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APPENDIX A-1  

CORRESPONDENCE 

Agency Address Date 
Sent Information Requested Date 

Response Response Page 

US 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency (EPA) � 
Region 6 

1445 Ross Ave, 
Suite 1200, 
Dallas, TX 
75202-2733 

 
 
 
 
 
8-4-99 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Federal Highways 
Administration (FHWA) 
request EPA to be 
cooperating agency 

7-16-99 
In response 
to scoping 
meeting 
 
8-13-99 
 
 
 
10-11-00 
E-mail from 
EPA 

Recommendations and 
comments associated the scope 
of DEIS.  Listed areas of EPA 
special concerns.  
 
EPA will participate on limited 
basis 
 
 
Environmental Justice information 

5  � 15 
 
 
 
 
 16 
 
 
 
17 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers 
(USACE) 
 
 
Regulatory 
Branch 

 District Engineer  
 
 
 
 
Presley Hatcher 
POB 17300, Fort 
Worth, TX 76102-
0300 

8-4-99 
 
 
 
 
3-30-00 

FHWA request USACE to be 
cooperating agency 
 
 
 
Request for updated wetland 
delineation in the Dallas 
Floodway 

8-20-99 
 
 
 
 
4-19-00 

Will not formally participate as a 
cooperating agency at this time.  
Will provide data and assistance 
within USACE area of expertise.  
 
Acknowledgement and assign 
project number 200000308 
 

18 
 
 
 
 
19 � 21  

Regional 
Environmental 
Officer, Federal 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

Regional 
Environmental 
Officer, 800 N. 
Loop 288, 
Denton, TX 
76201 

8-16-99 
 
 
 
 
5-4-00 

Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 
 
 
FHWA request FEMA to be 
Coordinating Agency 

9-8-99 
 
 
 
 

Request letter stamped with: 
�Coordinate with local floodplain 
administrator to obtain necessary 
development permit.� 

22 
 
 
 
 
23 � 24  

US Department 
of Interior 
(DOI), National 
Park Service 
 
 
DOI Regional 
Environmental 
Officer 

12795 West 
Alameda 
Parkway, POB 
25287, Denver, 
CO 80225 
 
POB 649, 
Albuquerque, NM 
87102 

 
 
 
 
 
 
8-16-99 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

7-21-99 � In 
response to 
the published 
NOI 
 
 

Rochester Park is encumbered 
by Section (6)(f)(3) of the L&WCF 
program.  

25  

US Department 
of Agriculture - 
Natural 
Resources 
Conservation 
Service 

John Burt, State 
Conservationist 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements  

8-23-99 - In 
response to 
the published 
NOI 

Acknowledgement and offer of 
assistance, if needed 

26  

US Department 
of Housing and 
Urban 
Development 
(HUD) 

Administrative 
Coordinator 
A. Maceo Smith 
Federal Building, 
525 Griffin St, 
Suite 860, Dallas, 
TX 75502-5007 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

 
 
 

  

US Coast 
Guard, Eighth 
District 

Bridge 
Administrative 
Branch, 501 
Magazine Street, 
New Orleans, LA 
70130-3396 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 
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Agency Address Date 
Sent Information Requested Date 

Response Response Page 

Texas Historical 
Commission 
(THC).  (The 
remainder of 
THC 
correspondenc
e is in the 
Cultural 
Resource 
Appendix) 

Jim Steely, Chief 
Historian 
Deputy State 
Historic 
Preservation 
Officer, POB 
12276, Austin, 
TX 78711-2276 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

North Central 
Texas Council 
of Governments 
(NCTCOG) 

Mike Eastland, 
Executive 
Director, 616 Six 
Flags Drive, POB 
5888, Arlington, 
TX 76005-5888 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

US Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
� Southwest 
Region 

Nancy Kaufman, 
Regional 
Director, POB 
1306, 
Albuquerque, NM 
87103 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

Texas 
Commission on 
Environmental 
Quality (TCEQ)  

Jeff Saitas, 
Executive 
Director 
MC 109, POB 
13087, Austin, 
TX 78711-3087 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

10-13-99 Several comments, General 
Conformity Rules apply but a 
general conformity analysis of 
VOCs is not required  

27 � 28  

Texas Parks 
and Wildlife � 
Habitat 
Assessment 
Program 

Kathy Boydston 
4200 Smith 
School Road, 
Austin, TX 78744 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

10-6-99 No direct impact on existing 
TP&WL projects involving Land 
and Water Conservation Fund 
and the Local Parks Fund.  
Recommendations concerning 
documentation required. 

29  

Trinity River 
Authority (TRA) 

Dan Vance, 
General Manager 
5300 South 
Collins Street, 
POB 60, 
Arlington, TX 
76018 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

Dallas Area 
Rapid Transit 
(DART) 

Roger Snoble, 
Executive 
Director, POB 
660163, Dallas, 
TX 75266-0163 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

9-3-99 Acknowledgement, request 
impact information for several 
impact categories  

30  

Federal Transit 
Administration 
� Region 6 

Regional 
Environmental 
Coordinator, 819 
Taylor Street, 
Room 8A36, Fort 
Worth, TX 76102 

8-16-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

Federal 
Aviation 
Administration  
(FAA)  � 
Southwest 
Region 

Regional 
Administrator 
2601 Meacham 
Blvd., Fort Worth, 
TX 76137-4298 

9-17-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

9-28-99 Acknowledgement with potential 
impact criteria and Form 7460-1 if 
needed 

31 - 32  
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Agency Address Date 
Sent Information Requested Date 

Response Response Page 

National Marine 
Fisheries 
Service � 
Southeast 
Regional Office 

William Hogarth, 
Regional 
Administrator, 
9721 Executive 
Center Drive 
North, St. 
Petersburg, FL 
33702 

10-26-99 Resource issues and 
concerns, permit, review, 
consultation requirements 

   

North Texas 
Tollway 
Authority 
(NTTA) 

Chris Anderson, 
Executive 
Director of 
Planning 

11-10-00 
 
 
 

 
 

 Issued News Advisory of Trinity 
Parkway Cost Estimates 

33 - 36  

City of Dallas Mike Hellmann 
City of Dallas 
Park Planner, 
Dallas City Hall, 
Room 6FS, 1500 
Marilla St, Dallas, 
TX 75201 

9-20-01 Request determination of 4(f) 
sites/properties along 
alternatives.  Request 
issues/concerns.  Request 
meeting Oct 5, 01 

1-31-02 Trinity River Park does not have 
4(f) issues or requirements of 
TPWL code.  No city park is 
physically impacted by 
alternatives. Might be close to 
Moore Park- additional review of 
Moore Park needed. 

 37 

Stemmons 
Deed 

     38 � 47  

FHWA Mr. Patrick A. 
Bauer, P.E. 
District Engineer 
�  
Texas Division  
FHWA 
Federal Office 
Building,  
Room 826 
300 East 8th 
Street 
Austin, Texas 
78701 

1-29-03 Strategy Development of the 
Trinity Parkway DEIS  

  48 � 50 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Homeland 
Security 
Chief, Bridge 
Administrative 
Branch 
Eighth Cost 
Guard District 
Hale, Boggs 
Federal Building 
501 Magazine 
Street 
New Orleans, LA  
70130-396 

3-5-04 Construction and Operation 
of the Trinity Parkway 
Concurrence Regarding 
Exemption from Bridge 
Permitting Requirements 

  51 � 57 

City of Dallas Michael 
Hellmann 
City of Dallas 
Park  
Sr. Park Planner,  
Dallas City Hall, 
Room 6FS, 1500 
Marilla St, Dallas, 
TX 75201 

 Trinity Parkway Alternative 
Alignments � Review of 
possible 4(f) Applicability 

4-7-04 Trinity Parkway is not subject to 
the Section 4(f) requirements as it 
pertains to the Trinity River Park.  
If alignments change and impact 
any other park land,  Section 4(f) 
review would be in order. 

58 -  59 
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Agency Address Date 
Sent Information Requested Date 

Response Response Page 

City of Dallas Michael 
Hellmann 
City of Dallas 
Park  
Sr. Park Planner,  
Dallas City Hall, 
Room 6FS, 1500 
Marilla St, Dallas, 
TX 75201 

6-2-04 Request Section 4(f) � 
Applicability Concerning 
Publicly Owned Lands and 
Existing and Proposed Trails 
within the Study Area of the 
Proposed Parkway in Dallas, 
Texas 

  60 � 66 

City of Dallas Michael 
Hellmann 
City of Dallas 
Park  
Sr. Park Planner,  
Dallas City Hall, 
Room 6FS, 1500 
Marilla St, Dallas, 
TX 75201 

 Section 4(f) � Applicability 
Request Concerning Publicly 
Owned Lands and Existing 
and Proposed Trails within 
the Study Area of the 
Proposed Parkway in Dallas, 
Texas 

7-23-04 The land identified as Calypso 
Park is no longer leased by the 
City and is no longer used as a 
city park.  
 
The land identified as the �un-
named parkland� is City 
designated parkland. 
 
The �use� of the Trinity River Park 
allows for transportation uses.  

67 - 68 

City of Dallas Michael 
Hellmann 
City of Dallas 
Park  
Sr. Park Planner,  
Dallas City Hall, 
Room 6FS, 1500 
Marilla St, Dallas, 
TX 75201 

 Section 4(f) � Applicability 
Request Concerning Publicly 
Owned Lands and Existing 
and Proposed Trails within 
the Study Area of the 
Proposed Parkway in Dallas, 
Texas 

10-19-04 The land identified as the �un-
named parkland� has been found 
to be under private ownership, 
and is not owned by the City.  
The property has been removed 
from the City Park Land Inventory 
and no longer has a potential use 
as a park.  The property is not 
subject to Section 4(f). 

69 
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APPENDIX A-2 - CONTENTS LIST 

AGENCY AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION EVENTS 

 
Item Topic Date Page 

Agency and Public 
Participation Events 

  1 � 11 

Public Scoping Meeting 
Summary 

 7-8-99 12 � 15 

CAWG List and Meeting 
Attendance Summary 

  16 � 19 
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AGENCY AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION EVENTS 
 
Date Category Event 

 
May 17, 1999 AC Conducted Interagency Scoping Meeting (FHWA, TxDOT, USACE, 

EPA, City of Dallas, NTTA) 
   
June 16, 1999  Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS for Trinity Parkway Published in 

Federal Register 
   
June 29, 1999 IET Trinity River Executive Team Meeting* 
   
July 6, 1999 AC Coordination with City of Dallas and USACE staff regarding scope of 

the NTTA EIS 
   
July 8, 1999  OM Conducted Public Scoping Meeting 
   
July 27, 1999  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
August 10, 1999  AC Conducted Interagency Coordination Scoping Meeting and Bus Tour 

of Project Corridor (FHWA, TxDOT, USACE, EPA, City of Dallas, 
NTTA) 

   
August 24, 1999  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 8, 1999 AC Conducted Interagency Cultural Resource Scoping Meeting Bus 

Tour of Project Corridor (FHWA, TxDOT, USACE, EPA, City of 
Dallas, NTTA) 

   
September 21, 1999 OP Presentation to Trinity River Corridor Citizens Committee 

Transportation Subcommittee (Matt Craig) 
   
September 28, 1999  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 4, 1999 CAWG Conducted first in a series of CAWG Meetings 

Topics discussed:  introductions and role of citizen advisory work 
group, overview of engineering issues, and overview of 
environmental issues. 

   
October 26, 1999  IET Trinity River Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 30, 1999 CAWG Study Corridor Bus Tour for CAWG Members  
   
November 3, 1999 OP Presentation to the Dallas Plan Conference  
   
November 7, 1999 OP Presentation to Richardson Church Group  
   
November 8, 1999 OP Presentation to the TRCCC Recreation Sub-committee  
   
November 9, 1999 AC Tour of Study Corridor with City of Dallas staff  
   
November 10, 1999 CAWG Tour of Study Corridor with CAWG members  
   
November 17, 1999 OP Presentation to West Dallas Business Association 
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Date Category Event 
 

November 22, 1999  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting  
   
November 30, 1999 BF Presentation to the NTTA Board of Directors  
   
December 13, 1999 CAWG Conducted second in a series of CAWG Meeting 

Topics discussed: alternative alignments and typical sections, review 
of EIS format and status; overview of Dallas Trinity River Master 
Implementation Plan Access points & types. 

   
December 27, 1999  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting  
   
January 4, 2000 AC Meeting with TRCCC and Dallas Landmark Commission  
   
January 6, 2000 AC Interagency meeting with State Historic Preservation Officer to 

define Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effects 
   
January 10, 2000 CAWG Conducted third in a series of CAWG Meeting  

Topics discussed:  Trinity Parkway Corridor MIS Scope versus 
Trinity Parkway EIS Scope, update on engineering design 
development and other issues, ramp connections to IH-35 south. 

   
January 25, 2000 AC Presentation to city of Dallas and USACE staff regarding scoping 

issues associated with the NTTA EIS 
   
January 25, 2000  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting  
   
February 8, 2000 OP Presentation to West Dallas Business Associations  
   
February 14, 2000 CAWG Conducted fourth CAWG Meeting  

Topics discussed:  hazardous material site assessments, cultural 
resources and parklands (historic/archaeological and Section 4(f), 
status of community impact analysis - land use, displacements, and 
Environmental Justice, and update on engineering design 
development and other issues. 

   
February 22, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting   
   
February 24, 2000 OP Meeting with T.R. Hoover (South Dallas) Neighborhood Association  
   
February 29, 2000 OP Presentation to TRCCC Transportation Subcommittee  
   
March 1, 2000 AC Coordination meeting held with City of Dallas to discuss EIS 

coordination on lakes and levee improvements 
   
March 2, 2000 AC Briefing held with Dallas County Judge Jackson 
   
March 13, 2000 CAWG Conducted fifth CAWG Meeting  

Topics discussed: energy and utility relocations, natural resources 
(wetlands, woodlands, endangered species), visual impact analysis, 
and update on engineering design development and other issues. 

   
March 16, 2000 OP Luncheon held for setting up and attending information displays at 

Stemmons Corridor Business Association 
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Date Category Event 
 

March 23, 2000 PM Public Meeting conducted in South Dallas 
   
March 28, 2000  IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
March 29, 2000 AC Briefing with State Representative Yvonne Davis 
   
March 30, 2000 OP Meeting with Jim Sherman at ExxonMobile 
   
April 3, 2000 AC Meeting with City of Dallas Corp of Engineers and FHWA to discuss 

EIS coordination 
   
April 5, 2000 AC Briefing with Dallas County Judge Jackson 
   
April 6, 2000 OP Presentation to the Water Environment Association of Texas 

(WEAT) 
   
April 10, 2000 CAWG Conducted sixth CAWG Meeting  

Topics discussed: update on visual assessment, transportation 
impacts, temporary effects during construction, water quality, and 
update on engineering design development and other issues. 

   
April 17, 2000 OP Meeting with Freightliner Corporation representatives 
   
April 19, 2000 BF Presentation to NTTA Board - Project Update 
   
April 25, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting  
   
May 8, 2000 AC Presentation to City of Dallas Transportation - Telecommunicating 

Subcommittee  
   
May 8, 2000 CAWG Conducted seventh CAWG Meeting 

Topics discussed: traffic modeling, toll rates, and collection methods, 
toll plaza layout and design, and update on engineering design 
development and other issues. 

   
May 18, 2000 OP Annual meeting of the Stemmons Corridor Business Association 
   
May 19, 2000 OP Briefing to the Greater Dallas Chamber of Commerce 
    
May 22, 2000 AC Presentation to City of Dallas Transportation - Telecommunicating 

Subcommittee 
   
May 22, 2000 AC Sub-committees Briefing to EPA and NEPA staff with City of Dallas 

and NTTA  
   
May 23, 2000 OP Meeting with the TR Hoover Community Development Corporation 

(Ideal Neighborhood Association) 
   
May 30, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Meeting 
   
June 5, 2000 AC Briefing Dallas County Judge Jackson 
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Date Category Event 
 

June 12, 2000 CAWG Conducted eighth CAWG Meeting 
Topics discussed: hydraulic analysis, introduction to air quality 
analysis, introduction to noise analysis, and update on engineering 
design development and other issues. 

   
June 27, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
June 28, 2000 AC Agency Coordination Meeting to Review Scope and incorporate 

Dallas Lake into EIS 
   
July 25, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Meeting 
   
July 25, 2000 PM Conducted Public Meeting for Industrial Corridor Businesses  
   
August 11, 2000 AC Agency Coordination Meeting to discuss EIS formatting and Dallas 

Lake inclusion 
   
August 18, 2000 AC Meeting with EPA staff to discuss Environmental Justice 
   
August 22, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team meeting 
   
August 29, 2000  AC City of Dallas City Manager Briefing 
   
September 6, 2000 OP Presentation to the Stemmons Corridor Business Association  
   
September 11, 2000 CAWG Conducted tenth CAWG Meeting 

Topics discussed:  incorporation of lakes into EIS, traffic analysis, 
hydraulic analysis, cost estimates and right-of-way needs, overview 
of alternatives EIS evaluation matrix, and remaining EIS work and 
schedule. 

   
September 14, 2000 OP Exhibit displays and attendance at the Stemmons Corridor Business 

Association meeting 
   
September 15, 2000 AC Coordination meeting with TxDOT and NCTCOG 
   
September 19, 2000 OP Presentation to the TRCCC Economic Development and 

Transportation Subcommittees 
   
September 20, 2000   Presentation to the NTTA Board Project Update and Preliminary 

Findings 
   
September 26, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 3, 2000 AC Agency Coordination meeting to discuss USACE combining 

Floodway EIS into a Joint Supplemental EIS with NTTA EIS 
   
October 18, 2000 OP Briefing to Richardson Chamber of Commerce Transportation 

Committee 
   
October 24, 2000 IET Trinity Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 30, 2000 AC Briefing by Dallas Asst. City Manager to Dallas City Council followed 

by Bus Tour of Study Area 
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Date Category Event 
 

   
October 30, 2000 BF Briefing by NTTA to Dallas Mayor�s Trinity River Interagency Summit 
   
October 31, 2000 AC Presentation and Briefing to Dallas City Manager and Assistant City 

Manager 
   
November 15, 2000 AC Briefing and presentation to Dallas City Council 
   
November 28, 2000 AC Coordination meeting with Corps of Engineers to discuss excavation 

plan 
   
November 30, 2000  AC Briefing to State Representative Yvonne Davis 
   
December 5, 2000 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
December 27, 2000 OP 10:00 - 11:00 AM Radio Broadcast - KRLD 1080AM - The Charlie 

Jones Show - Regarding Trinity River.  Guest host Ms. Laura Miller 
(City Councilwomen).  Panel guests included Honorable Lee 
Jackson (Dallas County), Mr. Walter Skipwith (Halff Associates, 
Inc.), and Mr. Ned Fritz via telephone. 

   
January 10, 2001  OP Briefing to Stemmons Corridor Business Association Board of 

Directors 
   
January 17, 2001 AC Meeting and field trip with members of Texas Historical Commission, 

TxDOT Environmental, TxDOT Dallas, NTTA, City of Dallas, and 
Consultant Architect to categorize structures displaced by each 
alternative. 

