayson County and allow for future connectivity to the
Sherman/Denison area;
e |t would help alleviate traffic on SH 289;
e It would be heavily utilized;
e It would result in the fewest impacts to floodplains;
¢ It would require the least amount of funds to construct; and

¢ It would support growth in the City of Celina.

General reasons given for opposing the Orange-Red (East) Alternative included the following:
e Collin and Grayson counties already have access to a primary north-south route via SH
289; and
e The alignment would be too close to the City of Celina, resulting in impacts to residential
properties (i.e., too close to residences on Tolleson Drive and to Celina Elementary
School).

5.3.3 Comments Regarding Potential ROW Donations

During the public meeting process, several property owners expressed a desire via written
comment (i.e., comment card, letter, or email) or verbal comment (made to a court reporter) to
donate ROW along their preferred Build Alternative route. Although property owner willingness
to donate ROW was not among the array of data sought for developing alternatives in this
study, it is noted here as it reflects a type of comment from the public that is uniquely relevant to
community sentiment toward particular alternatives. An accounting of these declarations is
provided below and includes only those individuals confirmed via county records as owners of
property affected by proposed ROW acquisition for the build alternatives.

No confirmed owners of property located within the proposed Green (West) Alternative
alignment indicated plans to donate ROW. A total of four confirmed property owners along the
Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative alignment indicated plans to donate ROW, corresponding with
the following parcel numbers as shown in Appendix A-5: parcels 10, 53-56, 60-69, 71, 75, 77,
79, 80, 82-88, 90, 91 and 98. These ROW donations would account for approximately 322
acres (59 percent) of the estimated net ROW area (approximately 549 acres) needed to be

acquired under the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. The 322 acres of ROW donation would
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decrease the ROW acquisition cost for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative by approximately
$5.9 million.

Although some of the parcels noted above would also be affected by the ROW for the Orange-
Red (East) Alternative, it cannot be assumed that willingness to donate ROW for one alternative
equates to willingness to donate to any of the other alternatives. For example, the owner of
parcels 77, 79 and 80 indicated in his comment that he would not donate ROW for the Orange-
Red (East) Alternative. Other owners who indicated willingness to donate ROW for the Yellow-
Red (East) Alternative were silent as to whether they would be willing to donate ROW for
parcels also affected by the Orange-Red (East) Alternative. This circumstance applies to the
owner of parcel 98, and the owner of parcels 85, 87, 88, 90 and 91. No confirmed owners of

property indicated an intent to donate ROW for the Orange-Red (East) Alignment.

5.3.4 Summary of Public Comments

A statistical summary of the public comments received is provided in Table 5-1. Based on the
comments received, it appears that community feedback is split with regard to those favoring
and opposing the Green (West) Alternative. Consequently, community support for this
alternative is considered to be neutral. In contrast, positive community support for the Yellow-
Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) alternatives was clearly demonstrated in comments
received from the public meetings. Moreover, there was an apparent greater level of community
support demonstrated for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative in terms of total number of
people expressing support, the ratio of those favoring to those opposing, and the expressions of
intent to donate ROW.

Table 5-1. Summary of Comments from Public Meetings

ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES
COMMENT ATTRIBUTES Green | Yellow— | Orange-
(West) Red Red
(Middle) (East)
# of People Expressing Support for Alternative 44 137 113
# of People Expressing Opposition to Alternative 33 10 15
Ratio of People Supporting to People Opposing Alternative | 1.3to1 | 13.7tol1 | 7.5t01
Acres of ROW for which Property Owners Stated a
i~ 0 322 0
Willingness to Donate
— 54 —
. July 2010
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6.0 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section provides an integrated evaluation of DNT 4B/5A design features, environmental
impacts, and public and stakeholder feedback that were discussed individually in Sections 3.0,
4.0, and 5.0 of this report. This analysis also considers these aspects in light of the need and

purpose discussion found in Section 1.0.

6.1 SUMMARY OF ATTRIBUTES AND IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

The various attributes and expected impacts associated with the three build alternatives have
been summarized in Table 6-1. To aid in identifying the alternative features and impacts that
favor a particular alternative, items within the table that are regarded as positive indications are

highlighted in green.

The differences in projected traffic among the build alternatives was also examined. A
conceptual level traffic projection was developed for year 2030 and shows tolled main lane
traffic at 15,000 vehicles per day. This traffic projection indicated there is no discernable

difference between the alignments in terms of traffic demand based on data currently available.

In addition to the evaluation factors in Table 6-1, the indirect impacts of the build alternatives on
regional economic development was examined qualitatively. Based on observations of
economic development trends accompanying the construction of controlled-access roads with
frontage road access, all build alternatives will very likely be accompanied by commercial
development along frontage roads. This relationship between the creation of transportation
infrastructure and commercial development would yield regional economic benefits including
new jobs, an increase in community commerce, and increases in land-based tax revenues and
sales taxes. The extent to which each of the build alternatives would distribute development-
related economic benefits among the counties within this three-county region are noted in the

discussion of each alternative below.
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Table 6-1. Evaluation Matrix of Alignment Alternatives

ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES®

(Note: All build alternatives are subject to future refinements.)

Travels northwest to
Pilot Point; connects

Southern portion
follows Collin-Denton
county line; connects

Southern portion is
all within Collin
County; connects to

tou.s. 377 to FM 121 FM 121
ALTERNATIVE FEATURES Green Yellow—Red Orange—Red
AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS 2 (West) (Middle) (East)
ENGINEERING / DESIGN FEATURES (see Sections 3.3 and 4.2.1)
Alignment Length (miles) 12.3 11.9 111
Length on Existing Parallel Roads (miles) 0.1 4.8 1.1
Estimated Total ROW Area Needed (acres) 596 577 538
Area of Existing Road ROW in Prop. ROW (acres) 6 28 11
Estimated Net ROW Area Needed to Acquire (acres) 590 549 527
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS (see Section 4.2.1)
# of Displaced Residences in ROW 0 0 1
# of Displaced Commercial & Non-Cmcl. Buildings 0 0 28
# of Noise-Sensitive Areas within 300 feet of ROW 1 3 12
# of Property Owners within ROW 17 17 34
# of Pipelines Crossed by ROW 1 1 2
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (see Section 4.2.2)
# of Streams Crossed by ROW 13 10 12
ROW within 100-Year Floodplain (acres) 77.7 70.8 49.2
Other Open Water in ROW (acres) 1.8 0.6 3.0
Emergent Wetlands in ROW (acres) 0.3 0.1 0.5
Riparian Forest in ROW (acres) 1.9 25.3 15.2
Upland Forest in ROW (acres) 3.8 2.0 3.8
Prime Farmland in ROW (acres) 238.4 107.8 77.0
PROJECT COSTS (in $ Millions) (see Section 3.3)
Estimated Right-of-Way (ROW) Costs ($Million) $20 $19 $22
e St Bgmmsmeten. ROW
OTHER IMPACTS / ATTRIBUTES (see Sections 4.2.3 and 5.3)
Compatibility with Regional Plans (see legend below) 4 — + +
Public Acceptance (see legend below) * O ++ +

Notes:

1. All build alternatives are subject to future design refinements, which may affect values shown in this table.
2. Table cells shaded green denote features that are most favorable and impacts that are least adverse, as compared to the other

build alternatives.

3. These displacements are agricultural buildings, one of which is located on the same parcel as the displaced residence, above.

Major Some No Some Major
. Negative Negative Effect, Positive Positive
4.Legend: Effect Effect Neutral Effect Effect
== = @) + + +
— 56—
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6.2 DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES

6.2.1 Evaluation of the Green (West) Alternative
The Green (West) Alternative has not been demonstrated to possess the characteristics that

would make it a candidate for further consideration as the preferred alternative.

— Engineering / Design Features — This alternative is the longest of the build alternatives,
would require the greatest amount of ROW, and includes the least amount of existing roads

within the ROW (i.e., would have the greatest amount of land use impacts).

— Social and Economic Impacts — This is the only evaluation factor for which the Green
(West) Alternative is superior to the Orange-Red (East) Alternative and is nearly equivalent
with the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. This alignment generally stays within agricultural
fields and avoids urbanized areas. Only one residence is within 300 feet of the edge of the
proposed ROW.

— Environmental Impacts — Of the three alternatives, the Green (West) Alternative has the
least amount of environmental impacts to riparian forests (1.9 acres). However, it has more
than double the amount of impacts to prime farmland soils as compared to the Yellow-Red
(Middle) Alternative, and triple the level of impacts as compared to the Orange-Red (East)
Alternative. The Green (West) Alternative also has the greatest number of stream crossings
and acreage within floodplains. As noted above, the crossing of floodplains does not generally
reflect damage to a particular natural resource, but may increase road construction costs by

requiring the installation of culverts and bridges to avoid impacts to stream hydraulics.

— Project Costs — The Green (West) Alternative has the greatest estimated total project costs
($888 million), which includes a ROW acquisition cost of $20 million. These higher costs (as
compared to the other alternatives) are partially related to the length of the alternative as well

as the number of stream/floodplain crossings.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Compatibility with Regional Plans — Although this alternative
would improve mobility within the study area, it is not compatible with regional transportation

plans. Moreover, further development of this alternative would be clearly inconsistent with the
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transportation plans that have been developed for Grayson County and which are proceeding
forward based on the expectation that the GCRMA Tollway will connect with the DNT 4B/5A
facility at FM 121.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Public Acceptance — Public response to the Green (West)
Alternative has been relatively neutral.

— Stakeholder Support — Although proposed for study by the City of Pilot Point, there is no
county or municipality that has expressed support for this alternative.

In addition, the Green (West) Alternative will restrict indirect economic development benefits to

Denton County, except for its southern portion, which is in Collin County.

6.2.2 Evaluation of the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative
The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative compares well in relative strengths and weaknesses to the
Orange-Red (East) Alternative. Therefore, this section evaluates the Yellow-Red (Middle)

Alternative and, as needed, provides some comparison to the Orange-Red (East) Alternative.

— Engineering / Design Features — The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative has a much smaller
impact on land use. The alternative has more than four times the length and twice the acreage
of existing parallel roads within its proposed ROW. This aspect of the design of the Yellow-
Red (Middle) Alternative reduces the amount of change in land use from existing uses to
transportation use and takes advantage of access and transportation connections to existing
county roads (i.e., County Road 9 and County Road 10 (County Line Road)). The net
difference in new transportation ROW to be acquired by the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative
(taking into account the existing parallel roads) would be 22 acres more than the Orange-Red

(East) Alternative.

— Social and Economic Impacts — Less ROW would be required with the Yellow-Red (Middle)
Alternative. In fact, the number of property owners with real property located wholly or partially
within the ROW for the Orange-Red (East) Alternative is double that for the Yellow-Red
(Middle) Alternative. In addition, the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would cross one pipeline

so there is less cost and greater safety than if the alternative had more than one pipeline..
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— Environmental Impacts — The Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative has the lesser amount of
expected impacts to water-related resources in terms of the number of streams crossed,
impacts to open water and emergent wetlands, and impacts to upland forests, as compared to
the Orange-Red (East) Alternative. The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would not be
expected to affect the hydraulics of any streams. The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative is
expected to have slightly less impacts than the Orange-Red (East) Alternative regarding the
potential types and amount of impacts to the natural resources examined.