   
January 23, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
February 5, 2001  OP Briefing to Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors 
   
February 21, 2001 OP Briefing to the Dallas Chapter of American Society of Landscape 

Architects 
   
February 27, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
March 8, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
March 26, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
April 10, 2001 OP Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce Development Meeting 
   
April 19, 2001 AC Mayor�s Summit on the Trinity River Corridor with members of 

USACE, TxDOT, NTTA, Texas Parks and Wildlife, EPA, and City of 
Dallas 

   
April 19, 2001 OP Presentation to the American Institute of Architects � Dallas�Fort 

Worth Chapter 
   
April 24, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
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Date Category Event 
 

May 3 � 31, 2001 OP Trinity River Corridor Comprehensive Land Use Plan Stakeholders 
Meetings Schedule (16 Meetings) 

   
May 3, 2001 OP Presentation to the Lovers Lane Methodist Church � North Dallas 

Shepard�s Center 
   
May 22, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
July 2, 2001 OP Presentation to the Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce 
   
July 19, 2001 OP Presentation to the Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce 
   
July 24, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
August 10, 2001 OP Briefing to Highland Park Mayor and City Council Committee 
   
August 10, 2001 AC Meeting with EPA and NTTA to review alternatives and 

Environmental Justice overview 
   
August 22, 2001 AC Coordination meeting held with City of Dallas, USACE, FHWA, 

NTTA and EPA to discuss Joint Development Projects and 
Streamlining the Supplemental EA with the DEIS 

   
August 28, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 10, 2001 OP Blachard & NTTA Coordination Meeting 
   
September 12, 2001 AC Coordination Meeting with Operation, Planning and Regulatory 

personnel at USACE, with City of Dallas and NTTA to overview 
alternatives within the Dallas Floodway and operations design 
criteria for the levees 

   
September 19, 2001 OP Presentation TRCCC Transportation and Economic Development 

Subcommittees 
   
September 25, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 2, 2001 AC Small Group Coordination Meeting 
   
October 2, 2001 OP Trinity Commons Bus Tour 
   
October 11, 2001 OP Mayor�s Summit Preparation 
   
October 15, 2001 OP Urban Land Institute Briefing 
   
October 23, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 25, 2001 OP Dallas Assembly Briefing 
   
December 4, 2001 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
December 12, 2001 OP Dallas Real Estate Council Presentation 
   
January 22, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
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Date Category Event 
 

   
February 19, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
March 26, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
April 19, 2002 BF Dallas Councilman Leo Chaney 
   
April 20, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
April 26, 2002 BF Presentation to City of Dallas Council and Mayor Miller 
   
May 28, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
May 28, 2002 PM Economic Development of Trinity Corridor 
   
June 2002 OP Mayor�s Summit Presentation 
   
June 25, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
July 23, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
August 1, 2002 OP Dallas Urban Design consultant pre-proposal Meeting 
   
August 27, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 5, 2002 OP Dallas Urban Design Consultant Kick Off Meeting 
   
September 9, 2002 BF Dallas Council Transportation and Telecommunication Committee 

(CTTC) Meeting 
   
September 12, 2002 AC Meeting with Dallas and NCTCOG for Sept. 23 Council CTTC 

meeting 
   
September 23, 2002 BF Dallas Council CTTC Meeting 
   
September 24, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 3, 2002 AC Dallas Urban Design Coordination Meeting 
   
October 14, 2002 BF Dallas Council CTTC Meeting 
   
October 16, 2002 AC Dallas Urban Design Coordination Meeting 
   
October 18, 2002 AC Meeting with Dallas and NCTCOG for Oct. 28 Council CTTC 

Meeting 
   
October 22, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Meeting 
   
October 28, 2002 BF Dallas Council CTTC Meeting 
   
December 3, 2002 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
January 13, 2003 BF Dallas City Council CTTC Meeting 
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Date Category Event 
 

January 28, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
January 30, 2003 AC City of Dallas and Oncor Energy regarding Electric Transmission 

Main Routing 
   
February 25, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
February 27, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
February 28, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
March 5, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
March 24, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
March 25, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
March 25, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
April 9, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
April 15, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
April 16, 2003 BF City Council Briefing 
   
April 25, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
May 15, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
May 21, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
May 22, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
May 23, 2003 BF Dallas Mayoral Briefing  
   
May 27, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
June 10, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
June 13, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
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Date Category Event 
 

June 16, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 
regarding Urban Design Proposals 

   
June 24, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
July 2, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
July 16, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
July 22, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
August 26, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 5, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
September 9, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
September 12, 2003 AC City of Dallas Mayor�s Meeting 
   
September 15, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
September 23, 2003 AC Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 25, 2003 AC Meeting with City of Dallas, Dallas Plan, NTTA and NCTCOG 

regarding Urban Design Proposals 
   
October 2, 2003 BF City of Dallas Mayor�s Meeting 
   
October 8, 2003 BF City of Dallas Council  Briefing on EIS Revisions 
   
October 10, 2003 AC City of Dallas Project Scheduling 
   
October 15, 2003 BF NTTA Board of Directors Briefing 
   
October 17, 2003 BF Dallas Mayor  meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
October 28, 2003 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
November 4, 2003 AC Dallas Councilman Ed Oakley and Oncor 
   
November 19, 2003 AC City of Dallas, TxDOT and NTTA on UPRR impacts and Woodall 

Rodgers Extension Coordination 
   
November 21, 2003 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
January 16, 2004 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
January 20, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
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Date Category Event 
 

January 27, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
February 12, 2004 AC City of Dallas, TxDOT and NTTA on UPRR impacts and Woodall 

Rodgers Extension Coordination 
   
February 13, 2004 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
February 17, 2004 CAWG Conducted CAWG Meeting 
   
February 24, 2004 PM Public Meeting conducted in West Dallas 
   
February 24, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
February 26, 2004 PM Public Meeting conducted in South Dallas 
   
March 9, 2004 OP TR Hoover Neighborhood Association Presentation 
   
March 9, 2004 OP New Hope Baptist Church Presentation 
   
March 18, 2004 OP Bus Tour for South Dallas Elected Official�s Staff & Neighborhoods 
   
March 23, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
March 27, 2004 OP Booth at TR Hoover Neighborhood Association Community Fair  
   
March 27, 2004 OP Clean South Dallas Joint Neighborhood Associations� Meeting 
   
April 9, 2004 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
April 21, 2004 OP Leadership Dallas Presentation 
   
April 23, 2004 AC City of Dallas, TxDOT and NTTA on UPRR impacts and Woodall 

Rodgers Extension Coordination 
   
May 14, 2004 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
May 25, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
June 4, 2004  Presentation to the Dallas Regional Mobility Coalition 
   
June 14, 2004 AC NTTA and TxDOT regarding connection of TP to IH 35 South 
   
June 16, 2004 BF Representative Yvonne Davis, Councilman Ed Oakley, Councilman 

Hill 
   
June 22, 2004 BF Senator Royce West and Representative Terry Hodges. Councilman 

Oakley. Councilman Chaney. 
   
June 22, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
June 23, 2004 BF New Hope Church - Presentation to Trustees 
   
July 27, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
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Date Category Event 
 

August 18, 2004 -- Ceremony to announce Environmental Streamlining of TP by FHWA 
Administrator Mary Peters and Texas Governor Rick Perry 

   
August 24, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
September 09, 2004 BF St. Phillips Neighborhood Development Corporation 
   
September 10, 2004  BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
September 16-17 2004 BF South Dallas Local and State Elected Officials 
   
September 18, 2004 OP West Dallas Chamber of Commerce 
   
September 21, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
October 19, 2004 BF FHWA Deputy Director Briefing and Bus Tour 
   
October 26, 2004 IET Trinity Interagency Executive Team Meeting 
   
November 5, 2004 BF Dallas Mayor�s Meeting with NTTA and TxDOT 
   
November 16, 2004 BF South Dallas Local and State Elected Officials 
 
NOTES: 
* Trinity River Executive Team includes staff from the following organizations: City of Dallas Trinity 
River Corridor Project, NCTCOG, USACE (Fort Worth District and Dallas Division); TCEQ (Arlington Field 
Office), EPA (Region VI), TxDOT (Dallas District), and NTTA. 
 
Acronym Legend 
AC: Agency Coordination 
IET:  Interagency Executive Team 
PM: Public Meeting 
OP:  Outside Presentation 
CAWG: Community Advisory Work Group (Community Advisory Work Group consists of 54 

representatives from neighborhood, businesses, civic groups, landowners, and environmental 
groups.)  Meetings are open to the public. 

BF: Briefing 
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NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

TRINITY PARKWAY 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

JULY 8, 1999 
 
 

1.0 Executive Summary 
 
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), on July 8, 1999, a public scoping meeting 
was conducted for the Trinity Parkway Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) at the Ramada Plaza 
Hotel, located at 1011 S. Akard Street in Dallas, Texas.  The purpose of the meeting was to initiate 
public/agency involvement for the scoping process, which would be used to identify the range of 
alternatives, environmental impacts, and significant issues to be addressed in the EIS.  The meeting 
opened with an approximate one-hour technical presentation, summarizing the role of the North Texas 
Tollway Authority (NTTA), the results of the TxDOT Trinity Parkway Corridor Major Transportation 
Investment Study (MTIS), and information concerning the EIS process, including public/agency 
involvement activities, environmental issues, alternatives, and the project schedule.  After the technical 
presentation and a short intermission, the attendees were asked to present verbal comments concerning 
scoping issues to be addressed in the EIS. 
 
 
2.0 Meeting Format and Summary of Technical Presentation 
 
Project exhibits were displayed before, during and after the meeting. The exhibits depicted the study 
corridor with four preliminary Build Alternatives (one along Industrial Boulevard and three along the 
Dallas Floodway), existing study corridor land use, the cause of the existing and projected traffic 
problems, and proposed cross-sections for the four preliminary Build Alternatives.  The city of Dallas 
included an exhibit illustrating the proposed Trinity River Master Implementation Plan.  Meeting 
handouts along with the city of Dallas publication Trinity River Corridor 1998 Year in Review were 
distributed at the sign-in table prior to the meeting. 
 
The meeting began with opening remarks and introductions by Mr. Jerry Hiebert, Executive Director, 
with the NTTA.  Mr. Hiebert provided an overview of the NTTA and discussed the reasons for 
sponsoring the preparation of the EIS.  He presented the meeting�s agenda and methods for the public to 
offer comments on the study.   
 
Mr. Martin Molloy, President of Halff Associates, Inc., summarized the results of the TxDOT Trinity 
Parkway Corridor MTIS, which explained the cause of existing and future traffic problems in the Trinity 
River Corridor and presented elements of the adopted MTIS Plan of Action, including the proposed 
reliever route (Trinity Parkway) for solving traffic problems.  Included was a discussion of the four 
preliminary Build Alternatives selected from the MTIS for the reliever route, which include the 
following: 
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Industrial Boulevard Alternative  
 An elevated roadway (double-deck) over existing Industrial Boulevard with eight general-

purpose lanes.  
 
Trinity River Alternatives  

 A combined parkway with eight general purpose lanes on the river side of the east levee,  
 A split parkway with eight general purpose lanes on the river side of both levees, and 
 A split parkway with eight general-purpose lanes on the land side of both levees.   

 
Typical sections and computer renderings of the alternatives were displayed and discussed.  In addition, 
details were presented concerning possible access to IH-30 and IH-35E along the reliever route near 
downtown Dallas. 
 
Mr. David Morgan presented an overview of the EIS process, including NEPA requirements, the EIS 
scoping process, plans for public/agency involvement, environmental resource issues, and the anticipated 
project schedule.  Copies of the slides presented during the technical presentation are presented in 
Appendix A. 
 
Mr. Hiebert concluded the technical presentation by asking for public comments concerning the project.  
Following a brief intermission, citizens spoke before the group offering their comments.  Mr. Hiebert 
adjourned the meeting after conclusion of the public comment session. 
 
  
3.0 DISPLAYS  
 
Exhibits were displayed showing background on the cause of the existing and projected traffic problems, 
the proposed study corridor depicted with the four preliminary Build Alternatives, existing land use 
within the study area, and diagrams and typical sections of alternative routes evaluated during the TxDOT 
MTIS. Included was an exhibit illustrating the proposed Trinity River Master Implementation Plan 
provided by the city of Dallas.   
 
 
4.0 HANDOUTS 
 

 Meeting Agenda 
 Copy of the slides used during the technical presentation 
 Trinity Parkway EIS - Information Sheet 
 Trinity Parkway EIS - Public Scoping Meeting Written Comment Sheet 
 City of Dallas - Trinity River Corridor 1998 Year in Review 

 
Copies of the meeting handouts are presented in Appendix B.   
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5.0 MEETING DETAILS 
 

Date: July 8, 1999  - 7:00 PM to 9:30 PM 
Location:  Ramada Plaza Hotel 
   1011 S. Akard Street 
   Dallas, Texas 75215 
Attendance: Approximately 130 People 

 
 
Summary of Oral Comments 
 
Moderator:  Mr. Jerry Hiebert, Executive Director, NTTA 
 
The following is a summary of the oral comments received:  
 

 Widespread opposition to a roadway alternative built between the levees 
 Widespread support for a roadway built outside of the levees, including Industrial Boulevard 
 Concerns about potential loss of trees caused by the river alternatives 
 Concerns about increased flooding downstream due to an alternative built between the levees 
 Concerns about air, noise, and visual effects caused by the reliever roadway 
 Concerns about a reliever roadway built between the levees and its effect on planned 

recreational facilities within the Dallas Floodway 
 Concerns about the reliever roadway dividing communities located on both sides of the river 
 Concerns about building a reliever roadway instead of developing mass transit alternatives 
 Concerns about the river alternatives and their potential effects on the migratory path of 

certain bird species 
 Concerns about the effects of urban development and adjacent land use changes caused by 

the reliever roadway 
 Concerns about exceeding the approved funding of the reliever roadway due to the proposed 

signature bridges across the river 
 Concerns about costs associated with design and operation as a toll facility 

 
 
6.0 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS 
 
During the public scoping meeting, written comment sheets were distributed. The comment sheets were 
provided to the attendees to state general comments, suggestions or concerns (e.g. alternatives, 
environmental concerns, significant issues, etc.) to be addressed in the EIS.  Six comment sheets during 
the meeting and by direct mail.  In addition, 23 letters were received.  Copies of the written comments 
received are presented in Appendix C. 
 
7.0 MEETING NOTIFICATION PROCESS 
 
Direct Mailings 
Mail lists provided by TxDOT, Army Corps of Engineers, and the Trinity River Corridor Citizens 
Committee were used for direct mailings to notify interested citizens, property owners, and elected 
officials of the meeting.  Each mailing included a cover letter and the public meeting notice.  A copy of 
the letter circulated is presented in Appendix D. 
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Legal Advertisements 
Legal notices of the meeting were published in The Dallas Morning News on June 23, 1999 the Dallas 
Weekly on June 29, 1999 and the El Sol de Texas on June 25, 1999.  Copies of the legal notices are 
presented in Appendix D. 
 
Newspaper Advertisements 
A paid advertisement announcing the meeting was published in The Dallas Morning News on July 7, 
1999.  A copy of the advertisement is presented in Appendix D. 
 
8.0 MEETING RECORDS 
 
Photographs 
Photographs taken during the July 8, 1999 public scoping meeting are presented in Appendix E. 
 
Transcript 
Court Reporters Associated prepared a transcript of the proceedings of the public scoping meeting.  A 
copy of the transcript is presented in Appendix F. 
 
Record of Attendance 
Copies of the sign-in sheets completed during the meeting are presented in Appendix G. 
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TABLE A-2.1.  COMMUNITY ADVISORY WORK GROUP - TRINITY PARKWAY EIS 

Rep Title First Name Last Name Company Address 
Staff Mr. Greg Ajemian City of Dallas OCMC, 320 E. Jefferson 
Staff Mr. Chris Anderson NTTA - Planning Director P. O. Box 260729 
Alt Mr. Monte Anderson Best Southwest Chamber 2021 N. Hampton, Ste. 140 
Rep Ms. Shirley Augurson Environmental Protection Agency US EPA - Region 6 (6RA-DJ) 

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 
1200 

Staff Ms. Alva Baker Baker Consulting Associates 2401 South Blvd. 
Rep Mr. Shallie Bey W. Dallas Neighborhood 

Development Corp.  
2907 N Hampton Rd 

Staff Mr. Mark Bouma NTTA 16610 Dallas Parkway, Suite 
2300 

Rep Ms. Carol Brandon Dallas Park & Recreation Board 116 Halsey 
Rep Mr. Charles D. Briner Save Open Space 8924 Capri Drive 
Rep Ms. Barbara Brown Big City Crushed Concrete, Inc. 5900 Willow Lane 
Alt Mr. Mason C. Brown Big City Crushed Concrete, Inc. PO Box 29816 
Rep Mr. John  Cappello, Pres. West Dallas Chamber  2424 N. Westmoreland Road  

 
Rep Mr. Bill Ceverha New Trinity Coalition 2911 Turtle Creek Blvd., #900 
Rep Mr. John Clark TRCCC - Econ. Dev. Comm. 

Chair 
1912 Shumard Oak Lane 

Staff Mr. Matthew Craig Halff Associates 8616 Northwest Plaza Drive 
Alt Mr. Tom Crow Sierra Club 5715 Surrey Square Lane 
Alt Ms. Diane Curry Dallas Park & Recreation Board, 

President 
6658 Ridgeview Circle 

Staff Mr. Harold Denney Administrator Assistant  
County Commissioner District 1, 
Jim Jackson 

2311 Joe Field Road 

Staff Ms. Rebecca Dugger, P.E. City of Dallas 320 East Jefferson, Room 107 
Staff Mr. David Dybala, P.E. City of Dallas Public Works Department; 

City Hall 1500 Marilla, Room 
6BN 

Alt Ms. Lela Edward, Chair W. Dallas Neighborhood 
Development Corp. 

2907 N Hampton Rd 

Rep Ms. Lillie Mae Fain E. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 
District  
10th Street Comm. Dev. District 

640 S. Moore Street 

Rep Mr. E. Larry Fonts Central Dallas Association 1201 Elm Street, Suite 5310 
Rep Mr. Brad Forslund JPI Properties 600 E. Las Colinas Blvd., 

Suite 1800 
Alt Mr. Ned Fritz Texas Committee on Natural 

Resources 
4144 Cochran Chapel 

Alt Mr. Thomas Fry Texas Trails Network, President-
Elect 

PO Box 469002 

Rep Ms. Shirley Garcia Magna Vista /Cedar Crest 
Neighborhood District - Cadillac 
Heights 

814 La Salle 

Rep Mr. Reginald Gates Dallas Black Chamber of 
Commerce 

2838 Martin L. King, Jr. Blvd. 

Alt Ms. Esther Gebhardt Greater Dallas Chamber of 
Commerce 

1201 Elm Street, Suite 2000 

Rep Mr. David Gray Texas Committee on Natural 
Resources 

9432 Viewside Drive 

Staff Mr. Bill Hale, P.E. TxDOT PO Box 133067 
Rep Mr. Lee Halford, Jr. Industrial Properties Corporation 400 East Carpenter Freeway 
Alt Ms. Donna Halstead, Pres. Dallas Citizen�s Council  901 Main Street, # 6212 
Alt Mr. Gregg Hamill Industrial Properties Corporation 400 East Carpenter Freeway 
Rep Mr. Elton Harwell Greater Dallas Planning Council 7702 Queens Garden Drive 
Rep Mr. Welton Haynes Magna Vista /Cedar Crest 

Neighborhood District 
1438 Bonnie View Rd 

Alt Mr. Tad Heimburger N. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 
District 

2158 Kessler Court 

Alt Mr. Robert Hensley, Jr. Mixmaster Bus. Assoc.  424 S. Industrial Blvd 
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Rep Title First Name Last Name Company Address 
Rep Mr. Don Hicks Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce 

Chairman Transportation 
Committee 

2909 S. Hampton Road, LB 
#32 

Staff Mr. Jerry Hiebert NTTA P. O. Box 260729  
Rep Ms. Joanne Hill Friends of the Trinity 4518 Ridge Rd 
Staff Mr. John Hoffman Halff Associates 8616 Northwest Plaza Drive 
Rep Mr. Craig C Holcomb, Chair TRCCC  PO Box 150248 
Rep Mr. Mark Housewright TRCCC  

Transportation Comm. Chair 
PO Box 4650 

Alt Mr. Rick Howell Central Dallas Association 1201 Elm Street, Suite 5310 
Staff Ms. Donna Huerta NTTA P. O. Box 260729 
Alt Ms. Ann Huntington Trammell Crow Company 2200 Ross Ave., #3700 
 Mr. Lee  Jackson, Chancellor University of North Texas System P. O. Box 311220 
Rep Mr. Charles Johnson TRCCC - Vice Chairman 3055 S. Marsalis Ave. 
Rep Ms. Debra Johnson W. Dallas Neighborhood District  

Voice of Hope Ministries 
4144 Norco 

Alt Mr. Greg Johnson Dallas Methodist Hospitals 
Foundation 

PO Box 655999 

Alt Mr. Norris Johnson S. Dallas Neighborhood District 3419 Edgewood 
Rep Ms. Maureen Jones N. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 

District 
1136 Woodlawn Ave 

Alt Mr. Ronald Jones S. Dallas Neighborhood District 1507 Brook Valley Court 
Staff Ms. Jill Jordan, P.E. City of Dallas City Hall, 1500 Marilla Street, 

4DN 
Rep 
 

Mr. Rick Keeler Best Southwest Chamber 2021 N. Hampton, Ste. 140 

 Honorabl
e Judge 

Margaret Keliher Dallas County Commissioners 
Court 

411 Elm Street 

Alt Mr. David Kerr Greater Dallas Planning Council 3710 Rawlins, LB 21, Suite 
830 

Rep Mr. Mike Koesling Woodbine Development Corp. 1445 Ross Ave., Suite 5000 
Alt Ms. Maurine Lee Dallas County Audubon Society 4012 Southwestern Blvd. 
Alt Ms. Kelly Lindig Woodbine Development Corp. 1445 Ross Ave., Suite 5000 
Rep Mr. Charles Lively Trinity Improvement Association 660 S. Zang Blvd. 
Rep Ms. Rosa  Lopez W. Dallas Neighborhood District  

Vecinos Unidos, Inc. 
3603 N. Winnetka Ave 

Rep Ms. Wendy Lopez Greater Dallas Chamber of 
Commerce LopezGarcia Group 

1825 Market Center Blvd., 
Suite 150 

Staff Mr. Sam Lopez City of Dallas  1500 Marilla Street 
Alt Mr. Ernest Lopez, Pres. West Dallas Business Assoc. 3110 Ruder Street 
Alt Ms. Kathy Love Dallas County Commissioners 

Court 
411 Elm Street 

 Ms. Barbara Mallory Caraway Barbara Mallory Caraway & 
Associates 

1934 Argyle 

Alt Ms. Maxey  Marshall Magna Vista /Cedar Crest 
Neighborhood District 

2949 King Cole Circle 

Staff Ms Judy Marsicano US Army Corps of Engineers 819 Taylor Street, Room 3A24 
P.O. Box 17300 

Alt Mr. Joe May Cedars/Fair Park/E. Dallas 
Neighborhood District 

2206 N Garrett 

Rep Ms. Dorothy McCary W. Dallas Neighborhood District 
(Ledbetter Gardens 
Neighborhood) 

4132 Norco 

Alt Ms. Vicki Meek Cedars/Fair Park/E. Dallas 
Neighborhood District/S. Dallas 
Cultural Center 

3400 Fitzhugh 

Rep Mr. Bud Melton Texas Trails Network PO Box 141318 
Rep Mr. Bennett Miller Cedars/Fair Park/E. Dallas 

Neighborhood District 
1711 S. Ervay Street 

Rep Ms. Jackie Mixon S. Dallas Neighborhood District 2558 Starks 
Staff Mr. Martin  Molley Halff Associates 8616 Northwest Plaza Drive 
Alt Mr. Robert Moore Oak Farms Dairy PO Box 655178 
Staff Mr. David Morgan Halff Associates 8616 Northwest Plaza Drive 
Alt Mr. John Morris N. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 

District 
1302 Eastus Drive 
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Rep Title First Name Last Name Company Address 
Staff Mr. Michael Morris NCTCOG Centerpoint II 

616 Six Flags Dr., Suite 220 
Rep Mr. Alford Neal E. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 

District  
438 Ave E 

Staff Mr. Tim Nesbitt TxDOT PO Box 133067 
Alt Mr. David Newman Stemmons Corridor Business 

Assoc. 
8303 Chancelor Rd. 