— Project Costs — The Level F preliminary cost estimate for the Orange-Red (East) Alternative
would be $60 million less than the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative, which represents a 6.9
percent decrease in cost. In light of the inherent uncertainties in the Level F estimate, this
difference in cost between these alternatives is considered minor. As outlined in the Level F
estimate calculations in Appendix A-7, this method builds an initial project cost estimate
around a standard cost of $38 million per tollway mile plus the cost of ROW acquisition. This
level of cost estimation does not take into consideration physical/design differences between
alternatives, such as terrain and noise walls, as well as potential ROW donations. If such
considerations were added to the analysis, it is expected that the cost estimates for the

Yellow-Red and Orange-Red alternatives would be nearly identical.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Compatibility with Regional Plans — The Yellow—Red (Middle)

Alternative is consistent with regional transportation planning to date.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Public Acceptance — Unequivocal, positive community support
was demonstrated for both the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) alternatives from
comments received from people attending the public meetings. However, there was an
apparent greater level of community support demonstrated for the Yellow-Red (Middle)
Alternative in terms of total number of people expressing positive support and the ratio of
those favoring the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative to those opposing it. In addition, some of
the property owners affected by the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative expressed an intent to
donate 59 percent of the ROW needed. No property owners made similar statements

regarding the Orange-Red (East) Alternative as part of the public involvement process.
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— Stakeholder Support — The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative received the wider range of
support among county and city governments within the region and was endorsed by the cities

of Pilot Point, Gunter and Aubrey, as well as Denton and Grayson counties.

Additionally, the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative provides indirect economic benefits related to
development to all three counties: Collin, Denton and Grayson counties.

6.2.3 Evaluation of the Orange-Red (East) Alternative
This section evaluates the Orange-Red (East) Alternative and provides some comparisons to
the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative.

— Engineering / Design Features —The Orange-Red (East) Alternative is the shorter than the
Yellow-Red (Middle) Alignment by 0.8 mile, resulting in the smallest ROW requirement.
However, this advantage is outweighed by the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative's smaller

impact on land use.

— Social and Economic Impacts — With regard to socio-economic impacts, the Orange—Red
(East) Alternative is expected to result in relatively greater adverse impacts in all categories
shown in Table 6-1, as compared to the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. The Orange-Red
(East) Alternative will result in the displacement of one residence and the agricultural building
associated with it, plus an additional agricultural building. The Orange-Red (East) Alternative
also has three times the number of residences within close proximity to the toll road, as
compared to the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative, potentially affected by traffic noise.
Moreover, the Orange-Red (East) Alternative traffic noise impacts will likely affect a nearby
church and park. Also notable is the number of property owners with real property located
wholly or partially within the ROW for the Orange-Red (East) Alternative, which is double that
for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. This factor is considered important in determining the
level of difficulty expected in terms of ROW acquisition, particularly as it reflects generally
smaller property parcel size along the Orange-Red (East) Alternative. Finally, costs and safety
considerations associated with crossing petroleum product pipelines would be greater for the
Orange-Red (East) Alternative as it would cross two pipelines, as compared to the single

pipeline crossed by the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative.

— Environmental Impacts — Impacts to riparian forests by the Orange-Red (East) Alternative is

ten acres less than for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. In addition, the Orange—Red
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(East) Alternative has a lesser amount of ROW that would be located within floodplains. As
neither of these alternatives is expected to affect the flooding potential of any streams, the
distinction between the alternatives regarding floodplains has no practical significance. In
terms of prime farmland that would be removed from potential agricultural use, the Orange—
Red (East) Alternative removes nearly 31 acres less than the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative.
This difference is also of no practical significance because consideration was not given to the
soils which would otherwise have qualified as prime farmland (approximately 80 acres) in the
Orange-Red (East) Alternative ROW, except that such soils were located with the city limits of
the City of Celina and no longer qualify as prime farmland.

— Project Costs — It is expected that the cost estimates for the Yellow-Red (Middle) and
Orange-Red (East) alternatives would be nearly imperceptible. For example, steeper terrain
for the Orange-Red (East) Alternative would necessitate approximately double the amount of
cut retaining walls than the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. The cost difference between the
alternatives would also be offset because the Orange-Red (East) Alternative will likely require
traffic noise walls where there are existing sensitive noise receivers, and because a greater
amount of ROW donations appear likely for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative. These
examples underscore the very preliminary nature of the Level F cost estimate, and further
suggest that the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) alternatives are likely quite

comparable in terms of anticipated cost to construct.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Compatibility with Regional Plans — Although the Orange—Red
(East) Alternative offers a slightly shorter solution to accomplishing the connection to the
planned Grayson County toll road, both it and the Yellow—Red (Middle) Alternative are

consistent with regional transportation planning.

— Other Impacts / Attributes: Public Acceptance — Just as with the Yellow-Red (Middle)
Alignment, the Orange-Red (East) Alternative received positive comments from people
attending the public meetings. However, there was an apparent greater level of community
support demonstrated for the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative in terms of total number of

people expressing support and the ratio of those favoring to those opposing.

— Stakeholder Support — The Orange-Red (East) Alternative has received support as the

preferred alignment by the City of Celina and Collin County.
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In addition to the evaluation factors above, the Orange-Red (East) Alternative will provide

development-related indirect economic benefits to Collin and Grayson counties.

6.2.4 Evaluation of the No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative does not meet the demonstrated need for mobility within the study
area, likely resulting in long-term alternative solutions to enhance mobility. These alternative
solutions, when implemented, will result in impacts to the human and natural environment and
may exceed those expected for any of the build alternatives. Moreover, there is virtually no
support by either local government leaders or the affected communities for this alternative. As a
consequence, the No-Build Alternative is not considered viable for purposes of further

transportation planning in the study area.

6.2.5 Comparison of the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) Alternatives
As this analysis is ultimately a comparison of the relative strengths and weaknesses of suitable
alternatives based on the information that has been developed in this study, this section

evaluates the Yellow-Red (Middle) and Orange-Red (East) alternatives in tandem.

— ROW - Although the Orange-Red (East) Alternative is shorter in distance than the Yellow-
Red (Middle) Alternative, the Middle alignment requires the least amount of ROW acquisition
and disrupts fewer residents. The alignment would not have an impact on housing. The NTTA

would need to acquire an additional 22 acres of land for the Orange-Red (East) Alternative.

— Land Use — The Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would compliment an existing county road
network. County Roads 9 and 10 extend along the Collin and Denton county line. The terrain is
relatively flat, and the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative would provide a mostly straight path
northward. In addition, the alignment reduces the amount of change in land use. The Orange-
Red (East) Alternative would require new roadway development; however, it is slightly shorter
than the Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative.

— Economic Development — Although the Collin County Commissioners Court rescinded a
2005 resolution endorsing a county-line alignment (Middle alignment), the Middle route was the
initial choice by elected officials in Denton and Collin counties. The alignment would provide

wider economic development possibilities for more government agencies, compared to the
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Orange-Red (East) Alternative, which could provide economic development for Collin and

Grayson counties.

— Public Support — Based on information gathered through the Public Involvement process, the
Yellow-Red (Middle) Alternative garnered the most support, based on the total number of
people expressing support and the ratio of those favoring to those opposing.

— Project Cost — Based on preliminary numbers, the project cost is approximately the same for
both the Middle and East alignments.

6.3 NEXT STEPS IN PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Based on the information presented in this comprehensive Analysis of Alternatives, the
schedule indicates that the NTTA Board of Directors will consider selection of a preferred
alternative for the DNT 4B/5A extension by the end of July 2010. Thereafter, a preliminary
design schematic and environmental evaluation will be conducted for the preferred alternative.
This process is expected to conclude by February 2011, and a Public Hearing will be held in
March 2011. After further public comments and stakeholder input are addressed, a final
schematic design and environmental evaluation are expected to be submitted for NTTA Board

of Directors approval in June 2011.
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Constraints Map GIS Data Sources
Dallas North Tollway Extension Phase 4B/5A

Natural Features

Spatial Data Source(s) Year
— USDA: National Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) 2008
Aerial Photography (color) — Landiscor: complete coverage for Collin and Denton Counties; 2007
partial coverage for Cooke and Grayson Counties
. — Texas Geographic Society’s Texas Hazard Mitigation Package
Floodplains (100-year) website: 3igiﬁzed FEMAE/one percent flood risg maps ’ 2008
Golf Courses — ESRI data and online directories for golf courses 2009
— Federal: National Transportation Atlas; US Forest Service 2008
Parks and Recreation Areas — State: Texas General Land Office GIS database 2008
— City/County: TNRIS StratMap and contact with county offices 2009
Prime Farmland Soils — Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey 2009
Streams and Water Bodies — Texas Natural Resources Information System (TNRIS) 2008
NRCS-Financed Reservoirs — NRCS website for flood control reservoir program 2009
Threatened/Endangered Species | — Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD): Natural Diversity 2009
Observations Database (NDD)
Topography — TNRIS: USGS digital topographic maps 1961-74
Wetland Features — USFWS: National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps 1992
Wildlife Management Areas — TPWD: Natural Diversity Database (NDD) 2009
Man Made Features: Cultural Resources
Spatial Data Source(s) Year
Archeological Sites — Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL) database 2009
Cemeteries — Texas Historical Comr_nission (THC) online_atlas 2008
— County GIS data: Collin and Denton Counties 2008
Historic Markers — Texas Historical Commission (THC) online atlas 2008
NRHP Listed Properties — Texas Historical Commission (THC) online atlas 2008
Man Made Features: Transportation and Transmission Facilities
Spatial Data Source(s) Year
Airports and Airstrips — National Transportation Atlas and aerial photograph interpretation 2008
Railroads — Railroad Commission of Texas 2008
Roads — TNRIS Transportation StratMap 2008
c L — Federal Communications Commission (FCC) licensing database for
ommunications Towers ; : =) o 2008
cell, radio, microwave, and other communications facilities
High Voltage .Powgr — Digitized from aerial photography (NAIP 2008 and Landiscor 2007) 2008
Transmission Lines
Natural Gas Pipelines — Railroad Commission of Texas 2008
Other Man-Made Features and Facilities
Spatial Data Source(s) Year
Buildings — Digitized from Landiscor 2007 and NAIP 2008 aerial photography 2008
City Limits and ETJ — TNRIS StratMap and contact with county offices 2009
County Boundaries — TNRIS StratMap 2008
Hazardous Materials Sites — GeoSearch (search of mult_iple publ_ic hazardous materials sources) 2009
— TCEQ GIS database (municipal solid waste landfills) 2007
Property Parcels and Ownership | — Collin County Appraisal District 2010
Property Parcels and Ownership | — Cooke County Appraisal District 2009
Property Parcels and Ownership | — Denton County Appraisal District 2010
Property Parcels and Ownership | — Grayson County Appraisal District 2009
Public Facilities and Land — county appraisal districts and NCTCOG
Schools — Texas Education Agency GIS database and contact with counties 2008
USACE Land Boundaries — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers statewide digital boundary shapefile 2009
Wells—All Types — Railroad Commission of Texas: well types - oil/gas, injection, water 2009
-1- Appendix A-2
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Constraints Map GIS Data Sources
Dallas North Tollway Extension Phase 4B/5A

Local Government Plans and Utility Districts

Spatial Data Source(s) Year
Collin Co. Thoroughfare Plan — Collin County 2007
Celina Thoroughfare Plan — City of Celina 2001
Denton Co. Thoroughfare Plan — Denton County 2008
Denton Co. Freshwater Districts | — Denton County 2009
Pilot Point Zoning — City of Pilot Point 2003
Grayson Co. Thoroughfare Plan | — Grayson County 2006
Preliminary Grayson County — Sherman — Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization 2009

Tollway Plan
Gunter Thoroughfare Plan — City of Gunter
Gunter Existing Land Use — City of Gunter 2005
Gunter Future Land Use — City of Gunter 2006
Tioga Existing Land Use — Town of Tioga 2000
Tioga Future Land Use — Town of Tioga 2000
Regional Outer Loop — North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG)
Statewide Utility Districts: Sewer | — Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 2009
Statewide Utility Districts: Water | — Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 2009
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Dallas North Tollway Timeline

Date Event

1964 Texas Turnpike Authority (TTA) receives reports confirming the
feasibility of the Dallas North Tollway (DNT) project and
authorizes condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of the
Cotton Belt Railway right of way.

1966 Construction begins on the DNT corridor project.

February 11, 1968

June 30, 1968

1978

1983

1987

December 15, 1987

1987

July 1989

December 13, 1990

1991

April 20, 1991

The first section of the DNT corridor project opens to traffic from
IH 35 to Mockingbird Lane.

The final section of the DNT corridor project opens to traffic
extending to the terminus at IH 635. The full corridor extends from
the Central Business District (Downtown) to the Lyndon B.
Johnson Freeway (IH 635).

Traffic volume and toll revenue records set: on average 66,212
vehicle trips per day.

Construction begins on tollway extension Phase 1, from Royal
Lane to Farm-to-Market (FM) 544 (Park Boulevard), a distance of
approximately 9.7 miles.

City of Frisco begins acquiring right of way (ROW) for the Phase 3
extension, from State Highway (SH) 121 to United States (U.S.)
380.

DNT extension Phase 1 opens to traffic.

Amtech offers to install at no cost a $5 million electronic toll
collection system. The new system will allow motorists to pass
through the plazas without stopping.

TollTag operations begin on the DNT.

TTA Board awards first of three contracts for the construction of
the DNT extension Phase 2 project.

Construction begins on DNT extension Phase 2, extending the
DNT to SH 121.

TTA Board votes to begin preliminary studies on DNT extension
Phase 3 to Frisco.

-1- Appendix A-3
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September 1993

September 1994

1997

September 1997

March 1998

April 1998

1999

July 31, 2000

2001-2002

December 2001

January 2002

January 2002

June 25, 2002

2003

October 2003

DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

City of Frisco, Collin County and Texas Turnpike Authority enter
into an agreement for construction of service roads north of SH
121.

DNT extension Phase 2 opens to traffic.

Approximately 350,000 toll transactions are recorded each day on
the DNT.

Legislation creating the North Texas Tollway Authority (SB 370)
becomes effective.

NTTA remits $4,700,000 to Collin County to meet obligations of
existing agreement.

Supplemental Agreement #1 — between City of Frisco, Collin
County and North Texas Tollway Authority to design and construct
service roads and extensions.

Revenue feasibility report issued by Wilbur Smith Associates
(WSA) indicates that the DNT extension Phase 3 is feasible.

NTTA completes Collin County DNT Corridor Study and Grayson
County DNT Corridor Study.

Meetings between Collin County, the NTTA, Town of Prosper and
City of Celina are held to discuss surveying, preliminary ROW
work and the establishment of an alignment north of U.S. 380.

City/County let for construction contract extending service road to
U.S. 380

Revised and restated agreement among City of Frisco, Collin
County and NTTA approved by all parties:

NTTA to construct SH 121 Interchange

City/County to provide right of way

Groundbreaking is held for DNT interchange at SH 121.

Collin County Commissioners Court approves hiring of an
engineering firm for initial surveying necessary to establish the
center line of the proposed DNT extension north of U.S. 380.
Final design for DNT extension Phase 3 begins.

TollTag interoperability is implemented with Dallas-Fort Worth
International Airport. Later agreements would come. An interlocal

agreement (ILA) is signed by the NTTA, Collin County and the
Town of Prosper for DNT Phase 4A.
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October 21, 2003

April 2004

August 26, 2004

2005

January 10, 2005

January 18, 2005

May 2006

January 2007

June 2007

July 2007

September 28, 2007

November 2007

January 14, 2008

Collin County, the Town of Prosper, and the NTTA enter into an
interlocal agreement regarding Phase 4A between U.S. 380 and
FM 428.

The DNT extension at SH 121 opens to traffic. This project
extends from near Legacy Drive to 1,300 feet south of Gaylord
Parkway, a distance of approximately 1.6 miles.

Meeting of affected property owners between U.S. 380 and FM
428 is held in the Celina High School cafeteria. Discussions were
also held regarding the alignment north of FM 428.

Construction begins on DNT extension Phase 3.

Collin County Commissioners Court adopts a resolution
designating an alignment along the Denton/Collin county line in
Phase 4B as the preferred DNT alignment.

Denton County Commissioners Court adopts a resolution
designating an alignment along the Denton/Collin county line in
Phase 4B as the preferred DNT alignment.

Construction begins on the south end capital improvement project.
Total project cost is expected to be $50 million.

ZipCash is introduced at the Wycliff Toll Plaza.

Collin County awards a contract to construct a two-lane road from
U.S. 380 to FM 428 just west of the Town of Prosper and the City
of Celina. This road is expected to be the future DNT northbound
service road.

NTTA’s Board of Directors approves a work authorization for a
corridor manager position for the DNT extension Phase 4. The
corridor manager ensures that all necessary development tasks,
from environmental clearances to detailed design development
and construction, are identified and executed.

DNT extension Phase 3 opens to traffic. This project extends from
1,300 feet south of Gaylord Parkway to US 380 in Collin County, a
distance of approximately 9.2 miles.

NTTA initiates planning and environmental contracts for DNT
Extension Phases 4A, 4B and 5A.

Pilot Point City Council adopts a resolution designating an
alignment along the Denton/Collin county line in Phase 4B as the
preferred DNT alignment.
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January 24, 2008

January-June 2008

2008

May 11, 2008

May 20, 2008

May 20, 2008

July 2008

July 24, 2008

September 17, 2008

October 14, 2008

November 20, 2008

January 12, 2009

March 16, 2009

August 16, 2009

April 27, 2009

A DNT extension Phase 4A public meeting is held in Prosper with
more than 100 people attending.

Five technical stakeholder meetings are conducted for Phase 4A
(January, February, March, April and June).

Coordination and information-sharing meetings are held with
Grayson County and Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority
regarding Phase 5 (May, September, and November).

Gunter City Council adopts a resolution designating an alignment
along the Denton/Collin county line in Phase 4B as the preferred
DNT alignment.

Aubrey City Council adopts a resolution designating an alignment
along the Denton/Collin county line in Phase 4B as the preferred
DNT alignment.

Collin County rescinds its resolution supporting the Denton/Collin
county line alignment for Phase 4B.

Work begins on new entrance and exit ramps at Oak Lawn
Avenue.

A public hearing for Phase 4A is held in Prosper. Schematic and
environmental assessment information is presented.

The NTTA Board of Directors approves the DNT extension Phase
4A schematic and environmental assessment.

The Collin County two-lane road from U.S. 380 to FM 428 opens
to traffic. This road is expected to be the future DNT northbound
service road.

New Oak Lawn Avenue entrance and exit ramps open to traffic.

Collin County adopts a resolution designating DNT Phase 4B as a
Collin County Toll Road Authority project.

The NTTA Board approves an expansion of the DNT Phase 4B/5A
study area to the west and the north. The expansion captures
more of Denton and Grayson counties, adds Cooke County and
will enable the NTTA to preserve the long-term viability of the DNT
corridor.

The DNT Phase 3 landscaping project is complete.

The Board approves moving construction activities for the DNT all-
electronic toll collection conversion to late 2010.
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October 23, 2009

October 30, 2009

December 4, 2009

December 11, 2009

January 22, 2010

January 29, 2010

February 3, 2010

March 9, 2010

March 11, 2010

March 21, 2010

March 22, 2010

Grayson County Commissioners Court adopts a resolution
supporting the Denton/Collin county line alignment as a preferred
alignment for DNT 4B.

The initial meeting of the DNT 4B/5A Executive Work Group
(EWG) meeting is conducted at Prestonwood Baptist Church —
North Campus offices in Prosper, Texas.

The initial meeting of the DNT 4B/5A Technical Work Group
(TWG) meeting is conducted at Prestonwood Baptist Church —
North Campus offices in Prosper, Texas.

Second DNT 4B/5A EWG meeting is conducted and alternative
alignments are reviewed.

Second DNT 4B/5A TWG meeting is conducted and alternative
alignments are reviewed.

Third DNT 4B/5A TWG meeting is conducted, alternative
alignments are refined and additional evaluation information is
presented.

Third DNT 4B/5A EWG meeting is conducted, alternative
alignments are refined and additional evaluation information is
presented.

A Memorandum of Understanding including terms to be
incorporated into existing DNT 4A interlocal agreements is given
to the City of Prosper for review and approval.

DNT 4B/5A Public Meeting is held in the PointBank Community
Room in Pilot Point, Texas with approximately 300 attendees.

DNT 4B/5A Public Meeting is held in the Celina Middle School
Cafeteria in Celina, Texas with approximately 400 attendees.

The DNT 4B/5A public comment period ends.

Collin County Toll Road Authority Board of Directors votes to
conduct public hearings for DNT 4B.
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

TOTAL PROJECT COST
Green (Pilot Point) Alignment
From FM 428 to US 377, 12.24 Miles/6 Main Lanes, 2 Lane Frontage Roads

PLANNING/ORDER OF MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF
CONSTRUCTION

LEVEL "F" PLANNING PHASE ESTIMATE

Version
Created By:  Nelson Underwood
Date: 1/18/2010
Checked by: MGC
Date: 1/18/2010
Official Estimate Date: 1/18/2010
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2018
Anticipated Construction Duration: 48 months
ITEM ITEM QUANTITY | UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION COST COST
1.0 NEW TOLLED FACILITY
6 Mainlanes Toll Facility (Paving,
Structures, Ramps, Earthwork,
1.01 |Drainage, Striping, and Signage) 12.24] Miles | $ 38,000,000 | $ 465,040,200
Frontage Roads (2 Lanes Each
Side) (Paving, Structures, .
1.02 Earthwork, Drainage, Striping, and 12.24( Miles | $ 4,000,000 | $ 48,951,600
Signage)
1.03 |ETC Mainlane Gantry 2.00] Each |$ 2,000,000 | $ 4,000,000
1.04 |ETC Ramp Gantry 20.00| Each |$ 300,000 | $ 6,000,000
1.05 |Electronic Tolling Equipment 32.00 Lane |$ 80,000 | $ 2,560,000
1.06 |Landscape 12.24( Mile |$ 500,000 | $ 6,118,950
1.07 |Maintenance Facilities 0.00| Each [$ -1 $ -
1.08 [Sand Stockpile 0.00f Each |$ -1$ -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 532,670,750
2.0 ITS COSTS
201 |CCTV 26.00| Each |$ 30,000 | $ 780,000
2.02 |Digital Messaging Sign 4001 Each |$ 250,000 | $ 1,000,000
Fiber Optic (2 Operational
2.03  |Conduits) (Including 1 Fiber Hut) 12.24| Mile |$ 300,000.00 | $ 3,671,370
SUBTOTAL ITS $ 5,451,370
3.0 R.O.W. (Estimate provided by R.A.T. Team)
3 Land and Displacement(Acquisitions, relocations, demolition, fees) $ 20,000,000
3 Utility Relocations - Franchise and Municipal (assume $100,000 per mile) $ 1,223,790
SUBTOTAL R.O.W. $ 21,223,790
-1- Appendix A-7
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report