Alt Mr. Charles O�Neal Dallas Black Chamber of 
Commerce 

2838 Martin L. King, Jr. Blvd. 

Rep Ms. Diane Ragsdale S. Dallas Neighborhood District  
Innercity CDC 

4907 Spring Ave. 

Rep Mr. Campbell Read Dallas County Audubon Society 5839 Monticello 
Staff Ms. Michelle Releford TxDOT  P.O. Box 133067 
Alt Dr.  I.M. Rice Trinity Improvement Association 660 S. Zang Blvd. 
Staff Mr. Gene Rice  US Army Corps of Engineers 819 Taylor Street, Room 3A24 

P.O. Box 17300 
Alt Mr. Burl D. Ridge Magna Vista /Cedar Crest 

Neighborhood District  
1935 Cedar Crest Blvd 

Rep Ms.. Renee Riggs Stemmons Corridor Business 
Assoc. 

P.O. Box 568887 

Rep Mr. Craig Roberts Oak Farms Dairy PO Box 655178 
Rep Mr. Sherman Roberts Cedars/Fair Park/E. Dallas 

Neighborhood District (ORCDC) 
5826 Fox Hill Lane 

Rep Mr. Warren L. Rutherford Dallas Methodist Hospitals 
Foundation 

400 S. Zang Blvd. Ste1214, 
LB56 

Alt Ms. Nancy Ruttle Loyd, Pres. & 
CEO 

Oak Cliff Chamber of Commerce 660 South Zang Blvd. 

Alt Ms. Patricia Stephens W. Dallas Neighborhood District  3643 Gallagher St 
Staff Mr. Rick Thomas Halff Associates 8616 Northwest Plaza Drive 
Rep Mr. Jed  Thompson Blackard Developments 5385 FM 2934 
Rep Mr. Arturo Violante Dallas Hispanic Chamber of 

Commerce 
4622 Maple 

Rep Ms. Mary Vogelson Save Open Space 9316 Guernsey 
Rep Mr. John Ward West Dallas Business Assoc. 

Dallas Transfer & Terminal 
2424 N. Westmoreland 

Alt Ms. Debra Washington E. Oak Cliff Neighborhood 
District  
10th Street Comm. Dev. District 

PO Box 3759 

Rep Mr. Nelvin Washington W. Dallas Neighborhood District  4307 Bernal Drive 
Rep Mr. Joe Wells Sierra Club 2726 Kingston Street 
Rep Ms. Sarah Wilke W. Dallas Neighborhood District  3100 Crossman 
Rep Mr. Charlie Williams S. Central Comm. Dev. Corp. 9412 Jill Lane 
Staff Mr. Sam Williams Baker Consulting Associates 2401 South Blvd. 
Rep Mr. Marcus Wood Mixmaster Bus. Assoc.  6060 N. Central Expressway, 

Ste. 333 
 



TRINITY PARKWAY  Appendix A-2 / Page 19 

TABLE A-2.2.  MEETING ATTENDANCE SUMMARY 

Meeting Date Citizen�s 
Total 

City/County 
Officials 

NTTA & 
Staff 

Meeting 
Total 

October 4, 1999 53 1 4 58 

October 30, 1999 (Bus Tour) 29 1 5 35 

December 13, 1999 43 2 7 52 

January 10, 2000 55 3 8 66 

February 14, 2000 58 2 9 69 

March 13, 2000 48 1 9 58 

April 10, 2000 48 2 8 58 

May 8, 2000 45 1 7 53 

June 12, 2000 40 1 7 48 

September 11, 2000 49 1 12 62 

February 17, 2004 25 7 9 41 
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new alignments to the east or west of
Marysville.

Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments will be sent to
appropriate Federal, State, and local
agencies, and to private organizations
and citizens who have previously
expressed, or are known to have, an
interest in this proposal. In addition,
scoping meetings will be held during
the latter part of 1999. Public notice for
these scoping meetings will be given. A
public hearing will be held. Public
notice will be given of the time and
place of the hearing. The draft EIS will
be available for public and agency
review and comment prior to the public
hearing.

To ensure that the full range of issues
related to this proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning
and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation on
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program)

Issued on: June 7, 1999.
Robert F. Tally,
Chief, Program Delivery Team—North
Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. 99–15201 Filed 6–15–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement:
Dallas County, Texas

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that an
environmental impact statement will be
prepared for a proposed transportation
project in Dallas County, Texas.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Walter C. Waidelich Jr., District
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, 300 E. 8th Street, Room
826, Austin, Texas 78701, Telephone
(512) 916–5988.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, in cooperation with the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT)
and the North Texas Tollway Authority
(NTTA), will prepare an environmental

impact statement (EIS) for the Trinity
Parkway reliever route from the SH–
183/IH–35E interchange to SH–310/US–
175 interchange to relieve traffic
congestion on IH–35E and IH–30 within
the City of Dallas. In 1998. A Major
Transportation Investment Study
(MTIS) was completed by TxDOT in
order to develop a locally-preferred plan
to solve transportation problems along
the Trinity River corridor in Dallas and
to integrate with community plans and
goals for the Trinity River resource. The
study was focused on transportation
needs in the IH–35E/IH–30 interchange
on the west side of downtown Dallas,
locally known as the ‘‘Mixmaster,’’ and
the depressed segment of IH–30 south of
downtown, locally known as the
‘‘Canyon.’’ The MTIS Recommended
Plan of Action is comprised of seven
elements, which include improvements
to existing facilities, improving
alternative transportation modes, and
constructing a reliever route along the
Trinity River. The MTIS considered in
detail four corridors for the proposed
reliever route. These included
Stemmons Freeway (IH–35E), Industrial
Boulevard, the east Trinity River levee
and the west Trinity River levee.

During the MTIS process, numerous
alternatives were evaluated for the
reliever roadway. The analysis of effects
for each of the reliever roadway
alternatives included the estimation of
construction and right-of-way costs,
traffic capacity considerations, effect on
natural and cultural assets, effect on
social and economic conditions,
impacts on Trinity River projects,
number of displacements, effect on
access to adjacent properties, and
difficulty/disruption in construction.
From the preliminary alternatives
considered, four build alternatives, one
along existing Industrial Boulevard and
three along the Trinity River levees,
were identified as potential alternative
alignments that warrant further study.
The principal variations of the three
alternatives along the Trinity River
levees consist of a combined roadway
with eight general purpose lanes along
the river side of the east levee; a split
parkway with four general purpose
lanes along the river side of both levees;
and a split parkway with four general
purpose lanes along the land side of
both levees. The Industrial Boulevard
alternative consists of an elevated
roadway (double-deck) with eight
general purpose lanes and two high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. These
alternatives and the no-build alternative
along with any other reasonable
alternatives identified during the
scoping and public involvement

processes will be analyzed in further
detail during the EIS review process.

The EIS will include a discussion of
the effects of other known and
reasonably foreseeable agency actions
proposed within the Trinity Parkway
corridor study area, which include
proposed projects by the US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the
City of Dallas. The USACE has proposed
flood control improvements consisting
of the proposed Dallas Floodway
Extension, which encompasses the
Dallas Floodway from the AT&SF
Railroad near Corinth Street to IH–20;
and proposed flood control
improvements from the AT&SF Railroad
to Royal Lane in Dallas. The USACE has
submitted a final EIS for the proposed
Dallas Floodway Extension project. The
proposed flood control improvements
between the AT&SF Railroad and Royal
Lane will be evaluated as part of a
Programmatic EIS to be completed by
the USACE for the Trinity River
complex from the southern boundary of
Dallas County to the upper reaches of
the Trinity River Elm Fork, West Fork,
and Clear Fork. The City of Dallas has
proposed various Trinity River
floodway improvements, which include
the construction of lakes, wetlands, hike
and bike trails, parks, and other
recreational amenities. This project is
identified as the City of Dallas Trinity
River Master Implementation Plan and
is currently in the planning stage.

A public scoping meeting is planned
to be held in the summer of 1999. The
date will be announced locally at a later
time. This will be the first in a series of
meetings to solicit public comments on
the proposed action. In addition, public
hearings will be held. Public notice will
be given of the time and place of the
meetings and hearings. The Draft EIS
will be available for public and agency
review and comment prior to the public
hearings.

To ensure that the full range of issues
related to this proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning
and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation of
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program.)
Walter C. Waidelich, Jr.,
District Engineer, Austin, Texas.
[FR Doc. 99–15262 Filed 6–15–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M
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under Section 9 of the IFTA Act on
March 13, 1998 (63 FR 12572), March
19, 1999 (64 FR 13623), October 15,
1999 (64 FR 56015), and October 24,
2000 (65 FR 64472).

The Government of Israel and the
Government of the Hashemite Kingdom
of Jordan have agreed to the designation
of the Mushatta International Complex
(protocol dated November 22, 2000), the
El Zay Ready Wear Manufacturing
Company Duty Free Area (protocol
dated January 12, 2000) and the Al
Qastal Industrial Zone (protocol dated
November 22, 2000) as Qualifying
Industrial Zones. The Government of
Israel and the Government of Jordan
further agreed that merchandise may
enter, without payment of duty or excise
taxes, areas under their respective
customs control in association with the
Mushatta, El Zay and Al Qastal
Qualifying Industrial Zones.
Accordingly, the Mushatta International
Complex, the El Zay Ready Wear
Manufacturing Company Duty Free Area
and the Al Qastal Industrial Zone meet
the criteria under paragraphs 9(e)(1) and
(2) of the IFTA Act.

Therefore, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the President in
Proclamation 6955, I hereby designate
the Mushatta International Complex, the
El Zay Ready Wear Manufacturing
Company Duty Free Area and the Al
Qastal Industrial Zone, as established by
the January 12, 2000 and November 22,
2000 Amending Protocols to the
Agreement Between the Government of
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and
the Government of the State of Israel on
Irbid Qualifying Industrial Zone, as
Qualifying Industrial Zones under
section 9 of the IFTA Act, effective upon
the date of publication of this notice,
applicable to goods shipped from these
Qualifying Industrial Zones after such
date.

Dated: December 4, 2000.
Charlene Barshefsky,
United States Trade Representative.
[FR Doc. 00–31627 Filed 12–11–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3901–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement:
Dallas County, TX

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA issued a Notice of
Intent to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for a Trinity

Parkway reliever route, a transportation
project, in the Federal Register on June
16, 1999 (Volume 64, Number 115). The
FHWA is now issuing this
supplementary Notice of Intent to
include in the EIS a City of Dallas
evaluation of a proposed City of Dallas
Lake Plan located within the Trinity
River Dallas Floodway in Dallas County,
Texas. This proposed Lake Plan
potentially affects the project corridor
for the transportation project, and
several of the route alternatives under
consideration. Supplementary analysis
is needed to fully address the impacts
of joint development of these actions.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Patrick A. Bauer, P.E., District Engineer,
Federal Highway Administration, 300
East Eighth Street, Federal Office
Building, Room 826, Austin, Texas
78701, Telephone (512) 536–5950. Mr.
Jerry Hiebert, Executive Director, North
Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA), 5900
West Plano Parkway, Suite 100, Plano,
Texas 75093, Telephone (214) 522–
6200.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, jointly with the Texas
Department of Transportation and the
NTTA, and in cooperation with the City
of Dallas, will prepare an EIS for the
Trinity Parkway reliever route and
associated improvements in the project
corridor. Associated improvements
include one or more proposed lakes,
recreation amenities, and possible
wetlands as identified in the City of
Dallas Trinity River Corridor Master
Implementation Plan Lake Design and
Recreational Amenities Report, which
are located within the Dallas Floodway.

Impacts caused by construction and
operation of the Trinity Parkway and
the Dallas Lake Plan will vary according
to the alternatives selected. Generally,
these projects may impact floodplains,
water quality, air quality, socio-
economic conditions, historic and other
man-made structures.

The Draft EIS will be available for
public and agency review and comment
prior to the public hearing. To ensure
that the full range of issues related to
this proposed action are addressed and
all significant issues identified,
comments and suggestions are invited
from all interested parties. Comments or
questions concerning this proposed
action and the EIS should be directed to
the FHWA or NTTA at the address
provided above.

Issued on: December 1, 2000.
Salvador Deocampo,
Urban Programs Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–31462 Filed 12–11–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–22–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

Intelligent Transportation Society of
America; Public Meeting

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of public meeting.

SUMMARY: The Intelligent Transportation
Society of America (ITS AMERICA) will
hold a meeting of its Board of Directors
on Thursday, January 11, 2001. The
meeting begins at 2:00 p.m. and ends at
6 p.m. The letter designations that
follow each item mean the following: (I)
is an information item; (A) is an action
item; (D) is a discussion item. The
General Session includes the following
items: (1) Introductions and ITS
America Antitrust Policy and Conflict of
Interest Statements (I); (2) Review & and
Approval of August 6, 2000 Board
Meeting #35 Minutes and November 5,
2000 #36 Minutes (A); (3) Federal ITS
Initiatives Report (I/D); (4) Coordinating
Council Report (I/D/A); (5) State
Chapters Council Report (I/D); (6)
International Affairs Council & World
Congresses Reports (I/D); (7) ITS
America Trade Association Report (I);
(8) Interim President’s Report (External
Issues) (I/D); (9) Other Business;

Business Session

(US DOT participants excused; Board
Members, ITS America Members and
Staff Only.) (10) Report to the Executive
Committee (I/D); (11) Report of the
Nominating Committee (I); (12) Report
of the Finance Committee and Approval
of 2001 Budget (I/D/A); (13) Interim
President’s Report (Internal Issues)(I/D);
(14) Other Business and Schedule for
Meetings This Year.

ITS AMERICA provides a forum for
national discussion and
recommendations on ITS activities
including programs, research needs,
strategic planning, standards,
international liaison, and priorities.

The charter for the utilization of ITS
AMERICA establishes this organization
as an advisory committee under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act
(FACA) 5 USC app. 2, when it provides
advice or recommendations to DOT
officials on ITS policies and programs.
(56 FR 9400, March 6, 1991).
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APPENDIX B - CONTENT LIST 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Item Topic Date Page 
THC Project review Under Section 106 of 

the Historic Preservation Act 
July 2, 2002 1 

TxDOT Section 106: Identification of Historic 
Properties Targeted for Displacement 

June 5, 2002 2 - 5 

Halff Associates Report of Directly Impacted 
Structures (50 years old) 

February 27, 2001 6 

THC Project Review Under the Antiquities 
Code of Texas 

January 17, 2001 7 - 8 

THC Project Review Under the Antiquities 
Code of Texas - Permit #2302 

April 20, 2000 9 - 11 

THC Project review Under Section 106 of 
the Historic Preservation Act 

March 16, 2000 12 

TxDOT Section 106: Identification of Potential 
Effect 

March 10, 2000 13 

Trinity Parkway Project 
Meeting Minutes 

Historical and Archeological 
Background 

January 6, 2000 14 - 16 

THC Ancillary Information - eligibility of 
bridges crossing Dallas Floodway 

April 22,1999 17 - 18 

Lisa Hart, 
TxDOT – ENV (Historical 
Studies Branch) 

Ancillary information - Continental 
Street Bridge 

January 21, 1999 19 - 20 

TxDOT – ENV (Cultural 
Resources Management) 

Ancillary Information - Corinth Street 
Viaduct 

March 14, 1995 21 - 22 

TxDOT – ENV 
(Archeological Studies 
Program) 

Section 106 and Antiquities Code 
Coordination 

January, 8, 2004 23 

Locke Liddell & Sapp, 
LLP to City of Dallas 

Section 4(f) – Applicability Request  March 8, 2004 24 - 27 

FHWA Tribal Coordination August 19,2002 28 - 33 
THC Antiquities Permit Extension December 11, 2006 34 
AR Consultants Draft Archaeological Testing report September 7, 2006 35 
THC Draft Archaeological Testing report October 12, 2007 36 
AR Consultants Final Archaeological Testing report November 5, 2007 37 
AR Consultants Final Archaeological Testing report November 27, 2007 38 
THC Antiquities Permit - Completed Permit December 3, 2007 39 
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DISPLACEMENT / RELOCATION ASSISTANCE INFORMATION 

Item Topic Date Page 
Relocation Assistance Information --- --- 1 - 6 
Trinity Parkway Displacements --- --- 7 - 14 
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APPENDIX C 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE INFORMATION  
 

Pursuant to Section 103(a) of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act, and not withstanding Sections 210 and 305 of this Act, the head of a federal agency may discharge 

any of his responsibilities under this Act by accepting a certification by a state agency that it will carry out 

such responsibility, if the head of the lead agency determines such responsibility will be carried out in 

accordance with state laws which will accomplish the purpose and effect of the Act. 

 

The NTTA may assign relocation responsibilities to other parties, including the City of Dallas.  In such an 

event, relocation procedures described in this appendix would still be applicable.  If a Trinity Parkway 

Build Alternative is recommended and a ROD is issued (estimated to occur in 2009), affected property 

owners will be notified by mail.  Other than properties specifically available or required for early 

acquisition, it is estimated right-of-way acquisition and first written offers to purchase would occur within 

one year after issuance of the ROD. 

 

The following explanation is general and informational in nature and is not intended to be a complete or 

detailed statement of federal and state relocation laws and regulations.  Any questions concerning 

relocation should be addressed to NTTA. 

 

A. IMPORTANT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE INFORMATION 
 
Any persons to be displaced will be assigned a relocation advisor, who will work closely with each 

displaced person in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized and that all regulations 

are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displaced persons jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their 

benefits or payments.  At the time of the first written offer to purchase, owner-occupants are given a 

detailed explanation of the NTTA’s relocation services.  Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired 

are contacted soon after the first written offer to purchase and are also given a detailed explanation of the 

Relocation Program.  To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm or non-profit 

organization should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first contacting a 

relocation advisor.   

 

B. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES 
 

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 

as amended, relocation advisory assistance will be provided to any person, business, farm, or non-profit 

organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property for public use.  NTTA will assist 
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displaced persons in obtaining a comparable replacement dwelling by providing accurate, current, and 

continuing information on availability and prices of both houses for sale and rental units that are “decent, 

safe, and sanitary.”  Non-residential displaced persons will receive information on comparable properties 

for lease or purchase (Refer to Section D for business, farm, and non-profit organization relocation 

services).  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

Residential displacement dwellings will be in equal or better neighborhoods at rents or prices within the 

financial ability of the individuals and families displaced and reasonably accessible to their places of 

employment.  Before any displacement occurs, comparable replacement dwellings will be offered to 

displaced persons that are open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and 

consistent with the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.  This assistance will also 

include supplying information to displaced persons concerning federal and state-assisted housing 

programs and any other known services being offered by public and private agencies in the area. 

 

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property required for 

the project will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90-days written notice.  Occupants 

eligible for relocation payment(s) will not be required to move unless at least one comparable “decent, 

safe, and sanitary” replacement residence, available on the market, is offered to them by the City of 

Dallas. 

 

C.  RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION PAYMENTS PROGRAM 21 

 

The Relocation Payment Program will help eligible residential occupants by paying certain costs and 

expenses.  These costs are limited to actual costs necessary for or incidental to the purchase or rental of 

the replacement dwelling and actual reasonable moving expenses to a new location within 50 miles of the 

displacement property.  Any moving costs in excess of 50 miles are the responsibility of the displaced 

person.  The Residential Relocation Program is summarized as follows: 

 

Moving Expenses 29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length of occupancy 

in the property acquired, will be eligible for reimbursement of moving expenses.  Displaced persons will 

receive either the actual reasonable costs involved in moving themselves and personal property up to a 

maximum of 50 miles, or a fixed payment based on a fixed moving cost schedule. 
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Replacement Housing Payments 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be entitled to 

payments for increased costs of replacement housing.  Homeowners who have owned and occupied their 

property for 180 days or more prior to the date of the first written offer to purchase the property may 

qualify to receive a differential payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement for certain non-

recurring costs incidental to the purchase of the replacement property.  An interest differential payment is 

also available if the interest rate for the loan on the replacement dwelling is higher than the loan rate on 

the displacement dwelling, subject to certain limitations on reimbursement based upon the replacement 

property interest rate.  The maximum combination of these three supplemental payments that the owner-

occupant can receive is $22,500.  If the total entitlement (without moving payments) is in excess of 

$22,500, the Last Resort Housing Program will be used (Refer to Last Resort Housing Program section 

below). 

 

Rental Supplement 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

Tenants who have occupied the property to be acquired for 90 days or more and owner-occupants of 90-

179 days prior to the date of the first written offer to purchase may qualify to receive a rental differential 

payment.  This payment is made when the NTTA determines the cost to rent a comparable “decent, safe, 

and sanitary” replacement dwelling will be more than the present rent of the replacement dwelling.  As an 

alternative, the tenant may qualify for a down-payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a 

replacement property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to certain 

limitations (refer to Down Payment section below).  The maximum amount payable to any tenant of 90 

days or more and any owner-occupant of 90-179 days, in addition to moving expenses, is $5,250.  If the 

total entitlement for rental supplement exceeds $5,250, the Last Resort Housing Program will be used. 

 

In addition to the occupancy requirements in order to receive relocation benefits, the displaced person 

must buy or rent and occupy a “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling within 1 year from the 

date the NTTA takes legal possession of the property, or from the date the displaced person vacates the 

displacement property, whichever occurs later. 

 

Down-Payment 30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

The down-payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of 90-179 days and tenants with no 

less than 90 days of continuous occupancy before NTTA’s first written offer.  The down payment and 

incidental expenses cannot exceed the maximum payment of $5,250.  The 1-year eligibility period in 

which to purchase and occupy a “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling will apply.   



Appendix C / Page 4 TRINITY PARKWAY 

Last Resort Housing 1 

2 

3 

4 
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8 
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17 

18 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last Resort 

Housing Program of Federal-aid projects.  Last Resort Housing benefits are, except for the amounts of 

payments and the methods in making them, the same as those benefits for standard residential relocation 

as explained above.  Last Resort Housing has been designed primarily to cover situations where a 

displaced person cannot be relocated because of lack of available comparable replacement housing, or 

when the anticipated replacement housing payments exceed the $5,250 and $22,500 limits of the 

standard relocation procedure, because either the displaced person lacks the financial ability or other 

valid circumstances.  In certain exceptional situations, Last Resort Housing may also be used for tenants 

of less than 90 days.   

 

After the first written offer to acquire the property has been made, the NTTA will, within a reasonable 

length of time, personally contact the displaced person(s) to gather important information, including the 

following: 

 

• Preferences in area of relocation; 

• Number of people to be displaced and the distribution of adults and children according to age and 

sex; 

• Location of school and employment; 

• Specific arrangements needed to accommodate family member(s) special needs; and 

• Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling, which will adequately house all 

members of the family. 

 

D. THE NONRESIDENTIAL RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 24 

 

The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses, farms, and non-

profit organizations in locating suitable replacement property and reimbursement for certain costs 

involved in relocation.  The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program will provide current lists of properties 

offered for sale or rent, suitable for the specific relocation needs of a particular business.  The types of 

payments available to eligible businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations are moving and searching 

expenses and, possibly, reestablishment expenses or a fixed in lieu payment instead of any moving, 

searching, and reestablishment expenses.  The payment types are summarized as follows: 

 

• The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment, and similar business-related property 

dismantling, disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting, unloading, 

unpacking, and reconnecting of personal property. 
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• Displaced business, farms, and nonprofit organizations may be eligible for a payment for the 1 

actual direct loss of tangible personal property or the purchase of substitute personal property, 

which is incurred as a result of the move or discontinuance of the operation.  This payment will 

vary depending upon whether the item is replaced or not; however, it may never exceed the 

estimated cost of moving and reinstallation. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

8 

• Actual expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500 for reasonable 6 

expenses actually incurred.   

 

Reestablishment Expenses 9 

10 

11 

12 

Actual reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up to 

$10,000 for reasonable expenses actually incurred. 

 

Fixed in Lieu Payment 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A fixed payment in lieu of moving and searching payments and reestablishment payment may be 

available to businesses, which meet certain eligibility requirements.  This payment is an amount equal to 

the average annual net earnings for the last 2 taxable years prior to the relocation and may not be less 

than $1,000 or more than $20,000. 

 

E.  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

Relocation Payments Not Income 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered income for the 

purpose of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or resources for the purpose of determining the extent of 

eligibility of a displaced person for assistance under the Social Security Act, local “Section 8” housing 

programs, or other federal assistance programs. 

 

Right to Appeal 27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

Any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization, which has been refused a relocation payment by 

the relocation advisor or believes the payment(s) offered are inadequate, may appeal for a special 

hearing of their complaint.  No legal assistance is required.  Information about the appeal procedure is 

available from the relocation advisor. 
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2A 2B 3A 3B 3C 4A 4B 5

ROADWAY 25,646,142 58,337,736 93,060,458 119,559,631 106,382,534 120,790,591 115,923,880 126,314,713
STRUCTURES, BRIDGES & 
WALLS

774,398,600 484,088,750 355,023,530 353,296,170 463,057,520 386,287,750 501,974,450 459,561,540

DRAINAGE & UTILITIES 78,586,370 70,036,810 39,773,750 42,045,500 41,245,750 44,181,250 44,188,750 113,464,500
MISCELLANEOUS- SIGNAGE, 
LIGHTING, TRAFFIC 
CONTROL, ETC

89,449,780 93,908,402 64,391,074 64,685,141 56,977,723 76,102,836 66,293,630 76,415,414

TOLL GANTRIES & ITS 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000 33,365,000

MOBILIZATION (10%) 100,144,589 73,973,670 58,561,381 61,295,144 70,102,853 66,072,743 76,174,571 80,912,117

SUBTOTAL- CONSTRUCTION 
COSTS

1,101,590,481 813,710,368 644,175,193 674,246,586 771,131,380 726,800,170 837,920,281 890,033,284

CONSTRUCTION 
CONTINGENCIES (20%)

220,318,096 162,742,074 128,835,039 134,849,317 154,226,276 145,360,034 167,584,056 178,006,657

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
COST (CURRENT $)

1,321,908,577 976,452,441 773,010,232 809,095,903 925,357,656 872,160,204 1,005,504,337 1,068,039,940

SUBTOTAL- ROW COSTS 327,091,448 294,239,347 78,830,051 92,516,480 93,097,788 84,807,801 85,474,522 95,109,200

ROW CONTINGENCIES (20%) 65,418,290 58,847,869 15,766,010 18,503,296 18,619,558 16,961,560 17,094,904 19,021,840

TOTAL ROW COST 
(CURRENT $)

392,509,738 353,087,216 94,596,061 111,019,776 111,717,346 101,769,361 102,569,426 114,131,040

SUBTOTAL- AGENCY COSTS 303,379,394 230,084,725 176,019,200 184,377,619 210,611,396 200,916,444 229,585,432 247,310,587

AGENCY CONTINGENCIES 
(20%)

60,675,879 46,016,945 35,203,840 36,875,524 42,122,279 40,183,289 45,917,086 49,462,117

TOTAL AGENCY COST 
(CURRENT $)

364,055,273 276,101,670 211,223,040 221,253,143 252,733,675 241,099,733 275,502,518 296,772,704

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
COST

1,321,908,577 976,452,441 773,010,232 809,095,903 925,357,656 872,160,204 1,005,504,337 1,068,039,940

TOTAL ROW COST 392,509,738 353,087,216 94,596,061 111,019,776 111,717,346 101,769,361 102,569,426 114,131,040

TOTAL AGENCY COST 364,055,273 276,101,670 211,223,040 221,253,143 252,733,675 241,099,733 275,502,518 296,772,704

TOTAL PROJECT COST 
(CURRENT $)

2,079,000,000 1,606,000,000 1,079,000,000 1,142,000,000 1,290,000,000 1,216,000,000 1,384,000,000 1,479,000,000

ESCALATED TOTAL 
CONSTRUCTION COST

1,833,359,156 1,354,244,956 1,072,090,317 1,122,137,648 1,283,381,437 1,209,601,724 1,394,537,122 1,481,267,946

ESCALATED TOTAL ROW 
COST

544,372,987 489,697,769 131,195,574 153,973,676 154,941,137 141,144,247 142,253,859 158,288,698

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY 
COST

504,909,401 382,926,273 292,945,897 306,856,678 350,517,127 334,381,976 382,095,308 411,594,995

TOTAL PROJECT COST 
(ESCALATED $)

2,883,000,000 2,227,000,000 1,497,000,000 1,583,000,000 1,789,000,000 1,686,000,000 1,919,000,000 2,052,000,000

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
COSTS

107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513 107,367,513

TOTAL POSSIBLE SAVINGS 
TO AGENCY

5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853 5,140,853

TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT 
DEDUCTIONS

112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366 112,508,366

Note:  The information for Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A is shaded to denote for the reader that these alternatives are not considered
 feasible by the USACE due to concerns detailed in Volume 1, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.9

Category
TRINITY PARKWAY BUILD ALTERNATIVES

CONSTRUCTION COSTS (CURRENT $)

ROW COSTS (CURRENT $)

AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT $)

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT $) - ROUNDED UP TO NEAREST MILLION

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED $, CONSTRUCTION YEAR 2013 - ENR CCI 

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES (CURRENT $)

TRINITY PARKWAY Appendix D / Page 1

ah1196
Text Box
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COSTS

ah1196
Text Box
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Created By: MCG
Date: 2/5/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 24,240 SY $70 $1,696,800
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 28,500 SY $50 $1,425,000
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 220,122 SY $70 $15,408,517
1.03 Ramp Pavement 25,682 SY $70 $1,797,756
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 52,270 LF $3 $156,810
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 397,780 LF $2 $795,560
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 342,200 LF $2 $684,400
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 43,520 LF $38 $1,653,760
1.09 Excavation 9,120 CY $7 $63,840
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 9,120 CY $10 $91,200
1.10 Embankment 267,500 CY $7 $1,872,500
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 0 CY $10 $0
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   25,646,142$                   

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 475,680 SF $60 $28,540,800
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 5,247,120 SF $95 $498,476,400
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 0 SF $60 $0
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 175,360 SF $60 $10,521,600
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 1,130,500 SF $95 $107,397,500
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 0 SF $60 $0
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 373,270 SF $45 $16,797,150
2.10 Flood Wall 0 SF $50 $0
2.11 Park Access Bridge 0 SF $56 $0
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 0 SF $54 $0
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 0 EA $7,748,810 $0
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 9,360 SF $90 $842,400
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 860,175 SF $130 $111,822,750

774,398,600$                 

3.0 DRAINAGE & UTILITIES
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 547 STA $25,000 $13,675,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 0 EA $271,000 $0
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 9,800 LF $50 $490,000
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 0 EA $817,500 $0
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 32,449 LF $100 $3,244,900
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 27,499 LF $200 $5,499,800
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 13,749 LF $390 $5,362,110
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 32,449 LF $120 $3,893,880
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 27,499 LF $190 $5,224,810
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 14,049 LF $380 $5,338,620
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 27,499 LF $250 $6,874,750
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 2 EA $400,000 $800,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 58 EA $200,000 $11,600,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 22,549 LF $200 $4,509,800
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line 9,870 LF $210 $2,072,700
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation 1 EA $10,000,000 $10,000,000

$78,586,370

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 2A INDUSTRIAL BLVD. ELEVATED

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

Level "E" Estimate Page 1 10/1/2008
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 0 EA $42,000 $0
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 1 EA $65,000 $65,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 2 EA $100,000 $200,000
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 220,987 SY $5 $1,104,933
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 85,660 SY $7 $599,620
4.04 Intersection Signalization 19 EA $150,000 $2,850,000
4.05 Signage 633 STA $12,000 $7,596,000
4.06 Lighting 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.07 Landscape 9.9 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.09 Soundwalls 70,340 SF $18 $1,266,120
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 154,176 LF $30 $4,625,280
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 31,556 SY $57 $1,798,667
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 633 STA $25,000 $15,825,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 633 STA $40,000 $25,320,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 0 STA $5,000 $0

89,449,780$                   

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                   
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                     
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                   
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                     
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                        
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                     
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                     

33,365,000$                   

1,001,445,892$              

100,144,589$                 

1,101,590,481$              

220,318,096$                 

1,321,908,578$              

1,833,359,156$              

1,321,908,578$              
6.01

6,609,543$                     
6,609,543$                     

13,219,086$                   
6.02

6,609,543$                     
13,219,086$                   
79,314,515$                   
13,219,086$                   
13,219,086$                   

6.03 26,438,172$                   
6.00

996,000$                        
1,826,000$                     

6.04
$320,481,905.30

6,609,543$                     
6.05

79,314,515$                   
13,219,086$                   

6.06 16,347,050$                   
6.07 13,219,086$                   
6.08 -$                                    

630,470,842$                 
126,094,168$                 
756,565,011$                 

1,049,282,388$              

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)
Construction Support

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)

Level "E" Estimate Page 2 10/1/2008
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
1,321,908,578$              

756,565,011$                 
2,078,473,589$              

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,833,359,156$              
1,049,282,388$              
2,882,641,544$              

SAY 2,882,642,000$              

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 66,000,930$                   
Planning 44,000,620$                   
Design 176,002,479$                 
Right-of-Way 544,372,987$                 
Utilities 27,206,130$                   
Construction/Installation 2,014,058,244$              
NTTA Internal Costs 11,000,155$                   
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 2,882,641,544$              
SAY 2,882,642,000$              

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
1,214,541,064$              

751,424,158$                 
1,965,965,222$              

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,684,450,815$              
1,042,152,523$              
2,726,603,338$              

SAY 2,726,603,000$              

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Level "E" Estimate Page 3 10/1/2008
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Created By: MCG
Date: 2/5/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 237,740 SY $70 $16,641,800
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 73,394 SY $50 $3,669,722
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 252,250 SY $70 $17,657,500
1.03 Ramp Pavement 15,493 SY $70 $1,084,533
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 119,600 LF $3 $358,800
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 421,270 LF $2 $842,540
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 334,390 LF $2 $668,780
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 99,370 LF $38 $3,776,060
1.09 Excavation 180,200 CY $7 $1,261,400
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 180,200 CY $10 $1,802,000
1.10 Embankment 0 CY $7 $0
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 1,057,460 CY $10 $10,574,600
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   58,337,736$                 

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 679,680 SF $60 $40,780,800
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 3,091,920 SF $95 $293,732,400
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 0 SF $60 $0
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 380,080 SF $60 $22,804,800
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 817,000 SF $95 $77,615,000
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 0 SF $60 $0
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $34 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 423,450 SF $33 $13,973,850
2.10 Flood Wall 0 SF $50 $0
2.11 Park Access Bridge 0 SF $56 $0
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 0 SF $54 $0
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 0 EA $7,748,810 $0
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 9,360 SF $90 $842,400
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 264,150 SF $130 $34,339,500

484,088,750$              

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 546 STA $25,000 $13,650,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 2 EA $271,000 $542,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 0 LF $50 $0
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 0 EA $817,500 $0
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 32,401 LF $100 $3,240,100
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 27,451 LF $200 $5,490,200
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 13,725 LF $390 $5,352,750
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 32,401 LF $120 $3,888,120
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 27,451 LF $190 $5,215,690
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 14,025 LF $380 $5,329,500
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 27,451 LF $250 $6,862,750
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 5 EA $400,000 $2,000,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 57 EA $200,000 $11,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 22,501 LF $200 $4,500,200
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line 10,550 LF $210 $2,215,500
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation 1 EA $350,000 $350,000

$70,036,810

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 2B INDUSTRIAL BLVD. AT-GRADE

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 0 EA $42,000 $0
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 1 EA $65,000 $65,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 0 EA $100,000 $0
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 289,867 SY $5 $1,449,333
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 85,660 SY $7 $599,620
4.04 Intersection Signalization 19 EA $150,000 $2,850,000
4.05 Signage 633 STA $12,000 $7,596,000
4.06 Lighting 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.07 Landscape 9.9 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.09 Soundwalls 70,340 SF $18 $1,266,120
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 154,176 LF $30 $4,625,280
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 66,444 SY $92 $6,112,889
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 633 STA $25,000 $15,825,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 633 STA $40,000 $25,320,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 0 STA $5,000 $0

93,908,402$                 

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                 
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                   
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                 
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                   
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                      
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                   
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                   

33,365,000$                 

739,736,698$              

73,973,670$                 

813,710,368$              

162,742,074$              

976,452,441$              

1,354,244,956$           

976,452,441$              
6.01

4,882,262$                   
4,882,262$                   
9,764,524$                   

6.02
4,882,262$                   
9,764,524$                   

58,587,146$                 
9,764,524$                   
9,764,524$                   

6.03 19,529,049$                 
6.00

996,000$                      
1,826,000$                   

6.04
289,357,085$              

4,882,262$                   
6.05

58,587,146$                 
9,764,524$                   

6.06 17,325,450$                 
6.07 9,764,524$                   
6.08 -$                                  

524,324,072$              
104,864,814$              
629,188,886$              

872,624,041$              

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)
Construction Support

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
976,452,441$              
629,188,886$              

1,605,641,327$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,354,244,956$           

872,624,041$              
2,226,868,996$           

SAY 2,226,869,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 48,752,818$                 
Planning 32,501,879$                 
Design 130,007,516$              
Right-of-Way 489,697,768$              
Utilities 28,834,465$                 
Construction/Installation 1,488,949,080$           
NTTA Internal Costs 8,125,470$                   
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 2,226,868,996$           
SAY 2,226,869,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
869,084,928$              
624,048,033$              

1,493,132,961$           

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,205,336,614$           

865,494,176$              
2,070,830,790$           

SAY 2,070,831,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.
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Created By: JM/SS
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 445,317 SY $70 $31,172,167
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 172,384 SY $50 $8,619,222
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 72,515 SY $70 $5,076,027
1.03 Ramp Pavement 98,629 SY $70 $6,904,022
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 39,160 LF $3 $117,480
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 438,700 LF $2 $877,400
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 320,030 LF $2 $640,060
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 234,160 LF $38 $8,898,080
1.09 Excavation 102,000 CY $7 $714,000
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 102,000 CY $10 $1,020,000
1.10 Embankment 4,146,000 CY $7 $29,022,000
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 0 CY $10 $0
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   93,060,458$                 

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 1,865,040 SF $60 $111,902,400
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 376,320 SF $95 $35,750,400
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 171,440 SF $60 $10,286,400
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 833,360 SF $60 $50,001,600
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 686,980 SF $95 $65,263,100
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 2,080 SF $60 $124,800
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $34 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 319,000 SF $33 $10,527,000
2.10 Flood Wall 172,000 SF $50 $8,600,000
2.11 Park Access Bridge 121,600 SF $56 $6,809,600
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 132,480 SF $54 $7,153,920
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 1 EA $7,748,810 $7,748,810
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 368,280 SF $90 $33,145,200
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 59,310 SF $130 $7,710,300

355,023,530$              

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 619 STA $25,000 $15,475,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 7 EA $271,000 $1,897,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 9,800 LF $50 $490,000
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 4 EA $817,500 $3,270,000
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 24,000 LF $100 $2,400,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 10,150 LF $200 $2,030,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 5,175 LF $390 $2,018,250
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 11,500 LF $120 $1,380,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 5,450 LF $190 $1,035,500
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 2,475 LF $380 $940,500
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 4,950 LF $250 $1,237,500
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 11 EA $400,000 $4,400,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 12 EA $200,000 $2,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 4,000 LF $200 $800,000
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line 0 LF $210 $0
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation 0 EA $350,000 $0

$39,773,750

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 3A COMBINED PARKWAY
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 7 EA $42,000 $294,000
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 2 EA $65,000 $130,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 2 EA $100,000 $200,000
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 175,067 SY $5 $875,333
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 24 EA $150,000 $3,600,000
4.05 Signage 649 STA $12,000 $7,788,000
4.06 Lighting 649 STA $10,000 $6,490,000
4.07 Landscape 9.9 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 649 STA $10,000 $6,490,000
4.09 Soundwalls 70,340 SF $18 $1,266,120
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 183,744 LF $30 $5,512,320
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 21,756 SY $92 $2,001,511
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 272 STA $20,000 $5,440,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 344 STA $5,000 $1,720,000

64,391,074$                 

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                 
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                   
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                 
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                   
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                      
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                   
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                   