Green (Pilot Point) Alignment (continued)

DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

4.0 SOFT COST
Subtotal Construction Cost |'$ 532,670,750
4 Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%) $ 2,663,354
GEC / PMO (2.5%) $ 13,316,769
Corridor Management (1.25%) $ 6,658,384
Design Management (0.5%) $ 2,663,354
Legal Consulting Fees (0.5%) $ 2,663,354
4 Planning
Feasibility Studies & Advanced Planning (0.75%) $ 3,995,031
EIS/EA Schematic (.75%) $ 3,995,031
4 Design
PS&E (7.25%) (DSE, geotechnical, pavement,landscaping, MSE wall design) $ 38,618,629
Surveying (.25%) $ 1,331,677
4 R.O.W. Acquisition Consultant (1.5%) (RAT Team, asbestos insp. & abatement) $ 7,990,061
4 Construction Support
Construction Management (6.25%) $ 33,291,922
Materials Testing & Environmental Compliance (1.25%) $ 6,658,384

4 Reimbursements - Optional $ -

4 Special Services Consultant $ -

4 Unique Features (historic sites, wetlands) - Optional $ -
SUBTOTAL SOFT COST $ 123,845,949
TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY
Subtotal Project Cost (unescalated) $ 683,191,859
Project Contingency (30%) $ 204,957,558
TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT COST) $ 888,149,417
ESCALATED TOTAL PROJECT COST TO MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION | $ 1,215,493,804

| SAY $ 1,215,494,000

REPORTING COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services $ 49,754,025
Planning $ 14,215,436
Design $ 71,077,178
Other $ -
Plazas $ 17,189,227
ITS $ 9,698,749
Right-of-Way and Utilities $ 51,975,524
Construction Management $ 71,077,178
Construction/Installation $ 711,807,475
Construction Contingency $ 218,699,011
Maintenance Facilities $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 1,215,493,804
| SAY $ 1,215,494,000

Notes:

1) The unit cost to construct this facility is based on the latest estimated per mile construction cost of PGBT-EE.
2) The PGBT-EE per mile cost of mainlanes is $38,000,000 and the frontage road unit cost is estimated at $4,000,000 per mile in 2009
3) The estimated construction costs of the Mainlane and Ramp Gantries are based on the 2008 NTTA average bids in 2009 dollars.

4) The per mile estimated cost is based on the assumption that no major physical features (i.e. lakes, landfills, environmentally sensitiv
5) Soundwall costs are not included in this cost estimate.
6) Conceptual horizontal alignment is developed. No vertical alignments are developed. No actual quantities can be developed.
7) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.
8) Contingencies are applied to the total project cost.
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

TOTAL PROJECT COST
Yellow-Red (County Line) Alignment
From FM 428 to FM 121, 11.91 Miles/6 Main Lanes, 2 Lane Frontage Roads
PLANNING/ORDER OF MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF
CONSTRUCTION
LEVEL "F" PLANNING PHASE ESTIMATE

Version
Created By:  Nelson Underwood
Date: 1/18/2010
Checked by: MGC
Date: 1/18/2010
Official Estimate Date: 1/18/2010
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2018
Anticipated Construction Duration: 48 months
ITEM ITEM QUANTITY | UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION COST COST
1.0 NEW TOLLED FACILITY
6 Mainlanes Toll Facility (Paving,
Structures, Ramps, Earthwork,
1.01 |Drainage, Striping, and Signage) 1191 Miles | $ 38,000,000 | $ 452,648,400
Frontage Roads (2 Lanes Each
Side) (Paving, Structures, .
1.02 Earthwork, Drainage, Striping, and 11.91| Miles | $ 4,000,000 | $ 47,647,200
Signage)
1.03 |ETC Mainlane Gantry 2.00( Each $ 2,000,000 | $ 4,000,000
1.04 |ETC Ramp Gantry 19.00| Each |$ 300,000 | $ 5,700,000
1.05 |Electronic Tolling Equipment 31.00| Lane $ 80,000 | $ 2,480,000
1.06 |Landscape 1191 Mile |$ 500,000 | $ 5,955,900
1.07  |Maintenance Facilities 0.00f Each |$ -1 $ -
1.08 |Sand Stockpile 0.00f Each |$ -3 -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 518,431,500
2.0 ITS COSTS
2.01 |CCTV 24.00| Each |$ 30,000 | $ 720,000
2.02 |Digital Messaging Sign 4.,00f Each |$ 250,000 | $ 1,000,000
Fiber Optic (2 Operational
2.03  |Conduits) (Including 1 Fiber Hut) 11.91] Mile |$ 300,000.00 | $ 3,573,540
SUBTOTAL ITS $ 5,293,540
3.0 R.O.W. (Estimate provided by R.A.T. Team)
3 Land and Displacement(Acquisitions, relocations, demolition, fees) $ 19,000,000
3 Utility Relocations - Franchise and Municipal (assume $100,000 per mile) $ 1,191,180
SUBTOTAL R.O.W. $ 20,191,180
-3- Appendix A-7
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report

Yellow-Red (County Line) Alignment (continued)

DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

4.0 SOFT COST
Subtotal Construction Cost |'$ 518,431,500
4 Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%) $ 2,592,158
GEC / PMO (2.5%) $ 12,960,788
Corridor Management (1.25%) $ 6,480,394
Design Management (0.5%) $ 2,592,158
Legal Consulting Fees (0.5%) $ 2,592,158
4 Planning
Feasibility Studies & Advanced Planning (0.75%) $ 3,888,236
EIS/EA Schematic (.75%) $ 3,888,236
4 Design
PS&E (7.25%) (DSE, geotechnical, pavement,landscaping, MSE wall design) $ 37,586,284
Surveying (.25%) $ 1,296,079
4 R.O.W. Acquisition Consultant (1.5%) (RAT Team, asbestos insp. & abatement) $ 7,776,473
4 Construction Support
Construction Management (6.25%) $ 32,401,969
Materials Testing & Environmental Compliance (1.25%) $ 6,480,394

4 Reimbursements - Optional $ -

4 Special Services Consultant $ -

4 Unique Features (historic sites, wetlands) - Optional $ -
SUBTOTAL SOFT COST $ 120,535,324
TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY
Subtotal Project Cost (unescalated) $ 664,451,544
Project Contingency (30%) $ 199,335,463
TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT COST) $ 863,787,007
ESCALATED TOTAL PROJECT COST TO MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION | $ 1,182,178,898

| SAY $ 1,182,179,000

REPORTING COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services $ 48,425,105
Planning $ 13,835,744
Design $ 69,178,722
Other $ -
Plazas $ 16,669,548
ITS $ 9,418,160
Right-of-Way and Utilities $ 49,759,488
Construction Management $ 69,178,722
Construction/Installation $ 692,855,803
Construction Contingency $ 212,857,605
Maintenance Facilities $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 1,182,178,898
| SAY $ 1,182,179,000

Notes:

1) The unit cost to construct this facility is based on the latest estimated per mile construction cost of PGBT-EE.
2) The PGBT-EE per mile cost of mainlanes is $38,000,000 and the frontage road unit cost is estimated at $4,000,000 per mile in 2009
3) The estimated construction costs of the Mainlane and Ramp Gantries are based on the 2008 NTTA average bids in 2009 dollars.

4) The per mile estimated cost is based on the assumption that no major physical features (i.e. lakes, landfills, environmentally sensitiv

5) Soundwall costs are not included in this cost estimate.

6) Conceptual horizontal alignment is developed. No vertical alignments are developed. No actual quantities can be developed.

7) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.
8) Contingencies are applied to the total project cost.
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

TOTAL PROJECT COST
Orange-Red (Celina) Alignment
From FM 428 to Fm 121, 11.12 Miles/6 Main Lanes, 2 Lane Frontage Roads
PLANNING/ORDER OF MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF
CONSTRUCTION
LEVEL "F" PLANNING PHASE ESTIMATE

Version
Created By:  Nelson Underwood
Date: 1/18/2010
Checked by: MGC
Date: 1/18/2010
Official Estimate Date: 1/18/2010
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2018
Anticipated Construction Duration: 48 months
ITEM ITEM QUANTITY | UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION COST COST
1.0 NEW TOLLED FACILITY
6 Mainlanes Toll Facility (Paving,
Structures, Ramps, Earthwork,
1.01 |Drainage, Striping, and Signage) 11.00f Miles |$ 38,000,000 | $ 417,817,600
Frontage Roads (2 Lanes Each
Side) (Paving, Structures, .
1.02 Earthwork, Drainage, Striping, and 11.00| Miles | $ 4,000,000 | $ 43,980,800
Signage)
1.03 |ETC Mainlane Gantry 2.00( Each $ 2,000,000 | $ 4,000,000
1.04 |ETC Ramp Gantry 18.00| Each |$ 300,000 | $ 5,400,000
1.05 |Electronic Tolling Equipment 30.00| Lane $ 80,000 | $ 2,400,000
1.06 |Landscape 11.00] Mile |$ 500,000 | $ 5,497,600
1.07  |Maintenance Facilities 0.00f Each |$ -1 $ -
1.08 |Sand Stockpile 0.00f Each |$ -3 -
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION $ 479,096,000
2.0 ITS COSTS
2.01 |CCTV 22.00| Each |$ 30,000 | $ 660,000
2.02 |Digital Messaging Sign 4.,00f Each |$ 250,000 | $ 1,000,000
Fiber Optic (2 Operational
2.03  |Conduits) (Including 1 Fiber Hut) 11.00] Mile |$ 300,000.00 | $ 3,298,560
SUBTOTAL ITS $ 4,958,560
3.0 R.O.W. (Estimate provided by R.A.T. Team)
3 Land and Displacement(Acquisitions, relocations, demolition, fees) $ 22,000,000
3 Utility Relocations - Franchise and Municipal (assume $100,000 per mile) $ 1,099,520
SUBTOTAL R.O.W. $ 23,099,520
-5- Appendix A-7
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report

Orange-Red (Celina) Alignment (continued)

DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

4.0 SOFT COST
Subtotal Construction Cost |'$ 479,096,000
4 Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%) $ 2,395,480
GEC /PMO (2.5%) $ 11,977,400
Corridor Management (1.25%) $ 5,988,700
Design Management (0.5%) $ 2,395,480
Legal Consulting Fees (0.5%) $ 2,395,480
4 Planning
Feasibility Studies & Advanced Planning (0.75%) $ 3,593,220
EIS/EA Schematic (.75%) $ 3,593,220
4 Design
PS&E (7.25%) (DSE, geotechnical, pavement,landscaping, MSE wall design) $ 34,734,460
Surveying (.25%) $ 1,197,740
4 R.O.W. Acquisition Consultant (1.5%) (RAT Team, asbestos insp. & abatement) $ 7,186,440
4 Construction Support
Construction Management (6.25%) $ 29,943,500
Materials Testing & Environmental Compliance (1.25%) $ 5,988,700

4 Reimbursements - Optional $ -

4 Special Services Consultant $ -

4 Unique Features (historic sites, wetlands) - Optional $ -
SUBTOTAL SOFT COST $ 111,389,820
TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY
Subtotal Project Cost (unescalated) $ 618,543,900
Project Contingency (30%) $ 185,563,170
TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT COST) $ 804,107,070
ESCALATED TOTAL PROJECT COST TO MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION B 1,100,476,049

| SAY $ 1,100,477,000

REPORTING COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services $ 44,749,884
Planning $ 12,785,681
Design $ 63,928,406
Other $ -
Plazas $ 16,149,115
ITS $ 8,821,971
Right-of-Way and Utilities $ 53,882,956
Construction Management $ 63,928,406
Construction/Installation $ 639,526,843
Construction Contingency $ 196,702,787
Maintenance Facilities $ -
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 1,100,476,049
| SAY $ 1,100,477,000

Notes:

1) The unit cost to construct this facility is based on the latest estimated per mile construction cost of PGBT-EE.
2) The PGBT-EE per mile cost of mainlanes is $38,000,000 and the frontage road unit cost is estimated at $4,000,000 per mile in 2009
3) The estimated construction costs of the Mainlane and Ramp Gantries are based on the 2008 NTTA average bids in 2009 dollars.