33,365,000$                 

585,613,812$              

58,561,381$                 

644,175,193$              

128,835,039$              

773,010,232$              

1,072,090,317$           

773,010,232$              
6.01

3,865,051$                   
3,865,051$                   
7,730,102$                   

6.02
3,865,051$                   
7,730,102$                   

46,380,614$                 
7,730,102$                   
7,730,102$                   

6.03 15,460,205$                 
6.00

996,000$                      
1,826,000$                   

6.04
74,965,000$                 

3,865,051$                   
6.05

46,380,614$                 
7,730,102$                   

6.06 7,000,000$                   
6.07 7,730,102$                   
6.08 -$                                  

254,849,251$              
50,969,850$                 

305,819,101$              

424,141,472$              

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)
Construction Support

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 

Level "E" Estimate Page 2 10/1/2008

TRINITY PARKWAY Appendix D / Page 9

ah1196
Line



ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
773,010,232$              
305,819,101$              

1,078,829,333$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,072,090,317$           

424,141,472$              
1,496,231,789$           

SAY 1,496,232,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 38,595,251$                 
Planning 25,730,168$                 
Design 102,920,670$              
Right-of-Way 131,195,574$              
Utilities 11,649,986$                 
Construction/Installation 1,179,707,597$           
NTTA Internal Costs 6,432,542$                   
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,496,231,789$           
SAY 1,496,232,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
665,642,719$              
300,678,248$              
966,320,967$              

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
923,181,976$              
417,011,606$              

1,340,193,582$           
SAY 1,340,194,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)
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Created By: JM/SS
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 387,627 SY $70 $27,133,867
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 230,607 SY $50 $11,530,350
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 50,096 SY $70 $3,506,720
1.03 Ramp Pavement 128,558 SY $70 $8,999,044
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 51,027 SY $70 $3,571,890
1.05 Monolithic Curb 46,420 LF $3 $139,260
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 450,220 LF $2 $900,440
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 332,350 LF $2 $664,700
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 250,220 LF $38 $9,508,360
1.09 Excavation 160,000 CY $7 $1,120,000
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 27,000 CY $10 $270,000
1.10 Embankment 6,565,000 CY $7 $45,955,000
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 626,000 CY $10 $6,260,000
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   119,559,631$                        

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 1,786,200 SF $60 $107,172,000
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 366,660 SF $95 $34,832,700
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 0 SF $60 $0
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 728,900 SF $60 $43,734,000
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 636,000 SF $95 $60,420,000
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 2,080 SF $60 $124,800
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 319,000 SF $45 $14,355,000
2.10 Flood Wall 172,000 SF $50 $8,600,000
2.11 Park Access Bridge 121,600 SF $56 $6,809,600
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 90,090 SF $54 $4,864,860
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 1 EA $7,748,810 $7,748,810
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 568,530 SF $90 $51,167,700
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 103,590 SF $130 $13,466,700

353,296,170$                        

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 622 STA $25,000 $15,550,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 7 EA $271,000 $1,897,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 9,800 LF $50 $490,000
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 4 EA $817,500 $3,270,000
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 30,600 LF $100 $3,060,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 13,250 LF $200 $2,650,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 9,475 LF $390 $3,695,250
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 6,550 LF $120 $786,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 4,575 LF $190 $869,250
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 2,475 LF $380 $940,500
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 4,950 LF $250 $1,237,500
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 11 EA $400,000 $4,400,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 12 EA $200,000 $2,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 4,000 LF $200 $800,000
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line LF $210 $0
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation EA $350,000 $0

$42,045,500

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 3B COMBINED PKWY - MODIFIED
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 7 EA $42,000 $294,000
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 2 EA $65,000 $130,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 1 EA $100,000 $100,000
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 179,667 SY $5 $898,333
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 24 EA $150,000 $3,600,000
4.05 Signage 649 STA $12,000 $7,788,000
4.06 Lighting 649 STA $10,000 $6,490,000
4.07 Landscape 9.9 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 649 STA $10,000 $6,490,000
4.09 Soundwalls 70,340 SF $18 $1,266,120
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 183,744 LF $30 $5,512,320
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 25,789 SY $92 $2,372,578
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 272 STA $20,000 $5,440,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 344 STA $5,000 $1,720,000

64,685,141$                          
INCLUDES MOBILIZATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                          
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                            
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                          
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                            
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                               
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                            
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                            

33,365,000$                          

612,951,442$                        

61,295,144$                          

674,246,586$                        

134,849,317$                        

809,095,904$                        

1,122,137,649$                     

809,095,904$                        
6.01

4,045,480$                            
4,045,480$                            
8,090,959$                            

6.02
4,045,480$                            
8,090,959$                            

48,545,754$                          
8,090,959$                            
8,090,959$                            

6.03 16,181,918$                          
6.00

996,000$                               
1,826,000$                            

6.04
88,471,000$                          

4,045,480$                            
6.05

48,545,754$                          
8,090,959$                            

6.06 7,600,000$                            
6.07 8,090,959$                            
6.08 -$                                           

276,894,099$                        
55,378,820$                          

332,272,919$                        

460,830,354$                        

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)
Construction Support

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI 
PROJECTION) 
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
809,095,904$                        
332,272,919$                        

1,141,368,822$                     

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,122,137,649$                     

460,830,354$                        
1,582,968,002$                     

SAY 1,582,968,000$                     

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 40,396,955$                          
Planning 26,931,304$                          
Design 107,725,214$                        
Right-of-Way 153,973,675$                        
Utilities 12,648,557$                          
Construction/Installation 1,234,559,472$                     
NTTA Internal Costs 6,732,826$                            
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,582,968,002$                     
SAY 1,582,968,000$                     

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
701,728,390$                        
327,132,066$                        

1,028,860,456$                     

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
973,229,307$                        
453,700,489$                        

1,426,929,796$                     
SAY 1,426,930,000$                     

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices of 
TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)
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Created By: SS/JM
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 355,693 SY $70 $24,898,510
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 188,545 SY $50 $9,427,250
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 50,093 SY $70 $3,506,510
1.03 Ramp Pavement 58,477 SY $70 $4,093,390
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 51,027 SY $70 $3,571,890
1.05 Monolithic Curb 46,420 LF $3 $139,260
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 431,453 LF $2 $862,906
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 350,759 LF $2 $701,518
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 190,740 LF $38 $7,248,120
1.09 Excavation 28,740 CY $7 $201,180
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 0 CY $10 $0
1.10 Embankment 6,496,000 CY $7 $45,472,000
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 626,000 CY $10 $6,260,000
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $14 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   106,382,534$              

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 2,890,278 SF $60 $173,416,680
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 662,810 SF $95 $62,966,950
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 0 SF $60 $0
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 981,700 SF $60 $58,902,000
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 625,836 SF $95 $59,454,420
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 2,080 SF $60 $124,800
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 227,700 SF $45 $10,246,500
2.10 Flood Wall 97,700 SF $50 $4,885,000
2.10a Diaphragm Wall 4,580 LF $10,000 $45,800,000
2.11 Park Access Bridge 121,600 SF $56 $6,809,600
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 90,090 SF $54 $4,864,860
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 1 EA $7,748,810 $7,748,810
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 270,180 SF $90 $24,316,200
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 27,090 SF $130 $3,521,700

463,057,520$              
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
3.0 DRAINAGE & UTILITIES

3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 616 STA $25,000 $15,400,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 6 EA $263,000 $1,578,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 9,800 LF $50 $490,000
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 4 EA $817,500 $3,270,000
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 30,600 LF $90 $2,754,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 13,250 LF $200 $2,650,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 9,475 LF $390 $3,695,250
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 6,550 LF $120 $786,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 4,575 LF $190 $869,250
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 2,475 LF $370 $915,750
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 4,950 LF $250 $1,237,500
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 11 EA $400,000 $4,400,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 12 EA $200,000 $2,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 4,000 LF $200 $800,000
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line 0 LF $210 $0
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation 0 EA $350,000 $0

$41,245,750

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

ALT 3C - TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 3C COMBINED PKWY EAST LEVEE (MOD.)
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $15,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 7 EA $41,000 $287,000
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 2 EA $95,000 $190,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 0 EA $100,000 $0
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 163,000 SY $5 $815,000
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 23 EA $150,000 $3,450,000
4.05 Signage 633 STA $12,000 $7,596,000
4.06 Lighting 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.07 Landscape 7.3 MI. $1,000,000 $7,300,000
4.08 SWP3 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.09 Soundwalls 70,340 SF $18 $1,266,120
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 91,700 LF $15 $1,375,500
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 91,700 LF $25 $2,292,500
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 25,789 SY $57 $1,469,973
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 633 STA $10,000 $6,330,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 272 STA $20,000 $5,440,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 344 STA $5,000 $1,720,000

56,977,723$                

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                  
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                  
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                     
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                  
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                  

33,365,000$                

701,028,527$              

70,102,853$                

771,131,380$              

154,226,276$              

925,357,656$              

1,283,381,437$           

925,357,656$              
6.01

4,626,788$                  
4,626,788$                  
9,253,577$                  

6.02
4,626,788$                  
9,253,577$                  

55,521,459$                
9,253,577$                  
9,253,577$                  

6.03 18,507,153$                
6.00

996,000$                     
1,826,000$                  

6.04
88,471,000$                

4,626,788$                  
6.05

55,521,459$                
9,253,577$                  

6.06 8,837,500$                  
6.07 9,253,577$                  
6.08 -$                                 

303,709,184$              
60,741,837$                

364,451,021$              

505,458,265$              

EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Sub-Total Agency Cost

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)
Construction Support

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features (Environmental Mitigation)

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI 
PROJECTION) 
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
925,357,656$              
364,451,021$              

1,289,808,677$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,283,381,437$           

505,458,265$              
1,788,839,702$           

SAY 1,788,840,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 46,201,732$                
Planning 30,801,154$                
Design 123,204,618$              
Right-of-Way 154,941,138$              
Utilities 14,708,108$                
Construction/Installation 1,411,282,664$           
NTTA Internal Costs 7,700,289$                  
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,788,839,702$           
SAY 1,788,840,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
817,990,142$              
359,310,168$              

1,177,300,310$           

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,134,473,096$           

498,328,400$              
1,632,801,496$           

SAY 1,632,801,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
10) Costs included raising both levees from DART to Hampton Rd.
11) Costs include Sylvan Road bridge reconstruction.

8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Agency Cost 

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Total Construction Cost 

Escalated Total Agency Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Construction Cost
Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)
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Created By: JM/SS
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 453,000 SY $70 $31,710,000
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 184,147 SY $50 $9,207,333
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 120,707 SY $70 $8,449,513
1.03 Ramp Pavement 118,398 SY $70 $8,287,844
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 53,000 LF $3 $159,000
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 458,000 LF $2 $916,000
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 360,010 LF $2 $720,020
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 251,760 LF $38 $9,566,880
1.09 Excavation 227,000 CY $7 $1,589,000
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 227,000 CY $10 $2,270,000
1.10 Embankment 6,845,000 CY $7 $47,915,000
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 0 CY $10 $0
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   120,790,591$              

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 1,786,320 SF $60 $107,179,200
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 879,960 SF $95 $83,596,200
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 179,240 SF $60 $10,754,400
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 830,140 SF $60 $49,808,400
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 300,260 SF $95 $28,524,700
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 2,080 SF $60 $124,800
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 437,000 SF $45 $19,665,000
2.10 Flood Wall 153,000 SF $50 $7,650,000
2.11 Park Access Bridge 195,200 SF $56 $10,931,200
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 197,460 SF $54 $10,662,840
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 1 EA $7,748,810 $7,748,810
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 143,640 SF $90 $12,927,600
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 282,420 SF $130 $36,714,600

386,287,750$              

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 783 STA $25,000 $19,575,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 12 EA $271,000 $3,252,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps LF $50 $0
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 5 EA $817,500 $4,087,500
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 24,200 LF $100 $2,420,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 6,900 LF $200 $1,380,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 6,000 LF $390 $2,340,000
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 6,450 LF $120 $774,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 6,375 LF $190 $1,211,250
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 800 LF $380 $304,000
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 4,950 LF $250 $1,237,500
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 11 EA $400,000 $4,400,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 12 EA $200,000 $2,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 4,000 LF $200 $800,000

$44,181,250

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 4A SPLIT PARKWAY RIVERSIDE
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 7 EA $42,000 $294,000
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 1 EA $65,000 $65,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 2 EA $100,000 $200,000
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 209,567 SY $5 $1,047,833
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 24 EA $150,000 $3,600,000
4.05 Signage 783 STA $12,000 $9,396,000
4.06 Lighting 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.07 Landscape 9.9 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.09 Soundwalls 277,778 SF $18 $5,000,004
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 183,744 LF $30 $5,512,320
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 29,444 SY $92 $2,708,889
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 231 STA $20,000 $4,620,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 783 STA $5,000 $3,915,000

76,102,836$                

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                  
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                  
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                     
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                  
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                  

33,365,000$                

660,727,427$              

66,072,743$                

726,800,170$              

145,360,034$              

872,160,204$              

1,209,601,725$           

872,160,204$              
6.01

4,360,801$                  
4,360,801$                  
8,721,602$                  

6.02
4,360,801$                  
8,721,602$                  

52,329,612$                
8,721,602$                  
8,721,602$                  

6.03 17,443,204$                
6.00

996,000$                     
1,826,000$                  

6.04
80,447,000$                

4,360,801$                  
6.05

52,329,612$                
8,721,602$                  

6.06 10,580,000$                
6.07 8,721,602$                  
6.08 -$                                 

285,724,245$              
57,144,849$                

342,869,094$              

475,526,223$              

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Construction Support
Construction Management (6%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

Construction Contingency (20%)

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
872,160,204$              
342,869,094$              

1,215,029,298$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,209,601,725$           

475,526,223$              
1,685,127,947$           

SAY 1,685,128,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 43,545,662$                
Planning 29,030,441$                
Design 116,121,766$              
Right-of-Way 141,144,247$              
Utilities 17,608,122$                
Construction/Installation 1,330,420,099$           
NTTA Internal Costs 7,257,610$                  
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,685,127,947$           
SAY 1,685,128,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
764,792,691$              
337,728,241$              

1,102,520,932$           

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,060,693,383$           

468,396,357$              
1,529,089,741$           

SAY 1,529,090,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)
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Created By: JM/SS
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 410,000 SY $70 $28,700,000
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 190,000 SY $50 $9,500,000
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 58,000 SY $70 $4,060,000
1.03 Ramp Pavement 202,000 SY $70 $14,140,000
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 85,000 LF $3 $255,000
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 450,000 LF $2 $900,000
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 340,000 LF $2 $680,000
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 251,760 LF $38 $9,566,880
1.09 Excavation 41,000 CY $7 $287,000
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 41,000 CY $10 $410,000
1.10 Embankment 6,775,000 CY $7 $47,425,000
1.10a Embankment (Haul) CY $10 $0
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   115,923,880$              

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 2,100,000 SF $60 $126,000,000
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 1,050,000 SF $95 $99,750,000
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 179,240 SF $60 $10,754,400
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 800,000 SF $60 $48,000,000
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 400,000 SF $95 $38,000,000
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 267,000 SF $60 $16,020,000
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 437,000 SF $45 $19,665,000
2.10 Flood Wall 100,000 SF $50 $5,000,000
2.10a Diaphram Wall 5,980 LF $10,000 $59,800,000
2.11 Park Access Bridge 195,200 SF $56 $10,931,200
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 197,460 SF $54 $10,662,840
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 1 EA $7,748,810 $7,748,810
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 143,640 SF $90 $12,927,600
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 282,420 SF $130 $36,714,600

501,974,450$              

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 783 STA $25,000 $19,575,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 12 EA $271,000 $3,252,000
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 0 LF $50 $0
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 5 EA $817,500 $4,087,500
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 0 LF $0 $0
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 24,200 LF $100 $2,420,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 6,900 LF $200 $1,380,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 6,000 LF $390 $2,340,000
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 6,450 LF $120 $774,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 6,375 LF $190 $1,211,250
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 800 LF $380 $304,000
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 4,980 LF $250 $1,245,000
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 11 EA $400,000 $4,400,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 12 EA $200,000 $2,400,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 4,000 LF $200 $800,000

$44,188,750

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 4B SPLIT PARKWAY RIVERSIDE
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 7 EA $42,000 $294,000
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 2 EA $65,000 $130,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 0 EA $100,000 $0
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 163,000 SY $5 $815,000
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 23 EA $150,000 $3,450,000
4.05 Signage 783 STA $12,000 $9,396,000
4.06 Lighting 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.07 Landscape 7.3 MI. $1,000,000 $7,300,000
4.08 SWP3 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.09 Soundwalls 87,000 SF $18 $1,566,000
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 92,000 LF $15 $1,380,000
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 92,000 LF $30 $2,760,000
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 26,000 SY $92 $2,392,000
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 783 STA $10,000 $7,830,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 231 STA $20,000 $4,620,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 783 STA $5,000 $3,915,000

66,293,630$                

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                  
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                  
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                     
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                  
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                  

33,365,000$                

761,745,710$              

76,174,571$                

837,920,281$              

167,584,056$              

1,005,504,337$           

1,394,537,122$           

1,005,504,337$           
6.01

5,027,522$                  
5,027,522$                  

10,055,043$                
6.02

5,027,522$                  
10,055,043$                
60,330,260$                
10,055,043$                
10,055,043$                

6.03 20,110,087$                
6.00

996,000$                     
1,826,000$                  

6.04
80,447,000$                

5,027,522$                  
6.05

60,330,260$                
10,055,043$                

6.06 10,580,000$                
6.07 10,055,043$                
6.08 -$                                 

315,059,954$              
63,011,991$                

378,071,945$              

524,349,167$              

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

PS&E (6%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)
Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Construction Support
Construction Management (6%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

Construction Contingency (20%)

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
1,005,504,337$           

378,071,945$              
1,383,576,282$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,394,537,122$           

524,349,167$              
1,918,886,289$           

SAY 1,918,886,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 50,203,336$                
Planning 33,468,891$                
Design 133,875,564$              
Right-of-Way 142,253,859$              
Utilities 17,608,122$                
Construction/Installation 1,533,109,294$           
NTTA Internal Costs 8,367,223$                  
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 1,918,886,289$           
SAY 1,918,886,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
898,136,824$              
372,931,092$              

1,271,067,916$           

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,245,628,780$           

517,219,302$              
1,762,848,082$           

SAY 1,762,848,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Agency Cost
Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)
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Created By: JM/SS
Date: 7/6/2007

Checked by: MGC
Date: 8/14/2007

Official Estimate Date: 8/14/2007
Mid-point of Anticipated Construction: 1/1/2013

ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

1.0 ROADWAY
1.01 Mainlane Pavement 411,230 SY $70 $28,786,100
1.01a Asphalt Shoulders 147,920 SY $50 $7,396,000
1.02 Frontage Road Pavement 129,368 SY $70 $9,055,760
1.03 Ramp Pavement 72,453 SY $70 $5,071,733
1.04 Cross Street Pavement 0 SY $70 $0
1.05 Monolithic Curb 56,220 LF $3 $168,660
1.06 Pavement Striping (Solid) 455,900 LF $2 $911,800
1.07 Pavement Striping (Broken) 364,390 LF $2 $728,780
1.08 Concrete Traffic Barrier 199,260 LF $38 $7,571,880
1.09 Excavation 632,000 CY $7 $4,424,000
1.09a Excavation (Haul) 632,000 CY $10 $6,320,000
1.10 Embankment 0 CY $7 $0
1.10a Embankment (Haul) 5,588,000 CY $10 $55,880,000
1.11 Embankment (Borrow) 0 CY $0 $0

SUBTOTAL ROADWAY   126,314,713$              

2.0 STRUCTURES
2.01 Main Lane Bridge (Standard) 1,682,520 SF $60 $100,951,200
2.02 Main Lane Bridge (Special) 984,000 SF $95 $93,480,000
2.03 Frontage Road Bridge (Standard) 226,320 SF $60 $13,579,200
2.04 Frontage Road Bridge (Special) 0 SF $95 $0
2.05 Ramp Bridge (Standard) 884,760 SF $60 $53,085,600
2.06 Ramp Bridge (Special) 950,580 SF $95 $90,305,100
2.07 Cross Street Bridge 0 SF $60 $0
2.08 Retaining Wall (Cut) 0 SF $90 $0
2.09 Retaining Wall (Fill) 680,000 SF $45 $30,600,000
2.10 Flood Wall 0 SF $50 $0
2.11 Park Access Bridge 15,600 SF $56 $873,600
2.12 Pedestrian Park Access Bridge 197,460 SF $54 $10,662,840
2.13 Reunion Pedestrian Platform 0 EA $7,748,810 $0
2.14 Bridge Widening (Standard) 78,660 SF $90 $7,079,400
2.15 Bridge Widening (Special) 453,420 SF $130 $58,944,600