4) The per mile estimated cost is based on the assumption that no major physical features (i.e. lakes, landfills, environmentally sensitiv
5) Soundwall costs are not included in this cost estimate.
6) Conceptual horizontal alignment is developed. No vertical alignments are developed. No actual quantities can be developed.
7) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.
8) Contingencies are applied to the total project cost.
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Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report

Appendix B: Project Constraints

Table of Contents

DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

Maps

Appendix # Description Number of Pages
Constraints Map: Natural Features
B-1 [18" x 24"; Scale 1" : 4,0007] !
. Constraints Map: Man-Made Features .

[18” x 24”; Scale 1" : 4,0007]

NOTE: These folded maps were included in the
original Conceptual Alternatives Analysis Report
but have been deleted from the Environmental
Evaluation as they are reproduced as 11"x17" maps
in Exhibits 1-6 and 1-7.

Appendix 1-1  Page 97 of 130



scanner
Rectangle

scanner
Text Box
NOTE:  These folded maps were included in the original Conceptual Alternatives Analysis Report but have been deleted from the Environmental Evaluation as they are reproduced as 11"x17" maps in Exhibits 1-6 and 1-7.


Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation Report DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A

Appendix C: Stakeholder and Public Involvement Materials

Table of Contents

Appendix # Description Number of Pages

Summaries of Stakeholder Meetings

e October 23, 2009 EWG (pages 1-4)

e October 30, 2009 TWG (pages 5-9)

e December 4, 2009 EWG (pages 10-12)
C-1 e December 11, 2009 TWG (pages 13-15) 27
e January 22, 2010 TWG (pages 16-18)
e January 29, 2010 EWG (pages 19-21)
e May 17, 2010 TWG (pages 22-24)

e May 21, 2010 EWG (pages 25-27)

C-2 Public Meeting Notice 1

C-3 Public Meeting Slides 5
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
October 23, 2009 (10:07 a.m. - 10:38 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Executive Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)
Notes By:

Shannon McCord

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:07 a.m. with NTTA Board Chairman Paul Wageman welcoming the attendees and introducing Allen Clem-
son, Gerry Carrigan, Lori Shelton and James Griffin from the NTTA. He emphasized the importance of the project and reminded
everyone of the importance of their input and participation in the process. The Chairman introduced Tom Diamond from HNTB as
the 4B/5A corridor manager.

e Presentation:

At Tom'’s request, all attendees took turns introducing themselves. Tom began the presentation with an overview of the executive
work group structure and purpose. He also outlined the purpose of the technical work group which meets the week following each
executive work group meeting. The first technical work group meeting is scheduled for Friday, October 30, 2009. Tom continued
his presentation which included an overview of the project study area, public involvement plans and project timeline. He stated
that we are in the “develop and evaluate conceptual alternatives” phase of the timeline. He then introduced Matt Craig to discuss
the alternatives comparison process which includes evaluations of mobility benefits, cost effectiveness and environmental issues
among others.

Matt began by discussing the process of analyzing the alternatives; he noted the basic design features and typical sections. He
also explained the two constraint maps, both environmental and manmade. He then offered a copy of each of the constraints maps
to each entity present, requesting that they review the maps and return any changes or additional information through their techni-
cal representative via the technical work group meeting on October 30.

» Group Discussion:

Tom then opened the floor for discussion and introduction of any alignment alternatives as requested in the meeting invitation.

Denton County Commissioner Hugh Coleman recommended a common alignment along the Denton/Collin county line following
the path previously supported, via resolution, by many of the participating entities, including Denton and Grayson Counties, and
the cities of Pilot Point, Aubrey and Gunter. Commissioner Coleman provided the corridor team with a map of this alignment for

Appendix C-1, Page 1
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

consideration. Collin County Commissioner Joe Jaynes stated that he will support the alignment with the “path of least resistance”.
Tom informed the group that the current project scope allows for consideration of as many as six alignment alternatives. Input from
the work groups will influence the evolution of the alignment alternatives.

Mark Miller of the City of Gunter stated that the city's alignment recommendation was included on their thoroughfare plan, which he
would provide to the corridor team after the meeting. City of Celina Mayor Jim Lewis mentioned another alignment option east of
the county line. He agreed to have city staff bring a map of the alignment to the technical work group meeting.

Michael Morris from the North Central Texas Council of Governments requested further explanation of the study area’s northern
and southern limits. Corridor team members explained that the southern limit is Farm-to-Market (FM) 428, and the northern limit is
north of FM 121, in order to explore connecting to an appropriate logical terminus in the general area around FM 121. Michael then
asked Susan Thomas from the Texoma Council of Governments if there was anything north of FM 121 that would influence this
study area. Jerdy Gary of the Grayson County Regional Mobility Authority (GCRMA) said that TXxDOT is going to do a route study
for the GCRMA to analyze alignments in the northern area. He said they have a preliminary alignment through Grayson County and
will provide a copy after the meeting. Chairman Wageman added that the NTTA has had several productive meetings with GCRMA
and asked that the GCRMA information be reflected in the alignment alternatives.

The corridor team reminded all attendees that the technical work group meeting would be held at 10 a.m. on Friday, October 30,
2009 at the same location. Tom added that the next executive work group meeting would be held at 10 a.m. on December 4, 2009
at the same location, and reaffirmed that anyone with questions could contact him or Matt Craig. Tom asked Shannon McCord to
create an e-mail distribution list to provide the work groups with updates and information throughout the process.

Gerry reiterated the importance of the work group to the process and expressed his appreciation for the participation of all stake-
holder entities. Chairman Wageman closed the meeting stating his excitement about the DNT Extension 4B/5A project and desire
to do what is necessary to ensure the forward progression of the project.

Project updates can be reviewed on the NTTA website at: www.ntta.org, click on NTTA Project Updates- DNT Extension Phase 4
and 5.

Next Steps:
« Entities mark-up constraints maps and return to technical work group meeting on October 30, 2009.

* Corridor management team to create an email distribution list to keep work group members informed of process.

Appendix C-1, Page 2
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Phase 4A & 5B
Dallas North Tollway Extension
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Phase 4A & 3B
Dallas North Tollway Extension

Sign-In Sheet - Friday, October 23, 2009,
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
October 30, 2009 (10:12 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Technical Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)
Notes By:

Shannon McCord

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:12 a.m. with the DNT Extension, Phase 4B/5A corridor manager Tom Diamond welcoming the attendees.
He requested that they each introduce themselves and who they represent.

* Presentation:

Tom began the presentation with an overview of the technical work group structure and purpose, followed by an overview of the
project study area. He also outlined the stakeholder and public involvement initiatives for the project emphasizing the importance of
public involvement to the success of the project. He reviewed the roles and responsibilities of the two different work groups, Execu-
tive Work Group (EWG) and Technical Work Group (TWG). Tom concluded his portion of the presentation by outlining the project
schedule, explaining that the current phase as the “develop and evaluate conceptual alternatives phase”, and noting the proposed
public meeting and public hearing opportunities within the schedule.

Matt Craig then led the presentation explaining the process of analyzing the alternatives; including comparing mobility benefits,
cost effectiveness and environmental issues. He made note of the basic design features and typical sections such as a constant
400-foot wide right of way and 70 mile per hour design speed. He reviewed known environmental and manmade constraints,
reminding everyone that maps were provided to representative of each entity at the October 23 EWG meeting with the request that
they provide mark-ups of additions or corrections of content. Copies of the constraint maps were distributed to the entities that had
not yet received them. All participants were asked to submit mark-ups to Matt C. by November 13.

Matt then presented a map that showed all alignment alternatives submitted at the October 23 EWG meeting by the various enti-
ties. The alignments represented were from the City of Gunter, Denton County and Grayson County. He requested any entity with
additional alignments for consideration submit them to him by November 13. He concluded by reviewing the alternative evaluation
matrix. The presentation portion concluded with Tom reminding attendees of the next round of work group meetings scheduled for
December 4 (EWG) and December 11 (TWG) - both at 10 a.m. at the same location.
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Group Discussion:

Tom transitioned into the interactive portion of the meeting by requesting the attendees gather around the tables with the maps to
discuss the study area and any missing constraints. Matt requested attendees provide any local information about unregistered
landfills, proposed land purchases for expansion of school districts or cities, small cemeteries or other constraints that are difficult
to locate. This information is important for conducting the analysis of the alternatives. Deputy Corridor Manager Mike Hutchison
suggested that utility lines both above and below ground are often difficult to locate. Tom added that the same is true of gas lines.
The team asked the entities to send any additional information regarding any of the items mentioned to Matt by November 13; his
email was provided to all attendees.

Lee Allison, representing the Town of Aubrey, questioned their involvement since the constraint maps did not extend into Aubrey.
Matt asked that Aubrey provide any information from Aubrey’s Master Plan or Thoroughfare Plan that extends north beyond the
city limits far enough to be in the project’s study area. Jeff Neal with the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG)
suggested that Aubrey may have greater interest in the work NCTCOG iis currently performing for a new Outer Loop that will pass
east-west near Aubrey.

JC Hughes, Pilot Point City Manager, noted areas near the county line that are currently being considered for development by City
of Gunter. Matt C. responded that he had already received information on two Municipal Utility Districts that had been annexed
into the City of Gunter. Matt Robinson representing the City of Gunter said the City passed a resolution on an alignment trying to
get dedicated right of way up to Farm-to-Market (FM) 121. Matt C. used the PowerPoint presentation map to explain that the blue
roadway was from the Gunter Thoroughfare Plan submitted last week

Tom asked if someone from Grayson County could provide an update on their alignment studies. Mike Shahan from the Grayson
County Regional Mobility Authority (GCRMA) said TxDOT would select a consultant by February 2010 to do environmental and
route studies. Tom added that the TxDOT study area could provide connectivity from the end of the NTTA study area further to the
north, ultimately connecting to U.S. 75.

Tom emphasized the importance of knowing what each entity is doing to eliminate gaps or overlaps in the study process. Bob
Wood of the Sherman Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization is collaborating with Collin and Denton Counties to make sure
they are studying the appropriate area.