459,561,540$              

3.0 DRAINAGE
3.01 Drainage - Mainlanes 0 LF $85 $0
3.01a Trinity Pkwy Drainage (Excluding Lift Station) 766 STA $25,000 $19,150,000
3.01b Trinity Pkwy Storm Drainage Lift Station 0 EA $271,000 $0
3.02 Drainage - Frontage Roads 0 LF $50 $0
3.03 Drainage - Ramps 9,800 LF $50 $490,000
3.04 Drainage - Cross Streets 0 LF $50 $0
3.05 Large Drainage Structures 0 EA $0 $0
3.05a Extend Pump Station/Sewer Outfall 0 EA $817,500 $0
3.06 Misc. Water and Wastewater Utilities 1 LS $35,000,000 $35,000,000
3.07 Relocate Small Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas<8") 41,300 LF $100 $4,130,000
3.08 Relocate Medium Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 10"-21") 18,150 LF $200 $3,630,000
3.09 Relocate Large Utility Lines (Water/Sewer/Gas 24"-42") 24,800 LF $390 $9,672,000
3.10 Relocate Small Drainage Lines (<18") 11,400 LF $120 $1,368,000
3.11 Relocate Medium Drainage Lines (21"-42") 9,550 LF $190 $1,814,500
3.12 Relocate Large Drainage Lines (48"-72") 6,875 LF $380 $2,612,500
3.13 Relocate Fiber Optics Line 7,350 LF $250 $1,837,500
3.14 Relocate Trans. Line Tower 55 EA $400,000 $22,000,000
3.15 Adjust Trans. Line Tower 18 EA $200,000 $3,600,000
3.16 Relocate U/G Elec. Distribution Line 40,800 LF $200 $8,160,000
3.17 Relocate Overhead Trans. Line 0 LF $210 $0
3.18 Relocate Eletric Substation 0 EA $350,000 $0

$113,464,500

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES

SUBTOTAL DRAINAGE

TOTAL PROJECT COST

LEVEL "E" SCHEMATIC PHASE ESTIMATE
PRELIMINARY/CONCEPTUAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION

IH 35E TO US 175 (9.9 MILES) / SIX GP LANES (ULTIMATE SECTION)
TRINITY PARKWAY EIS - ALT 5 SPLIT PARKWAY LANDSIDE
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

4.0 MISCELLANEOUS
4.01 Demolition - Structures 0 EA $2,700 $0
4.01a Demolition - Bridge Structure (0-99) 0 EA $17,000 $0
4.01b Demolition - Bridge Structure (100-499) 0 EA $42,000 $0
4.01c Demoltion - Bridge Structure (500-999) 1 EA $65,000 $65,000
4.01d Demoltion - Bridge Structure (>999) 4 EA $100,000 $400,000
4.02 Demolition - Pavement 234,167 SY $5 $1,170,833
4.03 Sodding including Top Soil 102,090 SY $7 $714,630
4.04 Intersection Signalization 24 EA $150,000 $3,600,000
4.05 Signage 670 STA $12,000 $8,040,000
4.06 Lighting 670 STA $10,000 $6,700,000
4.07 Landscape 10 MI. $1,000,000 $9,900,000
4.08 SWP3 670 STA $10,000 $6,700,000
4.09 Soundwalls 277,778 SF $18 $5,000,004
4.10 R.O.W. Fence 104,544 LF $15 $1,568,160
4.11 Environmental Mitigation 1 LS $4,071,000 $4,071,000
4.12 Mow Strip 183,744 LF $30 $5,512,320
4.13 Concrete Sidewalk 31,233 SY $92 $2,873,467
4.14 R.O.W. Prep 670 STA $10,000 $6,700,000
4.15 Traffic Control (Urban) 670 STA $20,000 $13,400,000
4.16 Traffic Control (Floodway) 0 STA $5,000 $0

76,415,414$                

5.0 GANTRIES and ITS
5.01 Mainlane Gantry 12 Lane $900,000 10,800,000$                
5.02 Mainlane Gantry Operation Building 1 Each $5,000,000 5,000,000$                  
5.03 Ramp Gantry 22 Lane $625,000 13,750,000$                
5.04  CCTV 20 Each $50,000 1,000,000$                  
5.05  Dynamic Messaging Sign 4 Each $160,000 640,000$                     
5.06  Fiber Optic (2 Operational Conduits)  8.7 Mile $250,000 2,175,000$                  
5.07  Pavement Sensors 2 Each $30,000 $60,000
5.08  Traffic Sensors 20 Each $20,000 $400,000
5.09  Speed Map 4 Each $20,000 $80,000
5.10  Gantry Signage 34 Lane $50,000 1,700,000$                  

33,365,000$                

809,121,167$              

80,912,117$                

890,033,284$              

178,006,657$              

1,068,039,941$           

1,481,267,947$           

1,068,039,941$           
6.01

5,340,200$                  
5,340,200$                  

10,680,399$                
6.02

5,340,200$                  
10,680,399$                
64,082,396$                
10,680,399$                
10,680,399$                

6.03 21,360,799$                
6.00

996,000$                     
1,826,000$                  

6.04
89,769,000$                

5,340,200$                  
6.05

64,082,396$                
10,680,399$                

6.06 14,860,000$                
6.07 10,680,399$                
6.08 -$                                 

342,419,787$              
68,483,957$                

410,903,744$              

569,883,693$              

Construction Support

Mobilization (10%)

Sub-Total Construction 

Administrative
NTTA Personnel (0.5%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Construction Contingency (20%)

Total Construction Cost (Current Cost)

Mainlane Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

R.O.W.
Land and Displacement
R.O.W. Acquisiton Consultant (0.5%)

Ramp Gantry Tolling Equipment ($83,000 per Lane)

GEC (1%)
Engineering/Architectural
Advanced Planning (0.5%)
EIS/EA Schematic (1%)

Surveying (1%)
Geotechnical (1%)
Legal Consulting Fees (2%)

PS&E (6%)

Electronic Tolling Equipment

ESCALATED TOTAL AGENCY COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION)

SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

SUBTOTAL GANTRIES and ITS

6.0 AGENCY COSTS (CURRENT COST)

Construction Management (6%)

Utility Relocations - Franchise (See Franchise Utility Tab for Details)

Agency Cost Contingency (20%)
TOTAL AGENCY COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Sub-Total Agency Cost

Feasibility Studies (0.5%)

 ESCALATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST TO 1ST CONSTRUCTION YEAR (ENR CCI PROJECTION) 

Materials Testing (1%)

Reimbursements (1%)
Unique Features
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ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT SUBTOTAL
NO. DESCRIPTION   COST COST

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
1,068,039,941$           

410,903,744$              
1,478,943,685$           

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,481,267,947$           

569,883,693$              
2,051,151,639$           

SAY 2,051,152,000$           

CAPITALSOFT COST DISTRIBUTION
Professional Services 53,325,646$                
Planning 35,550,431$                
Design 142,201,723$              
Right-of-Way 158,288,697$              
Utilities 24,731,257$                
Construction/Installation 1,628,166,278$           
NTTA Internal Costs 8,887,608$                  
Maintenance/Warranty

TOTAL PROJECT COST 2,051,151,639$           
SAY 2,051,152,000$           

POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS FROM OTHER PROJECTS OR AGENCIES
$84,000,000
$23,367,513

Total Construction Costs (Including Mobilization) $107,367,513
Total Possible Savings to Agency Cost $5,140,853
TOTAL POSSIBLE PROJECT DEDUCTIONS $112,508,366

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (CURRENT DOLLARS)  
960,672,427$              
405,762,891$              

1,366,435,319$           

TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST SUMMARY (ESCALATED)  
1,332,359,605$           

562,753,828$              
1,895,113,433$           

SAY 1,895,113,000$           

Notes:

9) The proposed Jefferson Street Bridge replacement is a TxDOT project and therefore not included in this cost estimate.
8) Contingencies are applied to the construction cost.

1) The unit costs to construct this facility are based on the unit prices of recently constructed similar facilities and/or the latest average unit prices 
of TxDOT projects (Dallas District January 2007).

2) Prelminary horizontal and vertical alignments are developed. Approximate quantities of major roadway and structure elements can be 
calculated.

3) Proposed drainage and utilities designs have not been developed so quantities are calculated as a general, all inclusive unit rate.

7) Unit costs of similar projects are used to calculate construction cost.
6) Approximate ITS elements needs can be identified.

4) Major above surface utility relocations could be identified (i.e. electric transmition lines, etc).
5) Approximate right-of-way needs can be estimated.

Escalated Total Construction Cost

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
TOTAL POSSIBLE NET PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

City of Dallas Bond Contribution
Levee Improvements (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Total Construction Cost 
Total Agency Cost 

Escalated Total Construction Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COST (ESCALATED)

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CURRENT DOLLARS)

Escalated Total Agency Cost
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USACE GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 
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APPENDIX E - CONTENTS LIST 

USACE GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

 

Item Topic Date Page 
USACE Criteria for Construction October 31, 2003 1 - 10 
USACE Record of Decision April 29, 1988  11 - 16 

USACE 
Memo for Major 

Subordinate 
Commands 

October 23, 2006 17 - 20 
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APPENDIX F 

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC MODELING 
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APPENDIX F - CONTENTS LIST 

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC MODELING 

 

Item Page 
100-Year Hydraulic Analysis Comparison Table (for Floodway Alternatives 3A, 3B, 
3C, 4A and 4B) 

1 

Standard Project Flood Hydraulic Analysis Comparison Table (for Floodway 
Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B) 

2 

Valley Storage Methodology 3-4 
Trinity Parkway Alternative Descriptions 5-7 
Valley Storage Calculations - 100 Year and Standard Project Flood (SPF) 8-9 
Valley Storage Calculation Limits � 100 Year and Standard Project Flood (SPF) 10-11 
Alternative 3A (Combined Parkway) � Comparative Cross-sections between 
Revised Existing Conditions and Alternative 3A 

12-13 

Alternative 3B (Combined Parkway) � Comparative Cross-sections between 
Revised Existing Conditions and Alternative 3B 

14-15 

Alternative 3C (Combined Parkway) � Comparative Cross-sections between 
Revised Existing Conditions and Alternative 3C 

16-17 

Alternative 4A (Split Parkway) � Comparative Cross-sections between Revised 
Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A 

18-19 

Alternative 4B (Split Parkway) � Comparative Cross-sections between Revised 
Existing Conditions and Alternative 4B 

20-21 

Hydraulic Work Group Meeting Minutes 22-29 
 
 
 
Note:  For hydraulic modeling purposes the following assumptions were made: 

 Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Bridge remains in place except for the portion of the bridge that 
would require removal if the proposed roadway alternative were constructed.   

 Proposed work associated with Moore Park and the Santa Fe Trail was not included in the 
models.  

 Woodall Rodgers (Margaret Hunt Hill) Bridge is built. 
 New Sylvan Bridge is not constructed and the old bridges remain unless they are impacted by the 

proposed alternatives.  
 New Hampton Road Bridge is built.   
 Alignments avoid cutting into the existing levees except for Alternative 4A.  
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Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

Confluence Elm Fork/West Fork 423.41 5.26 153511 423.1 5.39 1532.33 -0.31 423.23 5.34 153824.1 -0.18 423.27 6.13 154328.4 -0.14 423.36 5.28 153801.9 -0.05 423.91 5.85 154495.7 0.5
Westmoreland 421.76 6.28 146281.3 421.57 5.26 145649.1 -0.19 421.75 5.2 146167.3 -0.01 421.49 6.42 146380.7 -0.27 421.93 5.14 146068.7 0.17 422.37 5.98 146174.4 0.61
Hampton Rd 420.55 5.71 140332.9 420.29 6.5 139511.3 -0.26 420.45 6.38 139986.9 -0.1 420.79 5.67 139419.4 0.24 420.57 6.4 139969 0.02 421.72 5.71 138969.2 1.17

Sylvan - River Bridge 419.23 5.3 133256.1 418.45 6.05 133454 -0.78 418.71 5.92 133768.2 -0.52 419.16 5.77 132923.3 -0.07 418.71 6.27 133878.7 -0.52 420.03 5.88 132731.6 0.8
Continental Ave. 418.11 6 128511.3 417.3 5.37 129143.8 -0.81 417.61 5.59 129378.3 -0.5 417.75 5.93 128784.8 -0.36 417.57 5.58 129609.1 -0.54 418.66 5.84 128641.4 0.55
Woodall Rodgers 417.72 6.66 128255.5 417.23 5.22 128851.2 -0.49 417.28 5.86 129075.4 -0.44 417.69 5.51 128516.9 -0.03 417.33 5.46 129301 -0.39 417.96 5.51 128371.5 0.24

U.P. R.R. 417.49 6.38 127503.1 416.89 5.2 128018.2 -0.6 417.06 5.63 128213.6 -0.43 417.35 5.09 127687.3 -0.14 417.12 5.73 128421.9 -0.37 417.68 5.29 127560.3 0.19
Commerce Street 417.04 7.14 126848.7 416.61 6.07 127283.8 -0.43 416.72 6.75 127442.2 -0.32 417.1 5.31 126911.9 0.06 416.79 6.61 127651.3 -0.25 417.43 5.4 126811.9 0.39

I.H. 30 416.32 6.45 125299.5 416.28 5.75 125453.3 -0.04 416.31 6.39 125537 -0.01 416.63 6.18 125163.1 0.31 416.35 5.46 125739.7 0.03 416.93 6.32 125120.4 0.61
Houston Street 415.47 6.51 123466.8 415.5 6.26 123490.7 0.03 415.48 6.62 123520.7 0.01 415.82 6.36 123310.9 0.35 415.61 6.29 123672.5 0.14 416.15 6.33 123326.5 0.68
Jefferson Blvd 415.3 6.79 123105.5 415.33 6.32 123105.5 0.03 415.33 6.62 123134 0.03 415.56 6.98 122960.3 0.26 415.49 6.3 123258.1 0.19 415.87 7.05 122984.8 0.57

I.H. 35E S. 415.1 6.14 122181.8 415.16 5.76 122134.8 0.06 415.17 6.05 122165.3 0.07 415.31 6.55 122088.5 0.21 415.33 5.8 122229.8 0.23 415.61 6.64 122124.5 0.51
I.H. 35E N./Cadiz 414.92 7.06 121906.1 415.08 6.03 121845.7 0.16 415.06 6.44 121883.8 0.14 415.17 6.92 121832.7 0.25 415.23 5.98 121917 0.31 415.33 7.02 121869.4 0.41

Corinth Street 414.28 5.7 118411.7 414.42 5.89 118129.8 0.14 414.38 5.88 118171.8 0.1 414.31 5.83 118208.3 0.03 414.38 5.97 118121.2 0.1 414.41 5.96 118165.4 0.13
DART 413.97 6.39 116692.3 414.03 6.89 116535.9 0.06 414.02 6.71 116569.7 0.05 413.91 6.84 116640.5 -0.06 413.98 6.91 116562.9 0.01 413.98 7.09 116627.1 0.01
ATSF 413.7 7.14 116597.8 413.7 7.74 116448.9 0 413.71 7.51 116480.2 0.01 413.58 7.73 116553 -0.12 413.64 7.76 116476.4 -0.06 413.63 7.95 116542.6 -0.07

MLK Jr. Blvd 412.25 8.15 113594.2 412.24 8.21 113593.9 -0.01 412.23 8.33 113593.2 -0.02 412.23 7.88 113594.3 -0.02 412.25 8.15 113594.2 0 412.24 7.84 113594.3 -0.01
BNSF 411.65 5.85 111753 411.65 5.85 111753 0 411.65 5.85 111753 0 411.65 5.85 111753 0 411.65 5.85 111753 0 411.65 5.85 111753 0

S.H. 310/Cental 407.43 6.18 101848.8 407.43 6.18 101848.8 0 407.43 6.18 101848.8 0 407.43 6.18 101848.8 0 407.43 6.18 101848.8 0 407.43 6.18 101848.8 0
U.P. R.R. 406.86 4.26 100848.1 406.86 4.26 100848.1 0 406.86 4.26 100848.1 0 406.86 4.26 100848.1 0 406.86 4.26 100848.1 0 406.86 4.26 100848.1 0
Loop 12 (Main Stem) 403.37 7.62 73732.59 403.37 7.62 73732.59 0 403.37 7.62 73732.59 0 403.37 7.62 73732.59 0 403.37 7.62 73732.59 0 403.37 7.62 73732.59 0

Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

Valley View Lane (Elm Fork) 435.89 7.95 38011.1 435.89 7.96 37587.93 0 435.89 7.96 37759.35 0 435.9 7.95 38046.49 0.01 435.89 7.95 37943.84 0 435.92 7.93 38935.18 0.03
I.H. 635/LBJ Freeway W. Bound (Elm Fork) 434.36 5.49 37136.25 434.35 5.5 36714.11 -0.01 434.35 5.49 36885.17 -0.01 434.36 5.48 37171.49 0 434.36 5.49 37069.17 0 434.4 5.46 38057.66 0.04
I.H. 635/LBJ Freeway E. Bound (Elm Fork) 434.11 5.68 37068.02 434.09 5.69 36646.02 -0.02 434.1 5.68 36817.02 -0.01 434.11 5.67 37103.24 0 434.1 5.68 37000.96 -0.01 434.15 5.64 37989.07 0.04

Royal Lane (Elm Fork) 433.08 6.68 33337.41 433.06 6.7 32919.49 -0.02 433.07 6.69 33089.03 -0.01 433.08 6.68 33372.05 0 433.08 6.68 33271.05 0 433.14 6.65 34247.79 0.06
S.H. 348/Northwest Highway (Elm Fork) 430.92 3.17 26616.26 430.88 3.19 26224.08 -0.04 430.9 3.18 26384.33 -0.02 430.93 3.17 26647.21 0.01 430.92 3.17 26554.35 0 431.04 3.11 27460.13 0.12

California Crossing (Elm Fork) 429.35 3.56 24868.09 429.27 3.59 24486.31 -0.08 429.3 3.58 24642.34 -0.05 429.36 3.55 24897.66 0.01 429.34 3.56 24807.85 -0.01 429.53 3.48 25687.29 0.18
Burlington Northern Railroad (Elm Fork) 428.73 3.22 23039 428.63 3.24 22670.79 -0.1 428.67 3.23 22821.3 -0.06 428.74 3.21 23066.8 0.01 428.71 3.22 22980.94 -0.02 428.94 3.16 23826.74 0.21

Wildwood Drive (Elm Fork) 427.86 3.04 21980.09 427.74 3.1 21621.52 -0.12 427.79 3.07 21768.1 -0.07 427.87 3.03 22006.63 0.01 427.84 3.05 21923.57 -0.02 428.12 2.92 22745.64 0.26
Loop 12 (Elm Fork) 427.07 3.51 18781.31 426.93 3.55 18458.96 -0.14 426.99 3.54 18590.74 -0.08 427.09 3.51 18803.12 0.02 427.05 3.52 18730.54 -0.02 427.39 3.42 19464.88 0.32

S.H. 482/ Story Lane (Elm Fork) 425.68 2.95 15009.74 425.48 3.01 14753.51 -0.2 425.57 2.99 14858.25 -0.11 425.71 2.95 15022.99 0.03 425.65 2.96 14969.42 -0.03 426.12 2.84 15544.6 0.44
S.H. 183/John Carpenter Frwy (Elm Fork) 424.94 3.94 8570.15 424.7 4 8410.69 -0.24 424.8 3.97 8475.63 -0.14 424.97 3.93 8571 0.03 424.9 3.95 8545.01 -0.04 425.44 3.81 8895.32 0.5

C.R.I.P. R. R. (Elm Fork) 424.13 3.05 4378.08 423.85 3.11 4291.95 -0.28 423.96 3.09 4326.95 -0.17 424.16 3.04 4369.48 0.03 424.08 3.06 4364.51 -0.05 424.71 2.91 4544.69 0.58
S.H. 356 Blvd (Elm Fork) 424.06 2.54 3473.07 423.79 2.59 3404.3 -0.27 423.9 2.57 3432.26 -0.16 424.1 2.54 3462.23 0.04 424.02 2.55 3462.24 -0.04 424.65 2.44 3602.32 0.59

Shady Grove Rd (Elm Fork) 424 2.19 2452.52 423.72 2.24 2401.52 -0.28 423.84 2.22 2422.26 -0.16 424.04 2.19 2439.39 0.04 423.96 2.2 2444.5 -0.04 424.6 2.11 2543.57 0.6

Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

MacArthur Blvd (West Fork) 436.1 4.77 19524.24 436.1 4.77 19335.56 0 436.1 4.77 19411.24 0 436.1 4.77 19534.31 0 436.1 4.77 19493.95 0 436.11 4.77 19940.51 0.01
Loop 12 (West Fork) 426.68 5.49 7191.61 426.54 5.56 7076.66 -0.14 426.59 5.53 7123.02 -0.09 426.69 5.49 7194.01 0.01 426.65 5.5 7173.3 -0.03 426.99 5.35 7434.98 0.31

 Notes: 
* This column reflects the difference in water surface elevation between Alternative (to left) and existing conditions.
** Cumulative volume in the reach of the river between the confluence of the Elm Fork and West Fork and the structure listed.  