Jason Gray of the City of Celina submitted a sketch of an easterly alignment for consideration. Matt C. said the team would plot
the sketch on the maps and coordinate with Jason to make sure that the alignment is correct. Tom asked Celina for more detailed
alignment information that would show associated property lines. Keith Billick, with Celina, said there was CAD information on the
alignment. Matt C. requested the additional CAD information to compare with the sketch provided by Jason.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) representatives highly recommended that alignments stay clear from federal
properties (including Lake Ray Roberts) because this would federalize the project. Impacts to federal lands would require an
Environmental Assessment (EA), meeting federal requirements, and could significantly extend the project study schedule. Tom
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary
Dallas North Tollway Extension

asked for the location of the federal property lines. Eric said that most of the federal lands and flowage easements are adjacent to
the main body and arms of Lake Ray Roberts, as shown on the constraint maps. Eric stated that he would do further research to
confirm the extent of flowage easements in the study area. He defined flowage easements as privately owned land that the govern-
ment has acquired certain perpetual rights for the use of flood control.

Project updates can be reviewed on the NTTA website at: www.ntta.org, click on NTTA Project Updates- DNT Extension Phase 4
and 5.

Next Steps:
» EWG meeting scheduled for 10 a.m. on December 4, 2009.
» TWG meeting scheduled for 10 a.m. on December 11, 2009.

 E-mail meeting notes from EWG and TWG meetings to all team members.
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
December 4, 2009 (10:09 a.m. - 10:48 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Executive Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)

Summary Notes By:
Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:09 a.m. with DNT Corridor Manager Tom Diamond welcoming the attendees. He reminded participants
that October’s Executive Work Group (EWG) and Technical Work Group (TWG) meeting summaries were distributed via email prior
to this meeting and are also available in hardcopy at the meeting.

 Presentation and Group Discussion

Mr. Tom Diamond provided an overview of the progress to date and the planning and environmental schedule. As part of the time-
line, Chairman Paul Wageman asked if the corridor management team planned additional public meetings prior to a Board deci-
sion. Collin County Judge Keith Self recommended that two public meetings be held prior to a locally preferred alignment decision
by the Board. Chairman Wageman agreed. As a result, the corridor management team will plan two public meetings in March 2010
in Denton and Collin counties. Judge Self also recommended a venue of the U.S. 380 Building in Prosper, near the Prestonwood
North building.

Design Project Manager Matt Craig discussed the alternative analysis process. Mr. Craig described the basis for design, describing
the anticipated lane width.

Mr. Craig reviewed the five alignment alternatives submitted for consideration. Submissions were made from the City of Celina,
Denton County, City of Gunter, Grayson County and the City of Pilot Point. Judge Self stated that he would like the Collin County
preferred alignment be listed since the Commissioners Court unanimously selected one. This reference was made regarding the
City of Celina proposed alignment.

Judge Self asked about the difference in the City of Gunter (red) and Grayson County (blue) alternative alignments. Mr. Roy Brew-
er, representing Grayson County Commissioner Jackie Crisp, stated that the City of Gunter’s proposed alignment was the original
preferred alignment by Grayson County. Mr. Craig stated that it was his understanding that the Grayson County Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organization (MPO) provided the blue alternative but that he would research the matter with the Grayson County MPO.
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Mr. Craig stated that he would like to review and adjust the alignment alternatives to minimize impacts and meet design criteria. He
will provide additional information to the technical work group on the proposed alignment adjustments. Collin County Commissioner
Matt Shaheen asked that a copy of the map with the proposed alternative alignments be emailed to the executive work group mem-
bers after the adjustments have been made.

Mr. Craig presented an animated view of the proposed alignments and noted various environmental constraints along the align-
ments. There was general discussion on long term connectivity to Interstate Highway (IH) 35 and U.S. 75, and a potential align-
ment configuration to provide this connectivity. It was noted that the connectivity to U.S. 75 is being addressed by the Grayson
County Regional Mobility Authority (RMA) Toll Road Study being performed by TxDOT. Judge Self asked Chairman Wageman if
there is an agreement with the Grayson County RMA. Chairman Wageman stated that there has been good communication but no
formal agreement. Mr. Brewer stated that he would like to see an expanded map to better show other major roadways (IH 35, U.S.
75) to the north.

Mr. Craig stated that an evaluation matrix will be used with the technical work group to assess the alignment alternatives. Mr. Craig
discussed briefly the local city and county thoroughfare plans which locate where cross-streets are identified for the proposed align-
ment alternatives. He stated that a minimum one-mile interchange spacing will be used which provides room for an on ramp and an
off ramp. Overall, the 11 to 12 miles of length for the DNT extension, there could be 11 or 12 on and off ramp pairs. He illustrated
how the spacing would look for the proposed alignment alternatives.

Judge Self asked that the Collin County preferred alignment be shown on the alignment map to be shown to the technical work
group. NTTA Assistant Executive Director Gerry Carrigan asked if the group would like to meet again in January, and Chairman
Wageman stated that it would be beneficial.

Next Steps:

The technical work group meeting will be held on December 11, 2009. Both work groups need to provide final constraint and align-
ment information to the corridor team by December 17, 2009. Preparation is under way for two public meetings in March 2010, one
in Denton County and one in Collin County.

Public Meeting invitation letters will be sent to all property owners on and adjacent to the proposed alignments informing them of
the public meetings and notifying them that their property may be affected by one or more of the alignment alternatives. In addition,
post cards will be mailed to property owners within the study area but not directly affected by the alignments. This is in addition to
newspaper legal ads. Work group members will be asked to share information about the public meetings with their constituents, as
well.
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Phase 4B & DA
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Friday, December 4, 2009 at 10:00 a.m.
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
December 11, 2009 (10:09 a.m. - 10:40 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Technical Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)

Summary Notes By:
Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:09 a.m. with Dallas North Tollway (DNT) Corridor Manager Tom Diamond welcoming Technical Work
Group (TWG) attendees and requesting that each person in the room make personal introductions. He reminded attendees about
the previous work group meeting summaries that were emailed to participants and stated that hard copies were available at the
back of the room.

e Presentation

Mr. Diamond provided an overview of the December 4th Executive Work Group (EWG) meeting and summarized comments and
decisions made at that meeting. These included holding a second public meeting to cover the Denton County area, adding Col-
lin County as submitting/supporting the orange alignment, removing Grayson County label from blue alignment, and developing a
large scale map that addresses ultimate connectivity.

Design Project Manager Matt Craig stated that an alternative analysis report will be provided to the NTTA Board of Directors as part
of the locally preferred alignment determination. The report will include information about the alignment alternatives including ramp
locations, a discussion of toll collection facility locations and constraints information. The report will also include comments from the
two public meetings scheduled for March 2010.

Mr. Craig reviewed DNT 4B/5A Project design standards including 70 mph design speed, all-electronic tolling and a 400-foot right
of way. Mr. Craig presented each of the alignment alternatives received from the stakeholder work groups. The City of Gunter’s
alignment information was represented on the map by a red line. A blue line represented the alignment submitted by the Sherman-
Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization. The alignment provided by Denton County was represented by a yellow line. The
Celina and Collin County alignment alternative was indicated by an orange line. The final proposed alignment presented was from
Pilot Point and represented by a green line. Mr. Craig asked that following the meeting the groups take a closer look at the map
and plots to make certain everyone is comfortable with the described alternatives.

Appendix C-1, Page 13
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Mr. Craig provided a regional view map to illustrate potential connectivity between the proposed alignments and existing regional
roadways. He then walked attendees through an aerial view of the alternatives that superimposed the alignments onto a con-
straints map.

Mr. Craig provided an overview of the evaluation matrix. Some of the areas included in the matrix are design features, socioeco-
nomic and environmental impacts, as well as costs and additional impacts. Each alternative is between 11 and approximately 12
miles in length. Social and economic impacts include impacts to properties and man made features. Environmental impacts include
natural features. Mr. Craig said he would bring back the finalized alignment alternatives to the TWG’s January meeting.

Mr. Craig stated that the team has obtained the thoroughfare plans from each of the entities that proposed alignment alternatives.
He proceeded to show the preliminary cross-street interchanges based on information from the thoroughfare plans. Mr. Craig
stated that any additional information may be added to the map following the meeting.

The presentation portion ended at 10:40 a.m.

» Group Discussion

Mr. Diamond suggested the attendees review the alignment changes — in a break out group format. In addition, he stated that the
alignments need to be finalized before any copies are provided to requestors to help prevent confusion.

Pilot Point City Manager J.C. Hughes stated that Pilot Point’s preferred route remains the Denton County yellow line alignment
even though they submitted an alternative (green) alignment. The alternative was submitted to ensure all potential alternatives
were vetted through the process.

Regarding the evaluation matrix, Collin County Engineer Ruben Delgado asked if bridges and related items would be incorporated
into cost estimates. Mr. Craig confirmed that the team is currently working through that process and that information would be
reflected in the evaluation. Mr. Delgado asked if the size of parcels (and remainders) would be considered. Mr. Craig stated that
this would be considered in the cost of right-of-way acquisition. Celina City Manager Jason Gray stated that the number of owners
may also impact the right-of-way cost.

Next Steps:

Mr. Diamond requested additional information from the work groups to help clarify the alignments be provided by December 17,
2009. He stated that the next TWG meeting is scheduled for January 22, 2010, preceding the EWG scheduled for
January 29, 2010.

Appendix C-1, Page 14
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
January 22, 2010 (10:05 a.m. - 11:15 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Technical Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)
Notes By:

Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:05 a.m. with DNT Corridor Manager Tom Diamond providing a brief history of past work group meetings
and stating that an executive work group meeting is scheduled for January 29, 2010. Public meetings will be held on March 9 and
11 in Denton and Collin counties. He asked that attendees pick up handouts and previous meeting summaries, located at the door.

* Presentation:

Mr. Diamond provided an update of where the corridor team is in the route planning process. He explained that the team is work-
ing toward the identification of a staff recommended Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) alignment and that recommendation will be
taken to the NTTA Board of Directors for approval in July 2010. A critical input to this recommendation will be public input from the
meetings in March 2010. Afterwards, the team will develop a detailed schematic, as well as an environmental evaluation document
for the LPA. That information will be taken to a public hearing. The schematic is scheduled to be finished and approved in 2011.

Design Project Manager Matthew Craig provided attendees with a draft copy of the evaluation matrix for the alternative analysis.
He explained the various items included in the matrix, such as costs, social and economic impacts, as well as environmental
impacts. Mr. Craig explained that the corridor management team must document any identified environmental impact to the project.
He then presented results of the environmental impacts section of the matrix. Although there are no existing HAZMAT constraints,
there are streams in each of the alignments, as well as right of ways within the 100-year floodplain. Also evaluated were open
waters, wetlands, wildlife, forests and parks and recreation areas. From the previous meeting, one park impact in the Celina area
has since been mitigated by a modification in the alignment.

The categories of design and social economic impacts include length of road, existing roads impacted, number of potentially
displaced residences, as well as commercial and non-commercial buildings. Also included are the relocation of residents and the
number of residents within 300 feet of an alignment right of way. NTTA Consultant Jim Griffin stated that the right-of-way informa-
tion for some of the alternatives reflects much larger tracks indicating fewer property owners impacted. Mr. Craig stated the public
meetings in March will allow the corridor management team to learn more from potentially affected property owners.
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Mr. Craig then addressed right-of-way impacts. He further explained the estimated net right-of-way costs listed in the matrix, is the
total right-of-way required minus existing road right-of-way within the corridor. Mr. Craig stated that the cost estimates include the
purchase of orphaned or remainder property that is less than five acres in size. Total right-of-way cost is based on county appraisal
district values and indexed up for real market value, acquisition and relocation cost.

Mr. Craig explained that the current cost projections are only at a Level F per the NTTA cost estimating template. Mr. Diamond
added that Level F is a conceptual estimate based primarily on length of roadway. Preliminary analysis shows less than 10 percent
difference in cost between alignment alternatives.

Mr. Craig explained the cross street ramping and interchange plan and explained how the city and county thoroughfare plans were
included in the interchange location development. Attendees were asked to review the ramping interchange/ramp layout diagram
and respond with any comments by January 29, 2010.

Mr. Diamond reminded the group that letters to specific property owners directly affected by an alignment would be sent soon.
Other property owners within the study area would receive postcards notifying them of the public meetings. The public meetings
are scheduled for March 9 and 11 in Denton and Collin counties.

Group Discussion:

The group further discussed the effects of right of way and project costs. Mr. Robert Wood with the Sherman-Denison Metropoli-
tan Planning Organization asked if revenue for each alignment would be a factor. Mr. Craig responded that a traffic and revenue
analysis had not yet been conducted and will be done for the LPA. Additional discussion included escalation and inflation factors
that effect project costs at this stage. Project updates can be reviewed on the NTTA website at: www.ntta.org, click on NTTA Project
Updates- DNT Extension Phase 4 and 5.

Next Steps:

Mr. Diamond stated that the January 29th Executive Work Group meeting is the deadline to provide any final comments to the
alignments. The corridor management team will continue to conduct the alternatives analysis.

The public meetings in March will be an open house format so participants’ questions may be asked and answered on an individual
basis.

The meeting ended at 11:15 a.m.

Distributed Materials:

December meeting summaries

Draft Evaluation Matrix of Conceptual Alternatives

Alignment Alternatives handout

Preliminary Draft Alternatives and Constraints Map

Draft Alignment Alternatives Interchange/Ramp Laydyppendix C-1, Page 17

Alignment Alternatives Diamond Ramp Configuration Nrm
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
January 29, 2010 (10:00 a.m. - 10:40 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Executive Work Group
. Meeting
Location: Attendees:

Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices

1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)

Notes By:
Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:10 a.m. with NTTA Chairman Paul Wageman welcoming the attendees. He then turned the presentation
over to Corridor Manager Tom Diamond. Mr. Diamond reviewed the agenda, which included the progress to date, study process
and schedule, as well as new information regarding the alignment alternatives and next major steps in the planning process.

* Presentation:

Mr. Diamond stated that two public meetings would be held in March to obtain input on the alternative alignments. The next major
step after the public meetings is to work with NTTA staff and stakeholders to develop a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) recom-
mendation for NTTA Board of Directors consideration in July 2010. Upon Board approval of the LPA and approval to proceed
forward, a detailed schematic and environmental evaluation document will be prepared with continued stakeholder and public
involvement.

Mr. Diamond welcomed Design Project Manager Matt Craig, who provided the remaining part of the presentation. Mr. Craig pre-
sented the alignment alternatives and explained the differences between the green, yellow and orange alignments, presented by
Pilot Point, Denton County and Collin County/City of Celina, respectively. Mr. Craig showed how the alignments would work with
various regionally identified proposed roadways, including the proposed Grayson County Tollway. He also discussed the work and
coordination that was done with the Technical Work Group regarding ramp and cross street location refinements since the Decem-
ber meeting.

The alignments will be compared equally through an alternatives analysis. Evaluation measures include engineering design, socio-
economic impacts, environmental impacts, project development cost, compatibility with local and regional planning, as well as
public input from the upcoming public meetings in March. Mr. Craig reviewed the evaluation matrix and explained in more detail the
evaluation measures.

Mr. Diamond concluded the presentation by providing information regarding the public input process by stating the dates, times and
locations of the public meetings, which are March 9 and 11 from 6-7:30 p.m. in Denton and Collin counties, respectively.

NTTA
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

The meetings will utilize an open house format with numerous displays consisting of alignment, right of way (ROW) and inter-
change maps. Attendees will have an opportunity to provide written and verbal comments. This will be followed by a 10-day written-
comment period.

The corridor team will provide a corridor update presentation to the NTTA System Projects and Operations Committee in February
2010.

» Group Discussion:

Collin County Judge Keith Self asked if costs would be available prior to the public meetings. Mr. Craig stated that the corridor
management team is working towards identifying costs associated with the project alignments. Chairman Wageman stated that
the estimating process should be discussed, along with any revenue information available. (Note: Revenue information will not be
available prior to the public meetings.) NTTA Assistant Executive Director of Project Delivery Gerry Carrigan added that the NTTA
is aiming towards cost identification and stated that comparative ranges would be available at the public meeting. Pilot Point City
Manager J.C. Hughes stated that any ROW donations already obtained or in the process of being secured would not be presented
by the NTTA at the public meeting. Mr. Craig confirmed Mr. Hughes’ comments and added that the public meetings would be an
appropriate time for landowners to provide additional information including willingness to donate needed ROW.

Chairman Wageman asked if there would be aggressive outreach prior to the public meetings. Mr. Hughes stated that Pilot Point
would communicate information in the city’s water bills. Mr. Carrigan stated that a significant amount of outreach has been initiated
by the NTTA. Grayson County RMA Chairman Jerdy Gary asked if the northern areas such as Tioga and Grayson County would
receive the information. Mr. Diamond stated Tioga is in the study area and would receive notification. Mr. Hughes offered his as-
sistance in disseminating information. In addition, multiple newspapers were identified that should receive legal notices, including
newspapers in Celina, Grayson County, the 380 News and Denton County Record.

Next Steps:
* Two public meetings are scheduled for March 2010.
- March 9, 2010, 6 p.m. - 7:30 p.m., PointBank Community Room, Pilot Point
- March 11, 2010, 6 p.m. - 7:30 p.m., Celina Middle School Cafeteria, Celina

* The corridor management team will finalize the alignment analysis including public input, and work with NTTA staff and
stakeholder in developing a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) recommendation for approval by NTTA Board in July 2010.

The meeting ended at 10:40 a.m.

Distributed Materials:

December meeting summaries
Alignment Alternatives and Schedule handout

Preliminary Draft Alternatives Constraints Map Draft

. . Appendix C-1, Page 20
Alignment Alternatives Interchange/Ramp Layout

NTTA
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Phase 4B & 5A
Dallas North Tollway Extension

Friday, January 29, 2010 at 10:00 a.m.
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
May 17, 2010 (10:05 a.m. - 10:30 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Technical Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)
Notes By:

Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:05 a.m. with Dallas North Tollway (DNT) Extension Phase 4B/5A Corridor Manager Tom Diamond
welcoming the attendees and providing a brief history of past work group meetings, as well as the public meetings held in March.
In addition, he stated that an Executive Work Group meeting is scheduled for May 21, 2010 at the same location. It was noted that
representation from the City of Prosper and Denton County was not present.

* Presentation and Discussion:

Mr. Diamond provided a snapshot of where the DNT Extension corridor team stands in the planning and environmental evaluation
process. He explained that the team is working through the alternative analysis report. He then briefed the group on the public
meetings held in Denton and Collin counties. About 300 people attended the Denton County meeting and about 400 people at-
tended the Collin County meeting. Both meetings utilized open house formats. Mr. Diamond stated that it was intentional to hold
open house formats so everyone was exposed to the same project information regardless of when they arrived. There was a rolling
PowerPoint of the project history and alignment alternatives information. There was also extensive discussion between the Corridor
Team and participants on an individual basis in which their questions were addressed and they were encouraged to provide com-
ments.

Public meeting attendees had opportunities to provide verbal comments to a court reporter. Attendees also had the opportunity to
provide written comments by completing comment cards or by submitting email or standard mailings. The comment period started
on February 4, 2010, with the first posting of the legal notice, and continued through March 21, 2010. The DNT corridor team
received 90 e-mailed comments and an additional 50 comments cards were received through the mail. In summary, 291 people
submitted 320 comments. Multiple comments from the same person were counted only once.

Three alignments were to be considered, as well as a no-build option. For the west alignment, 44 people supported it and 33 op-
posed it. For the middle alignment, 137 people supported it, while 10 opposed it. As for the east alignment, 113 supported it and 15
opposed it.

Appendix C-1, Page 22
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Mr. Diamond listed the general reasons the commenters gave for their support or opposition of the alignments. Since comments
from the public were their opinions. Mr. Diamond reiterated that the corridor team is not supporting or endorsing any of the com-
ments. Some examples of comments received were presented.

Next Steps:

Mr. Diamond stated that the corridor team is currently working with NTTA staff to draft and review the alternatives analysis report.
An alignment recommendation by staff will go before the NTTA Board of Directors at the July meeting. The NTTA will be asked to
make two decisions — approve the staff recommended alignment and whether or not the Authority wants to proceed with the envi-
ronmental evaluation and preliminary schematic design work for the staff recommended Alignment.

* Questions and Answers:

NTTA Project Delivery Project Manager Lori Shelton asked if the public provided opposing comments because an alignment might
affect their property. As a result, she wanted to know if the public supported other alignments for that reason. In some circumstanc-
es, the corridor management team did not know if they supported another alignment or not because their comment did not note this
reason specifically.

Collin County Engineer Ruben Delgado asked if Grayson County was still working on alignment studies. The Texas Department
of Transportation’s (TxDOT) Fannin and Grayson counties’ Assistant Area Engineer Noel Paramanantham confirmed that TxDOT
is moving forward. Mr. Delgado also commented that the evaluation matrix has remained the same. North Central Texas Council
of Government's (NCTCOG) Jeff Neal stated that TXDOT is trying to identify traffic that will be moving through Interstate (1) 35 as
part of the modeling effort for I-35. He hopes that NCTCOG will soon be able to provide information regarding a modeling of all of
Grayson County. He indicated the yellow- red (middle) alignment will be assumed when conducting this modeling.

Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization Transportation Director Bob Wood stated that I-35 will be its own “monster”
(significant traffic generator) and U.S. 75 (traffic volumes) will only get bigger. Mr. Wood said that he is excited about TXDOT'’s work
regarding the modeling update they are performing for Grayson County. Mr. Neal stated that he hopes that modeling information
will be available in June 2010.

Distributed Materials:
Agenda

Summaries of the January Executive and Technical Work Groups
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Phase 4B & BA Megting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Date: Subject:
May 21, 2010 (10:05 a.m. - 10:20 a.m.) DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A - Executive Work Group
. Meeting
Location:
Prestonwood Baptist Church North Campus - Offices Attendees:
1180 Prosper Trail, Prosper, TX (see attached list)
Notes By:

Leigh Hornshy

Presentation and comments:
* Welcome and Introductions

The meeting began at 10:05 a.m. with Dallas North Tollway (DNT) Extension Phase 4B/5A Corridor Manager Tom Diamond wel-
coming the attendees and providing a brief history of past work group meetings, as well as the public meetings held in March 2010.

¢ Presentation and Discussion:

Mr. Diamond provided a snapshot of where the DNT Extension corridor team stands in the planning and environmental evaluation
process. He explained that the team is working through the alternative analysis report. He then briefed the group on the public
meetings held in Denton and Collin counties. About 300 people attended the Denton County meeting and about 400 people at-
tended the Collin County meeting. Both meetings utilized open house formats. Mr. Diamond stated that it was intentional to hold
open house formats so everyone was exposed to the same project information regardless of when they arrived. There was a rolling
PowerPoint of the project history and alignment alternatives information. There was also extensive discussion between the corridor
team and participants on an individual basis in which their questions were addressed and they were encouraged to provide com-
ments.