Elm Fork
Alternative 4B

Structure

Structure

West Fork
Existing Conditions Alternative 3A Alternative 3B

100 Year Hydraulic Analysis Comparison Table At Structures

Existing Conditions Alternative 3A

Existing Conditions

Main Stem 

Alternative 4B

Alternative 3C Alternative 4AAlternative 3A Alternative 3B

Alternative 3C Alternative 4A

Alternative 3B Alternative 4B
Structure

Alternative 3C Alternative 4A
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Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

Confluence Elm Fork/West Fork 435.56 6.13 257793.2 435.05 6.27 256326.3 -0.51 435.31 6.19 257460.8 -0.25 435.4 7.31 257810.9 -0.16 435.48 6.15 257871.8 -0.08 436.01 7.13 257288.7 0.45
Westmoreland 434.17 7.03 244587.7 433.68 6.59 242874 -0.49 433.99 6.52 243866.7 -0.18 433.8 7.14 243898 -0.37 434.18 6.47 244188.1 0.01 434.53 6.92 243043.8 0.36
Hampton Rd 433.08 6.45 233908 432.43 7.13 232283.2 -0.65 432.78 6.27 233154.3 -0.3 433.04 6.55 232321.1 -0.04 432.92 6.46 233515.2 -0.16 433.75 6.79 231334.9 0.67

Sylvan - River Bridge 431.72 6.8 221726.2 430.67 7.36 221439.3 -1.05 431.11 7.12 222014.4 -0.61 431.31 7.35 221035 -0.41 431.23 7.5 222330.1 -0.49 431.81 7.85 220604.3 0.09
Continental Ave. 430.35 8.17 213815.6 429.23 7.57 214179.8 -1.12 429.78 7.84 214604.7 -0.57 429.63 7.74 214084.1 -0.72 429.94 7.68 214910.6 -0.41 430 7.89 213912.3 -0.35
Woodall Rodgers 429.96 8.8 213390.8 429.15 7.46 213716.3 -0.81 429.38 8.28 214127.8 -0.58 429.55 7.66 213639.9 -0.41 429.65 7.72 214424.8 -0.31 429.73 7.67 213471.1 -0.23

U.P. R.R. 429.68 8.3 212140.8 428.81 6.97 212398.7 -0.87 429.1 7.67 212760.3 -0.58 429.22 6.93 212296 -0.46 429.38 7.59 213039.8 -0.3 429.42 6.96 212145.3 -0.26
Commerce Street 429.1 9.31 211039.2 428.39 8.22 211200.3 -0.71 428.57 9.07 211534.1 -0.53 428.89 7.51 211062.9 -0.21 428.98 8.91 211783.9 -0.12 429.07 7.46 210914.3 -0.03

I.H. 30 428.39 8.55 208441.3 427.96 7.78 208331.9 -0.43 427.99 8.88 208584.7 -0.4 428.23 8.38 208260.4 -0.16 428.22 7.74 208792.1 -0.17 428.41 8.44 208150.5 0.02
Houston Street 427.31 9.06 205455.8 426.94 8.56 205169.7 -0.37 427 9.04 205307 -0.31 427.34 8.15 205137.7 0.03 427.24 8.67 205485.1 -0.07 427.47 8.37 205112 0.16
Jefferson Blvd 426.95 9.42 204771.2 426.63 8.83 204546.9 -0.32 426.72 8.95 204675.3 -0.23 426.93 9.12 204519.8 -0.02 426.97 8.84 204813.3 0.02 427.01 9.49 204501.7 0.06

I.H. 35E S. 426.65 8.74 203272.4 426.4 8.05 203022.5 -0.25 426.47 8.45 203117 -0.18 426.55 8.99 203028.5 -0.1 426.74 8.14 203195.1 0.09 426.65 9.11 203026.6 0
I.H. 35E N./Cadiz 426.4 9.8 202826.8 426.25 8.42 202551 -0.15 426.33 8.75 202647.8 -0.07 426.32 9.53 202587.8 -0.08 426.59 8.49 202698.2 0.19 426.33 9.65 202586.5 -0.07

Corinth Street 425.46 7.99 197218.8 425.15 8.08 196830.5 -0.31 425.34 7.86 196897.1 -0.12 425.29 7.75 196961.4 -0.17 425.38 7.96 196880 -0.08 425.25 8.01 196884.6 -0.21
DART 425.23 7.85 194410.1 424.86 7.96 194177.3 -0.37 425.05 7.85 194220.7 -0.18 424.93 8.25 194319.8 -0.3 425.04 8.16 194231 -0.19 424.87 8.44 194317 -0.36
ATSF 424.64 10.3 194246.6 423.83 10.57 194025.5 -0.81 424.02 10.49 194065.6 -0.62 423.74 11.09 194168.3 -0.9 423.89 10.96 194080 -0.75 423.68 11.08 194169.5 -0.96

MLK Jr. Blvd 422.75 9.87 189249.2 422.73 10.05 189248.7 -0.02 422.71 10.28 189247.5 -0.04 422.64 9.76 189246.8 -0.11 422.75 9.87 189249.2 0 422.68 9.42 189249.5 -0.07
BNSF 421.71 7.91 186245.7 421.71 7.91 186245.7 0 421.71 7.91 186245.7 0 421.71 7.91 186245.7 0 421.71 7.91 186245.7 0 421.71 7.91 186245.7 0

S.H. 310/Cental 417.09 7.54 168448.1 417.09 7.54 168448.1 0 417.09 7.54 168448.1 0 417.09 7.54 168448.1 0 417.09 7.54 168448.1 0 417.09 7.54 168448.1 0
U.P. R.R. 416.18 5.38 166777.3 416.18 5.38 166777.3 0 416.18 5.38 166777.3 0 416.18 5.38 166777.3 0 416.18 5.38 166777.3 0 416.18 5.38 166777.3 0
Loop 12 (Main Stem) 412.07 10.73 119178.5 412.07 10.73 119178.5 0 412.07 10.73 119178.5 0 412.07 10.73 119178.5 0 412.07 10.73 119178.5 0 412.07 10.73 119178.5 0

Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

I.H. 35E Access Road S. Bound(Elm Fork) 453.28 9.92 125579.09 453.27 9.93 123960.19 -0.01 453.28 9.93 124780.44 0 453.28 9.92 125778.6 0 453.28 9.92 125327.82 0 453.29 9.91 127669.77 0.01
Sandy Lake Road (Elm Fork) 449.53 5.61 111527.4 449.48 5.67 109973.87 -0.05 449.51 5.64 110762.89 -0.02 449.54 5.6 111718.14 0.01 449.52 5.62 111286.17 -0.01 449.6 5.53 113530.34 0.07

Southern Pacific Railroad (Elm Fork) 448.54 5.97 102876.74 448.48 6 101375.45 -0.06 448.51 5.98 102139.49 -0.03 448.55 5.96 103060.41 0.01 448.53 5.97 102643.49 -0.01 448.63 5.93 104810.23 0.09
Belt Line (Elm Fork) 447.75 8.88 102825.76 447.67 8.94 101324.7 -0.08 447.71 8.91 102088.63 -0.04 447.76 8.87 103009.4 0.01 447.74 8.88 102592.55 -0.01 447.85 8.8 104758.95 0.1

Valley View Lane (Elm Fork) 444.04 7.6 85909.86 443.9 7.69 84517.25 -0.14 443.96 7.64 85229.47 -0.08 444.05 7.59 86078.63 0.01 444.01 7.61 85693.19 -0.03 444.22 7.5 87699.23 0.18
I.H. 635/LBJ Freeway W. Bound(Elm Fork) 442.29 5.41 84278.71 442.13 5.48 82901.1 -0.16 442.21 5.44 83606.06 -0.08 442.31 5.41 84445.37 0.02 442.26 5.42 84064.38 -0.03 442.51 5.33 86047.85 0.22
I.H. 635/LBJ Freeway E. Bound(Elm Fork) 442.14 5.47 84140.17 441.97 5.54 82764.01 -0.17 442.06 5.51 83468.24 -0.08 442.16 5.47 84306.63 0.02 442.11 5.49 83926.07 -0.03 442.36 5.39 85907.34 0.22

Royal Lane (Elm Fork) 441.51 5.93 75903.3 441.31 6.09 74639.9 -0.2 441.41 6.01 75287.1 -0.1 441.54 5.91 76053.67 0.03 441.48 5.96 75707.23 -0.03 441.77 5.73 77516.34 0.26
S.H. 348/Northwest Highway (Elm Fork) 440.87 2.89 58606.47 440.64 2.95 57582.63 -0.23 440.76 2.92 58108.24 -0.11 440.9 2.88 58723.15 0.03 440.83 2.89 58448.38 -0.04 441.18 2.8 59899.37 0.31

California CrossingRoad (Elm Fork) 440.15 3.67 54398.94 439.88 3.74 53439.21 -0.27 440.02 3.7 53932.18 -0.13 440.19 3.66 54506.66 0.04 440.11 3.68 54250.96 -0.04 440.51 3.57 55607.06 0.36
Burlington Northern Railroad (Elm Fork) 439.75 3.89 50153.19 439.45 4 49265.74 -0.3 439.61 3.94 49721.89 -0.14 439.79 3.87 50250.83 0.04 439.7 3.9 50016.59 -0.05 440.14 3.75 51265.81 0.39

Wildwood Drive (Elm Fork) 439.19 2.23 47224.16 438.86 2.28 46393 -0.33 439.03 2.25 46820.35 -0.16 439.23 2.22 47313.99 0.04 439.14 2.24 47096.37 -0.05 439.61 2.16 48264.29 0.42
Loop 12 (Elm Fork) 438.84 4.07 38123.79 438.48 4.19 37459.02 -0.36 438.66 4.13 37801.19 -0.18 438.89 4.05 38190.63 0.05 438.78 4.09 38022.03 -0.06 439.29 3.92 38951 0.45

S.H. 482/ Story Lane (Elm Fork) 438.28 3.5 28358.17 437.89 3.6 27877.63 -0.39 438.09 3.55 28125.1 -0.19 438.33 3.49 28399.56 0.05 438.22 3.52 28284.68 -0.06 438.76 3.39 28951.33 0.48
S.H. 183/John Carpenter Frwy (Elm Fork) 437.43 5.11 16124.5 437.01 5.2 15831.42 -0.42 437.23 5.16 15982.46 -0.2 437.49 5.1 16140.08 0.06 437.36 5.13 16079.73 -0.07 437.96 5.01 16480.6 0.53

C.R.I.P. R. R. (Elm Fork) 436.5 5.29 8091.35 436.03 5.41 7941.24 -0.47 436.27 5.35 8018.67 -0.23 436.57 5.28 8087.32 0.07 436.43 5.31 8068.45 -0.07 437.1 5.15 8262.55 0.6
S.H. 356 Blvd (Elm Fork) 436.34 4.9 6392.49 435.86 5 6273.12 -0.48 436.11 4.95 6334.7 -0.23 436.4 4.89 6384.26 0.06 436.26 4.92 6374.29 -0.08 436.95 4.78 6524.16 0.61

Shady Grove Rd (Elm Fork) 436.15 4.29 4568.86 435.67 4.38 4480.24 -0.48 435.91 4.34 4525.97 -0.24 436.21 4.28 4556.42 0.06 436.07 4.31 4555.35 -0.08 436.76 4.19 4661.02 0.61

Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference* Difference*

WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 
Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft) WSEL (ft)  Vel Chnl (ft/sec) Cumulative 

Volume** (Acre-ft) WSEL (ft)

Roy Orr Blvd./N.W. 19th Street (West Fork) 459.4 15.58 101459.92 459.4 15.58 100403.71 0 459.4 15.58 101069.39 0 459.4 15.58 101459.86 0 459.4 15.58 101334.92 0 459.4 15.57 102571.42 0
Belt Line Road (West Fork) 448.73 7.2 75270.3 448.71 7.23 74241.36 -0.02 448.72 7.2 74885.35 -0.01 448.73 7.2 75269.99 0 448.72 7.2 75148.23 -0.01 448.83 7.04 76237.63 0.1
MacArthur Blvd (West Fork) 444.16 7.9 40787.1 443.88 8.07 40179.32 -0.28 444.1 7.93 40491.07 -0.06 444.16 7.9 40784.89 0 444.14 7.91 40693.37 -0.02 444.32 7.8 41519.34 0.16

Loop 12 (West Fork) 438.26 6.12 14535.37 437.91 6.24 14269.5 -0.35 438.09 6.18 14406.19 -0.17 438.27 6.12 14529.51 0.01 438.21 6.14 14494.57 -0.05 438.68 6.17 14847.63 0.42

 Notes: 
* This column reflects the difference in water surface elevation between Alternative (to left) and existing conditions.
** Cumulative volume in the reach of the river between the confluence of the Elm Fork and West Fork and the structure listed.  

Alternative 4B
West Fork

Structure

Existing Conditions Alternative 3A Alternative 3B Alternative 3C Alternative 4A

Alternative 4B
Elm Fork

Alternative 3C

Alternative 3C

Alternative 4A

Structure

Existing Conditions Alternative 3A Alternative 3B Alternative 4A

Main Stem
Standard Project Flood Hydraulic Analysis Comparison Table at Structures

Structure
Existing Conditions Alternative 3A Alternative 3B Alternative 4B
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Methodology Used for Determining Impacts to Valley Storage  
 

The following paragraphs describe the steps used to calculate potential impacts to valley storage by 
the five Build Alternatives (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B) in the Dallas Floodway.  The results of hydraulic 
modeling for each of these alternatives are summarized in the tables on the following two pages for 
the 100-year flood and the Standard Project Flood (SPF). 
 
1. The ROD hydraulic criteria require that valley storage changes be expressed in terms of 

percentage but do not outline a specific methodology for computing valley storage loss.  The 
valley storage comparison methods used in this analysis are based on discussions with and 
guidance from Fort Worth District Corps of Engineers Hydrology and Hydraulics personnel.  In 
order to express the valley storage gain or loss as a percent, a pre-project or on-site amount of 
storage must be computed, typically over a defined project footprint.  The interpretation of on-site 
(pre-project) valley storage for these alternatives differs somewhat from the typical project in that 
all of the floodplain on both sides of the river channel from the projects most upstream limits to 
the downstream limits has been included as part of the project footprint.  This includes areas in 
the floodway where alteration due to the Trinity Parkway alternatives does not occur. For the 
typical project, the on-site valley storage is interpreted as the actual pre-project valley storage 
that exists directly above the permit applicant’s proposed development or all contiguous land 
areas in which the applicant has controlling interest  This strict interpretation allows adjacent 
undeveloped lands (usually other landowners) the same opportunity for development with the 
same allowance for valley storage loss.  This project is unique in that there is a single controlling 
entity within the project reach of the river floodplain and all future proposed floodplain 
modifications will be intertwined with the proposed project.  Since it will be extremely difficult to 
hydraulically separate this proposed project from future proposed projects within this project 
reach for comparison to the ROD criteria in the traditional way, future projects proposed for 
construction within the same onsite valley storage area will be evaluated in terms of the 
cumulative impact for comparison to the ROD criteria and will use the same existing conditions 
hydraulic model as a baseline comparison. 

2. Tables of valley storage volume (acre-feet) were developed from the results of the HEC-RAS 
hydraulic model for existing conditions and for each of the floodway Build Alternatives.  This 
model processes the primary input of hydrologic flow, cross sectional geometry, and ground 
cover characteristics to estimate the velocity and water surface elevation at specified cross 
sections (generally 200 feet apart) for the river channel.  The combination of cross section area 
and water surface elevation allow the calculation of valley storage at peak flood stages.  While 
the HEC-RAS model provided data on valley storage for each cross section, the attached tables 
report the cumulative valley storage over entire river segments.   

3. In the attached Table A for each flood event, the volume shown for the Main Stem of the Trinity 
River represents the total cumulative volume in acre-feet for the entire river between the 
confluence of the Elm/West Forks and the beginning of the model (a point approximately 1.4 
miles downstream of Dowdy Ferry Road).  The second line in this table shows the amount of 
valley storage from the upstream face of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Bridge and 
the same beginning point downstream noted above.   

4. The “Project Area Volume” for existing conditions and each of the Build Alternatives was 
calculated in Table A from the difference between the two locations specified.  The “Volume 
Change Compared to Existing” reflects the difference between the Project Area Volume for each 
of the Build Alternatives and the valley storage volume determined for existing conditions.  
Losses in valley storage are preceded by a minus sign. 

5. For each of the Trinity River’s branches (Table B for Elm Fork, and Table C for West Fork), the 
“Cumulative Volume” represents the total valley storage volume in each branch between the 
confluence of the branches with the Main Stem and a point upstream where the predicted 
impacts to water surface elevations returned to zero for more than one cross-section; the 
“Station” (noted in terms of feet upstream from the confluence) at which zero impacts was 
reached is noted in each of the tables.  For each of Tables B and C, the amount of valley storage 
at the confluence is zero, as that is the point from which valley storage upstream was computed 
for the 100-year and SPF flood events.   
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6. Similar to the procedure for the Main Stem, for the lower halves of Tables B and C the “Elm Fork 
Volume” and “West Fork Volume” were calculated from the difference between the two locations 
specified.  “Volume Change Compared to Existing” was determined based on the difference (gain 
or loss) in volume between the Build Alternatives and model results for existing conditions. 

7. In Table D for each flood event modeled, the term “Within Project Study Area” refers to that area 
of the project between the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Bridge and the Main Stem’s 
confluence with the Elm Fork and West Fork.  Therefore, the “Difference in Project Volume” for 
each of the Build Alternatives in Table D is taken from the “Volume Change Compared to 
Existing” for the Main Stem in Table A.   

8. The “Total Including Upstream Reaches” in Table D refers to the project area (between the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Bridge and the Main Stem’s confluence with the Elm/West 
Forks) plus the area of expected impacts upstream in both the Elm Fork and West Fork.  The 
“Difference in Project Volume” for each of the Build Alternatives is determined by adding all the 
“Volume Change Compared to Existing” values in Tables A, B, and C; this yields a cumulative 
predicted impact to valley storage of each Build Alternative for the combined river reaches (i.e., 
Main Stem, Elm Fork, and West Fork). 

9. The “Percent Change in Project Volume” was determined by dividing the “Difference in Project 
Volume” by the “Existing Project Area Volume” to calculate a percentage of change within the 
project area or in the combined project area plus the upstream reaches.        
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Trinity Parkway Alternative Descriptions 
 

The following is a brief description of each of the Trinity Parkway Alternatives modeled using 
HEC-RAS 4.0 Beta.  Each model was based on the Existing Conditions Corridor Development 
Certificate (CDC) Model for the Trinity River, obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) in May 2007.  This model includes the Dallas Floodway Extension project (under 
construction) including the proposed Lamar (East) Levee from the end of the current Dallas 
Floodway to State Highway 310.  The future Woodall Rodgers Bridge is also included.   
 

• Alternative 3A: This alternative is a Combined Parkway alternative which reflects a 
roadway along the East Levee from just north of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to 
Westmoreland Road with toll gantries located inside the levees.  Mannings roughness (n 
value) in the area of the roadway was set to 0.02.  Proposed ramps and bridges 
associated with the parkway were placed into the model using blocked obstructions.  A 
portion of the abandoned Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (AT&SF) trestle was removed 
from the model where the proposed roadway cuts through the bridge.  Channel ‘n’ 
values were not altered from those in the existing conditions model.  For the most part, 
overbank ‘n’ values remained consistent to those in the existing conditions model (0.055) 
except where proposed trees (0.075) would be planted in order to offset valley storage 
losses and impacts to water surface elevations.  The model also contains the proposed 
excavation for the future City of Dallas Balanced Vision Plan (BVP) lakes and proposed 
relocated channel.  The Sylvan Avenue East Bridge was removed from the model at 
Trinity Parkway due to conflicts with the proposed roadway.  The new Hampton/Inwood 
Road Bridge was placed into the model based on plans.  Please refer to the main body 
of the EIS report for more detailed information and exhibits for Alt. 3A. 

 
• Alternative 3B: This alternative is a Combined Parkway alternative which reflects a 

roadway along the East Levee from just north of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to 
Westmoreland Road with toll gantries located outside of the Dallas Floodway levees.  
Mannings roughness (n value) in the area of the roadway was set to 0.02.  Proposed 
ramps and bridges associated with the parkway were placed into the model using 
blocked obstructions.  A portion of the abandoned AT&SF trestle was removed from the 
model where the proposed roadway cuts through the bridge.  Channel ‘n’ values were 
not altered from those in the existing conditions model.  For the most part, overbank ‘n’ 
values remained consistent to those in the existing conditions model (0.055) except 
where proposed trees (0.075) would be planted in order to offset valley storage losses 
and impacts to water surface elevations.  The model also contains the proposed 
excavation for the future BVP lakes and proposed relocated channel.  The Sylvan 
Avenue East Bridge was removed from the model at Trinity Parkway due to conflicts with 
the proposed roadway.  The new Hampton/Inwood Road Bridge was placed into the 
model based on plans.  Please refer to the main body of the EIS report for more detailed 
information and exhibits for Alt. 3B. 