Mr. Diamond reminded the work group that attendees had opportunities to provide verbal comments to a court reporter. Public
meeting attendees also had the opportunity to provide written comments by completing comment cards or by submitting email
or standard mailings. The comment period started on February 4, 2010, with the first posting of the legal notice, and continued
through March 21, 2010. The DNT corridor team received 90 e-mailed comments and an additional 50 comments cards were
received through the mail. In summary, 291 people submitted 320 comments. Multiple comments from the same person were
counted only once.

Three alignments were to be considered, as well as a no-build option. For the west alignment, 44 people supported it and 33 op-
posed it. For the middle alignment, 137 people supported it, while 10 opposed it. As for the east alignment, 113 supported it and 15
opposed it.
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Phase 4B & 5A Meeting Summary

Dallas North Tollway Extension

Mr. Diamond listed the general reasons the commenter’s gave for their support or opposition of the alignments. Since comments
from the public were their opinions. Mr. Diamond reiterated that the corridor team is not supporting or endorsing any of the com-
ments. Some examples of comments received were presented.

Next Steps:

Mr. Diamond stated that the corridor team is currently working with NTTA staff to draft and review the alternatives analysis report.
An alignment recommendation by staff will go before the NTTA Board of Directors at the July meeting. The NTTA will be asked to
make two decisions — approve the staff recommended alignment and whether or not the Authority wants to proceed with the envi-
ronmental evaluation and preliminary schematic design work for the staff recommended alignment.

* Questions and Answers:
Mr. Diamond asked attendees to view the actual comments/opinions in the additional handout provided and then opened the floor
to questions.

Collin County Commissioner Matt Shaheen asked when the NTTA will develop a recommendation on an alignment. NTTA Assis-
tant Executive Director of Project Delivery Gerry Carrigan stated that it will be developed just before the July System Projects and
Operations Committee (SPOC), which is a committee of the NTTA Board of Directors. Mr. Carrigan also said that the NTTAis trying
to get some additional traffic and revenue studies for the east and middle alignments. He said that the western alignment is not as
competitive, and therefore no traffic and revenue studies will be explored.

Commissioner Shaheen asked if the traffic information will be available to the Executive Work Group meeting participants before
the (committee) meetings. Mr. Carrigan stated that a section of the report will be discussed at the July SPOC meeting. However, he
stated that he will check to see if it can be available prior to the board meeting.

Mr. Diamond concluded the meeting and opened the floor to individual questions and answers. The meeting ended at 10:20.

Distributed Materials:
Agenda
Summaries of the January Executive and Technical Work Groups

Public comment database
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February 9, 2010

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETINGS
Dallas North Tollway Extension, Phase 4B/5A

The North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) will conduct two Public Meetings to discuss
the design for the extension of the Dallas North Tollway (DNT) in Collin, Denton and
Grayson counties from Farm to Market 428 north to approximately FM 121, referred to
as the Dallas North Tollway Extension, Phase 4B/5A. The first public meeting will be
held from 6 p.m. until 7:30 p.m. on Tuesday, March 9, 2010 at the PointBank
Community Room (200 S. Hwy. 377, Pilot Point, Texas, 76258) in Pilot Point. The
second public meeting will be held from 6 p.m. until 7:30 p.m. on Thursday, March 11,
2010, at the Celina Middle School Cafeteria (710 E. Pecan Street, Celina, Texas,
75009).

The purpose of these public meetings is to provide information regarding the
development of the proposed DNT alignment alternatives and to receive
input/comments from the public. Maps, drawings and other information about the project
will be on display, which will show the alignment alternatives and preliminary design
information. The study team will be available at the displays to assist in orientation and
interpretation of the drawings and other materials.

Attendees will have the opportunity to provide the study team with comments and
suggestions by providing verbal comments to be documented by a court reporter or
submitting written comments. Such comments will assist project personnel with the
design decisions associated with this study. All interested citizens are invited to attend
these public meetings.

Any interested citizen may present verbal or written comments either at the public
meeting or provide written comments by March 21, 2010. Comments may be submitted
via e-mail to dnt45@ntta.org or mailed to Attn: Corridor Manager, Re: DNT 4B/5A
Project, NTTA, P.O. Box 260729, Plano, Texas, 75026.

Persons interested in attending the meeting who have special communication or
accommodation needs are encouraged to call 972-628-3111. Requests should be
made at least 72 hours prior to the public meetings. Every reasonable effort will be
made to accommodate those needs.

Appendix C-2
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DNT Phase 4B/5A Public Meeting
March 9 & 11, 2010

AMWOR
¥ Koy )

7 s
BTyt

- “‘o [ !
i
DNT Extension Phase 4B/5A: —s
Planning & Environmental Evaluation Process

| » ;
—% 2 i ), &
— N
» Lz
| )

Public Meeting

March 9 & 11,2010

Project Goals

Improve mobility in four-county area
Meet 2030 traffic demand

Improve safety on existing roadways

Minimize negative environmental & socio-economic
effects

Achieve affordable and cost-effective transportation
solutions

Alternatives Analysis

» A multi-step process of evaluating alternative
alignments to determine a preferred alignment for
a road project

» Step 1 — Propose alternative alignments
» Step 2 — Evaluate alternative alignments
» Step 3 — Receive public comment

» Step 4 — Select Locally Preferred Alternative
based on results of evaluation

Orientation Outline

» Project goals
» Study process and schedule
 Alternative analysis

— Step 1: Propose alternatives

— Step 2: Evaluate alternatives

— Step 3: Receive public comment
» Next steps
» For more information

| == sk T [
W‘é":pfeﬁ.%‘;':%‘oog DNT Phase 4B/5A
Planning & Environmental
""Develop & Evaluate .
oo llematives ™ "Work Group Migs. Evaluation Process
and Schedule
Dec. 2009 - Jan. 2010
We are ‘n’:‘é':’;'.’i’k".f!ﬁ‘z'i%’fé Public Meetings
here
LPA Determination Work Group Mtgs.

April — June 2010

Board
NTTA Board Approves LPA
July 2010

Develop Design
Schematic & EE

Abbreviations July 2010 — Feb. 2011
LPA — Locally Preferred Alignment Conduct Formal
: . ublic Hearin

EE - Environmental Evaluation March 2011
NTTA Board approves Board
Schematic Desfn &EE action

June 2011
Updated: March 1, 2010
[
|- i l NTTA

Step 1 — Propose Alternative Alignments

» Step 1 began in October 2009 with local
government representatives from within the study
area meeting in work groups.

» Executive Work Group — consisting primarily of
local elected officials

» Technical Work Group — consisting primarily of
technical staff from governmental entities

| = a — adl T ANTTA ¢
Appendix C-3
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DNT Phase 4B/5A Public Meeting
March 9 & 11, 2010

Step 1 — Propose Alternative Alignments
Work Group Roles & Responsibilities

« Assist in alternative development & evaluations
« Review project progress & findings
« Coordinate project progress & findings

» Disseminate study information

| = a M V"'T NTTA

Step 1 - Alignment Alternatives Proposed

From City of Gunter/Grayson County/
GCRMA/ Sherman-Denison MPO

From City of Celina/Collin County

From Denton County

From City of Pilot Point

No-build Alternative

DNT 4B/5A Study Area |

NTTA

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives
Environmental Impacts
 Impacts to the natural environment including:

wetlands, floodplain, streams, forests, parks,
farmland, etc.

Green Yellow/Red | Orange/Red
(west) (middle) (east)
13 10 12

# of Streams crossed

ROW w/in 100 yr. Floodplain (acres) 77.7 70.8 49.2
Other open water in ROW (acres) 1.8 0.6 3
Wetlands in ROW (acres) 0.3 0.1 0.5
Forest in ROW (acres) 57 27.3 19
Prime Farmland in ROW (acres) 238.4 107.8 77
-, o
| = 2 M "T NTTA
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Step 1 — Propose Alignment Alternatives
Work Group Members

- City of Celina Grayson County Regional Mobility
City of Gunter Authority
City of Pilot Point North Central Texas Council of
i : Governments
City of Tioga
i NTTA
Collin County sh Denison Metropoli
Cooke County erman-Denison Metropolitan

Planning Organization
Texas Department of Transportation]
Texoma Council of Governments

Denton County
Grayson County

| = a M V"'T NTTA 4

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives

« Evaluation measures
— Environmental impacts
— Socio-economic impacts
— Compatibility with local and regional planning
— Engineering design
— Project development cost
— Public input

— B N

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives
Environmental Impacts

3

* You can view the
environmental impacts
at the evaluation
measures displays
located around the
room.
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DNT Phase 4B/5A Public Meeting
March 9 & 11, 2010

# Displaced Residences

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives
Socio-economic Impacts

+ Impacts to the man-made environment including:
residences, commercial buildings,
acquisition, land use, environmental justice

Green | Yellow/Red | Orange/Red
(west) | (middle) (east)
0 0 1

property

# Displaced Comm. or Non-Comm. 0 0 1
Buildings
# Additional Residences within 300 ft. of 1 3 10
ROW
# of Property owners for parcels in ROW 17 17 34
Total ROW Area Needed (acres) 596 577 538
| =S — aalll l ST 3

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives

8

Compatibility with local and regional planning

McKinney =

S N
88 5 é}
\ as®
N «*"Denison
\ . - usgze——- | 1 Grayson Co. Tollway
Gainfsville & £ I (Approx. location,
( N d under study by TxDOT)
f N g
_\ * - g
! | DNT4B/5A
|  Study Area
— Outer Loop

(Approx. location,
under study by others)

Step 2 - Evaluate Alternatives
Engineering Design

» Conceptual ramps &
cross streets
— Interchange
types/locations identified

— Compatible with city
thoroughfare plans

— Ramp configuration

coordinated with city staff

—

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives
Socio-economic Impacts

* You can view the
SOCio-economic
impacts at the
evaluation measures
displays located
around the room.

o 14

Step 2 - Evaluate Alternatives
Engineering Design

400’ RIGHT OF WAY TYPICAL

70 mph main lane design speed
All-electronic toll collection
Potential staged construction

_ NI, 1

Step 2 - Evaluate Alternatives
Ramps - Diamond Configuration

« The NTTA generally uses a diamond configuration
for on and off ramps

ross
Stree

» See table displays for more information about
ramping configuration

—

o 18
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DNT Phase 4B/5A Public Meeting
March 9 & 11, 2010

Step 2 — Evaluate Alternatives

Project Development Cost (see display) Step 3 - Public Comment

* Members of the public are encouraged to provide
« Estimates are conceptual in year 2010 dollars, and feedback via the comment process regarding
do not include inflation alignment alternatives.

* 2 ways to comment

I - T o e
(west __(middle) (edst) — Written — complete a comment card, mail or e-mail

Estimated Project Cost, including
construction, ROW, and agency costs, $890 $865 $805 comments to NTTA by March 21 ’ 2010
Year 2010 ($M) + DNT45@ntta.org
« Corridor Manager
Re: DNT 4B/5A Project
P.O. Box 260729
— Plano, TX 75026 —
i i
s ] arIA s e NITA
For More Information
Next Steps Go to the NTTA Web si

- Staff evaluates public meeting comments

« Staff finalizes Alternative Alignment Analysis

NTTA Board selects Locally Preferred Alternative

« Staff develops Preliminary Design Schematic and
Environmental Evaluation on Locally Preferred : . 2 Click Here
Alternative

P 2 M o "T N NTTA

For More Information For More Information
Go to the NTTA Web site: www.ntta.org Go to the NTTA Web site: www.ntta.org

*

o RE G Pwe

e

Click Here

Ll m
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Appendix 1-2
Traffic Analysis for Highway Design
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