 
• Alternative 4A: This alternative is a Split Parkway alternative which reflects a roadway 

along the East Levee from just north of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to just north of 
Corinth.  From here the roadway splits and the north bound lanes follow along the East 
Levee, while the south bound lanes cross over the river then follow the West Levee until 
just north of Hampton Road Bridge.  At this location, the south bound lanes cross back 
over the Trinity River and rejoin the north bound lanes before crossing the levee out of 
the Dallas Floodway.  Mannings roughness (n value) in the area of the roadways was 
set to 0.02.  Proposed ramps and bridges associated with the parkway were placed into 
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the model using blocked obstructions.  A portion of the abandoned AT&SF trestle was 
removed from the model where the proposed roadway cuts through the bridge.  Channel 
‘n’ values were not altered from those in the existing conditions model.  For the most 
part, overbank ‘n’ values remained consistent to those in the existing conditions model 
(0.055) except where proposed trees (0.075) would be planted in order to offset valley 
storage losses and impacts to water surface elevations. The model also contains the 
proposed excavation for the future BVP lakes and proposed relocated channel.  The 
Sylvan Avenue East Bridge and West Bridge were removed from the model due to the 
proposed roadway impacts.  The new Hampton/Inwood Road Bridge was placed into the 
model based on plans.  Due to the skewed alignment of the south bound bridge crossing 
at the southern end of the floodway, only the bridge piers were modeled using blocked 
obstructions.  At the north end, the south bound bridge was modeled using the bridge 
routine in HEC-RAS.  Please refer to the main body of the EIS report for more detailed 
information and exhibits for Alt. 4A. 

 
Early in the EIS process, Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A were the only alternatives inside the 
Dallas Floodway being modeled to evaluate hydrologic and hydraulic impacts.  However, 
comments were received from the USACE voicing concerns over possible impacts from these 
alternatives to the integrity of the levees and floodway operations and maintenance.  In 
response to the comments on Alternatives 3A, 3B and 4A received from the USACE, two new 
alternatives were developed (Alternatives 3C and 4B).  Whereas Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A 
require retaining walls to be placed on the levee-side of the roadways at depressed locations in 
the vicinity of downtown Dallas, Alternatives 3C and 4B avoid the need for levee-side retaining 
walls by moving the roadway slightly away from the levee toward the Trinity River.  Other 
roadway layout changes are summarized in Section 2.3.9.  USACE has indicated in its 
consultation that it considers Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A unviable due to adverse impacts on 
the floodway and levees.  Therefore, no further refinements have been made in the SDEIS to 
the hydraulic evaluation of these alternatives.  The following describes the H&H model input for 
Alternatives 3C and 4B, developed in consultation with USACE. 
 

• Alternative 3C:  This alternative is a Combined Parkway alternative similar to 
Alternative 3B except the roadway has been shifted off the levee somewhat.  The 
roadway crosses over the levee at the southern end of the floodway just north of the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad and follows the East Levee until just north of 
Hampton/Inwood Road Bridge where it crosses back over the levee.  Mannings 
roughness (n values) in the area of the roadway was set to 0.02.  Proposed ramps and 
bridges associated with the parkway and park access were placed into the model using 
the lid option, with ‘n’ values in the vicinity of the proposed Trinity Parkway bridge 
structures adjusted to 0.07 to reflect the impacts of piers on flood flows under these 
structures.  A portion of the abandoned AT&SF trestle was removed from the model 
where the proposed roadway cuts through the bridge.  The AT&SF Bridge was also 
changed from a normal opening analysis to a multiple opening analysis since the area 
where the bridge will be removed will act more like an open channel (conveyance type of 
opening) than a bridge.  Channel ‘n’ values were not altered from those in the existing 
conditions model.  For the most part, overbank ‘n’ values remained consistent to those in 
the existing conditions model (0.055) except where proposed trees (0.075) would be 
planted to offset valley storage losses due to flood elevation reductions.  The model also 
contains the proposed excavation associated with the future BVP lakes along with 
channelization from just upstream of Corinth to downstream of Jefferson.  Bottom widths 
of the channelization range from 100 ft. to 150 ft. with 4:1 side slopes.  Benches in some 
locations were also added.  A swale in the area between Corinth and IH-35E was also 
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added.  The model further reflects wetlands and reforestation between Hampton and 
Westmoreland.  Wetlands were also included downstream of Hampton to near the Baker 
Pump Station Outfall.  The Sylvan Avenue East Bridge was removed from the model due 
to the proposed roadway impacts.  The new Hampton/Inwood Road Bridge was placed 
into the model based on plans.  Please refer to the main body of the EIS report for more 
detailed information and exhibits for Alt. 3C.   

 
• Alternative 4B:  This alternative is a Split parkway alternative similar to Alternative 4A 

except the roadway has been shifted more off the levee somewhat. The roadway 
crosses over the levee at the southern end of the floodway just north of the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe Railroad and follows the East Levee until just north of Corinth.  From 
here the roadway splits and the north bound lanes follow along the East Levee with the 
south bound lanes crossing over the river, then following the West Levee.  Just north of 
Hampton Road Bridge, the roadway crosses back over the Trinity to rejoin with the north 
bound lanes before crossing the levee out of the floodway.  Mannings roughness (n 
value) in the area of the roadway was set to 0.02.  Proposed ramps and bridges 
associated with the parkway and park access were placed into the model using the lid 
option, with ‘n’ values in the vicinity of the proposed Trinity Parkway bridge structures 
adjusted to 0.07 to reflect the impacts of piers on flood flows under these structures.  A 
portion of the abandoned AT&SF trestle was removed from the model where the 
proposed roadway cuts through the bridge.  The AT&SF Bridge was also changed from 
a normal opening analysis to a multiple opening analysis since the portion of the bridge 
removed acts more like an open channel (conveyance type of opening) than a bridge.  
Channel ‘n’ values were not altered from those in the existing conditions model.  For the 
most part, overbank ‘n’ values remained consistent to those in the existing conditions 
model (0.055) except where proposed trees (0.075) would be planted in order to offset 
valley storage losses due to flood elevation reductions.  The model also contains the 
proposed excavation associated with the future BVP lakes, along with channelization 
from just upstream of Corinth to downstream of Jefferson.  Bottom widths of the 
channelization range from 100 ft. to 150 ft. with 4:1 side slopes.  Benches were also 
added in some locations.  A swale in the area between Corinth and IH-35E was added.  
The model further reflects wetlands and reforestation between Hampton and 
Westmoreland.  Wetlands were also included downstream of Hampton to a location near 
the Baker Pump Station Outfall.  The Sylvan Avenue East Bridge and West Bridge was 
removed from the model at the proposed parkway due to conflicts with the proposed 
roadway.  The new Hampton/Inwood Road Bridge was placed into the model based on 
plans.  Due to the skewed alignment of the south bound bridge crossing at the southern 
end of the floodway, only the bridge piers were modeled using blocked obstructions.  At 
the north end, the south bound bridge was modeled using the bridge routine in HEC-
RAS.  Please refer to the main body of the EIS report for more detailed information and 
exhibits for Alt. 4B. 
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Valley Storage Calculations (100-Year)

Table A.  Main Stem Trinity River

Location
Existing Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B
Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork (XS 148136)1 153511 153233.0 153824.1 154328.4 153801.9 154495.7
U/S Face of BNSF RR Bridge (XS 103533) 111753 111753 111753 111753 111753 111753
Project Area Volume 41758 41480 42071.1 42575.4 42048.9 42742.7
Volume Change Compared to Existing -278 313.1 817.4 290.9 984.7

Table B.  Elm Fork 

Location Station
Existing Alt. 3A*

Station
Existing Alt. 3B*

Station
Existing Alt. 3C

Station
Existing Alt. 4A*

Station
Existing Alt. 4B

Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Varies2 78187 44094.73 43661.44 71682 41682.8 41425.1 49916 27131.4 27162.7 54233 32609.4 32541.5 87541 48436.0 49389.7
Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0
Elm Fork Volume 44094.73 43661.44 41682.8 41425.1 27131.4 27162.7 32609.4 32541.5 48436.0 49389.7
Volume Change Compared to Existing -433.29 -257.7 31.3 -67.89 953.69

Table C.  West Fork 

Location Station
Existing Alt. 3A*

Station
Existing Alt. 3B*

Station
Existing Alt. 3C

Station
Existing Alt. 4A*

Station
Existing Alt. 4B

Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Varies2 25434 17855.4 17667.3 25434 17855.4 17742.8 15780 12638.0 12646.7 17516 13592.5 13563.5 38059 35224.2 35651.3
Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0
West Fork Volume 17855.4 17667.3 17855.4 17742.8 12638.0 12646.7 13592.5 13563.5 35224.2 35651.3
Volume Change Compared to Existing -188.1 -112.7 8.6 -29.0 427.1

Table D.  Percent Gain/Loss Calculations Based on Project Volume
Existing Project Area 

Volume (acre-ft)
Difference in Project Volume (acre-ft)4 Percent Change in Project Volume5

Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B
Within Project Study Area 41758 -278 313.1 817.4 290.9 984.7 -0.7% 0.7% 2.0% 0.7% 2.4%
Total Including Upstream Reaches 41758 -899.39 -57.2 857.3 194.0 2365.5 -2.2% -0.1% 2.1% 0.5% 5.7%

Notes:
* = denotes for the reader that Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A are not considered feasible by the USACE due to concerns detailed in Volume 1, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.9.
1.  XS = cross section 
2.  The point where water surface elevations returned to zero for more than one cross-section on both the Elm Fork and West Fork dictated the point where valley storage computations were ended for each build alternative.
3.  The hydraulic model was built using the confluence as starting point for stationing up each of the branches (Elm Fork and West Fork), therefore, Main Stem XS 148136 equals Station 0 for each branch.
4.  Gain or loss in volume (acre-ft) in the Trinity Parkway Build Alternatives compared to the existing project area volume. 
5.  Percent Change in Project Volume is equal to the Difference in Project Volume divided by the Existing Project Area Volume times 100.
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Valley Storage Calculations (SPF)

Table A.  Main Stem Trinity River

Location
Existing Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B
Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork (XS 148136)1 257793.2 256326.3 257460.8 257810.9 257871.8 257288.7
U/S Face of BNSF RR Bridge (XS 103533) 186245.7 186245.7 186245.7 186245.7 186245.7 186245.7
Project Area Volume 71547.5 70080.6 71215.1 71565.2 71626.1 71043
Volume Change Compared to Existing -1466.9 -332.4 17.7 78.6 -504.5

Table B.  Elm Fork 

Location Station
Existing Alt. 3A*

Station
Existing Alt. 3B*

Station
Existing Alt. 3C

Station
Existing Alt. 4A*

Station
Existing Alt. 4B

Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Varies2 111934 126220.28 124599.01 110435 125759.3 124959.6 98884 118354.5 118550.7 105167 123024.5 122773.9 112617 126676.3 128770.3
Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0
Elm Fork Volume 126220.28 124599.01 125759.3 124959.6 118354.5 118550.7 123024.5 122773.9 126676.3 128770.3
Volume Change Compared to Existing -1621.27 -799.7 196.2 -250.57 2093.99

Table C.  West Fork 

Location Station
Existing Alt. 3A*

Station
Existing Alt. 3B*

Station
Existing Alt. 3C

Station
Existing Alt. 4A*

Station
Existing Alt. 4B

Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume Cum.Volume
(acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft) (acre-ft)

Varies2 55761 96221.03 95164.74 44427 75565.2 75179.8 5788 8728.7 8721.8 44427 75565.2 75443.0 61238 101606.6 102719.1
Confluence of Elm Fork/West Fork 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0 03 0 0
West Fork Volume 96221.03 95164.74 75565.2 75179.8 8728.7 8721.8 75565.2 75443.0 101606.6 102719.1
Volume Change Compared to Existing -1056.29 -385.4 -6.9 -122.2 1112.5

Table D.  Percent Gain/Loss Calculations Based on Project Volume
Existing Project Area 

Volume (acre-ft)
Difference in Project Volume (acre-ft)4 Percent Change in Project Volume5

Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B Alt. 3A* Alt. 3B* Alt. 3C Alt. 4A* Alt. 4B
Within Project Study Area 71547.5 -1466.9 -332.4 17.7 78.6 -504.5 -2.1% -0.5% 0.0% 0.1% -0.7%
Total Including Upstream Reaches 71547.5 -4144.46 -1517.5 207.0 -294.2 2702.0 -5.8% -2.1% 0.3% -0.4% 3.8%

Notes:
* = denotes for the reader that Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A are not considered feasible by the USACE due to concerns detailed in Volume 1, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.9.
1.  XS = cross section 
2.  The point where water surface elevations returned to zero for more than one cross-section on both the Elm Fork and West Fork dictated the point where valley storage computations were ended for each build alternative.
3.  The hydraulic model was built using the confluence as starting point for stationing up each of the branches (Elm Fork and West Fork), therefore, Main Stem XS 148136 equals Station 0 for each branch.
4.  Gain or loss in volume (acre-ft) in the Trinity Parkway Build Alternatives compared to the existing project area volume. 
5.  Percent Change in Project Volume is equal to the Difference in Project Volume divided by the Existing Project Area Volume times 100.
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Attendees:  
 
USACE � David Wilson 
Dallas � Greg Ajemian 
LGG � Doug Guinn 
LGG � Richard Carson 
LGG - Phillip 
Halff � Matt Craig 
Halff � Walter Skipwith 
Halff � Russell Erskine 
Halff � Todd Milburn 
 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
To:   All Attendees 
 
From:  Matt Craig, Halff Associates, Inc. 
 
Subject: Trinity Parkway:  

Hydraulics Work Group Coordination 
Meeting 

 
Meeting Date:  May 30, 2007  
 
Location:  Teleconference 
 
Minutes Date: June 5, 2007 
 

AVO No. 17826 / WO29 
 

Item Description 

 This meeting was held to coordinate hydraulic modeling efforts for the proposed Trinity 
Parkway, City of Dallas Lakes and USACE�s flood fighting capabilities.   

 Topics for discussion: 
1. Previous HECRAS model 
2. New model runs for Trinity Parkway Alternatives 3C and 4B 
3. Revisions needed for the River Relocation and latest Lake Design 
4. Coordination between Modelers 
5. Schedule 
6. Next Meeting time 

 

1. Previous Models 

The last hydraulic models for the Trinity Parkway were run on July 2006.  USACE noted that 
the CDC model has since been updated for BNSF Railroad bridge, 1990�s channel excavation 
and levee embankment additions using new cross sections from updated survey work.  The 
Model was also updated to HECRAS Version 4.0.  USACE did not expect to do any more 
updates or tweaks to the CDC model.  David Wilson will provide a copy of the latest CDC 
model to Halff and LopezGarcia Group (LGG). 

 

2. New Model Development  

Halff is completing the geometric layouts for the new Trinity Parkway Alternative 3C for NTTA, 
and will be ready to develop HECRAS cross sections in about a week.  LGG is working with 
CH2M Hill on the proposed lake layout and river realignment geometry for the City of Dallas.  
Halff will also be developing the geometry for the new Parkway Alternative 4B. 

USACE asked if the levee crossings of the Parkway had been settled with the Geotech Work 
Group.  Halff noted that the geometry of the Parkway had been settled with the Geotech Group 
using diaphragm walls at the crossings.  However, the Hampton Rd area crossing has yet to be 
finalized, and the size and depth of the West Dallas Lake (west overbank between Hampton 
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and Westmoreland Rd) may vary based on the needs to balance the earthwork borrow 
requirements.  Halff will send the layout of the Parkway Alternative 3C plan to USACE. 

Halff will be generating the new HECRAS cross sections for the Parkway, and asked LGG for a 
TIN file (3D CADD file) of the proposed lakes and river relocation.  This TIN file would be used 
with the roadway TIN file to cut new sections to import into HECRAS.  

 

3. Model Versions 

The group discussed which scenarios should be modeled.  Work will start with the latest 
USACE CDC model.  Halff will then model the �Excavation Plan� which represents the dry 
excavation of the lakes and the dry part of the river relocation from DART bridge to Sylvan Ave.  
Dallas asked that the full excavation of the river be included in this model, since they would like 
to fully excavate the channel first. USACE stated this may be acceptable if there was not a big 
time difference between the river excavation and the lake excavations for the Parkway.  Team 
members will investigate if this can be done together. 

USACE is studying the levee raises without the Parkway and lake excavations to show its 
impacts as a stand alone project, although borrow sites would be in general location with the 
proposed lakes.  They will then do a model with the Parkway and lake excavations.  USACE 
will also model the ATSF railroad bridge removal as part of the Federal project and not as a 
stand alone project.  Halff noted that the hydraulic model for the ATSF Trestle Trail was 
modeled with neutral impacts, only taking out a short 20� to 40� section of the ATSF bridge by 
the truss section.  USACE work would account for the full ATSF bridge removal. 

 

4. Coordination of Model Production 

LGG will develop the TIN file for the lakes and river relocations, and provide to Halff.  Halff will 
cut the full HECRAS sections which include the road, lakes and river.  Dallas noted that they 
are studying the river cross section for low flows in the channel.  Dallas is meeting with the 
interior drainage consultant next week (~June 5) to determine the channel cross section, and 
will provide results to LGG for their work. 

 

5. Schedule  

LGG expected development of the lakes and river TIN file generation to take about two weeks.  
Halff asked for results by June 8 since the Parkway has a deadline for completion of the 
internal SDEIS draft by July 31, and needs about 10 weeks to complete the hydraulic 
modeling.  LGG is working with CH2M Hill on the channel location refinement to meet the 
USACE need for the river (and other excavations) to be at least 200� from the toe of the 
proposed levees.  Lake design team will be meeting with Dallas early next week to resolve 
lake/river location issues. 

The Hydraulics Work Group plans to hold a second teleconference meeting at 11 a.m. 
on June 6, 2007.   

 

 
This concludes the Meeting Minutes. Our goal is to provide a complete and accurate summary of the proceedings of the 
subject meeting in these minutes. If you feel that any of the items listed above are not correct, or that any information is 
missing or incomplete, please contact Halff Associates so that the matter can be resolved, and a correction issued if 
necessary. These minutes will be assumed to be correct and accepted if we do not hear from you within ten (10) calendar 
days from your receipt. 
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Attendees:  
 
USACE � Darlene Prochaska 
NTTA � Chris Anderson 
Dallas � Greg Ajemian 
LGG � Bernie Hietbrink 
Halff � Matt Craig 
Halff � Dick Westsmith 
Halff � Russell Erskine 
Halff � Todd Milburn 
Halff � Joe Novoa 
 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
To:   All Attendees 
 
From:  Matt Craig, Halff Associates, Inc. 
 
Subject: Trinity Parkway:  

Hydraulics Work Group Coordination 
Meeting 

 
Meeting Date:  June 6, 2007  
 
Location:  Teleconference 
 
Minutes Date: June 18, 2007 
 

AVO No. 17826 / WO29 
 

Item Description 

 This meeting was held to continue coordination on hydraulic modeling efforts for the proposed 
Trinity Parkway, City of Dallas Lakes and USACE�s flood fighting capabilities.   

 

 Topics for discussion followed the minutes of the May 30, 2007 Hydraulics Group Meeting: 
1. Previous HECRAS model 
2. New model runs for Trinity Parkway Alternatives 3C and 4B 
3. Revisions needed for the River Relocation and latest Lake Design 
4. Coordination between Modelers 
5. Schedule 
6. Next Meeting time 

 

1. Previous Models 

Halff received a copy of the latest CDC model from the USACE. 

 

2. New Model Development  

Halff is completing the geometric layouts for the new Trinity Parkway Alternative 3C for NTTA.  
LGG submitted revised lake layout and river realignment geometry to CH2M Hill on June 5.  
CH2M Hill will use that information to develop a TIN file (3D CADD file) of the proposed lakes 
and river relocation, and submit to Halff early in the week of June 11.  Halff will use the TIN file  
with the roadway TIN file to cut new sections to import into HECRAS. Halff will generate the 
new HECRAS cross sections for the Parkway and have initial results of HECRAS within about 
three weeks from receipt of the lake/river TIN file.  Initial results will be shared with the 
hydraulics work group. 
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3. Model Versions 

The group discussed which scenarios should be modeled.  The team confirmed that work will 
start with the latest CDC model as provided by USACE.  Halff will then model the �Excavation 
Plan� which represents the dry excavation of the lakes and the dry part of the river relocation 
from DART bridge to Sylvan Ave.  The Trinity Parkway Supplemental DEIS (SEIS) will only 
publish the results of the �Excavation Plan� with the Trinity Parkway �Build� alternatives 
following the river alignment (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B and maybe 5). The Final EIS (FEIS) would 
report the final results of the modeling needed for the final alternative selected for the Parkway.  
NTTA noted that the modeling by the Parkway team will only cover that needed for its 
permitting.  Dallas asked that the full excavation of the river be included in the �Excavation 
Plan� model, since they would like to fully excavate the channel first. A separate meeting will 
be conducted for the team members to discuss the construction sequencing and permitting 
requirements.   

The City is also working with their interior drainage consultant on the low flow volumes and 
channel cross section of the Trinity River. The total flow of 20,000 cfs comprises the 13,000 cfs 
target releases in the channel, plus 7,000 cfs from the floodway outfalls discharging a 100 
year/ 24 hour rainfall. Dallas will be meeting with their consultant to decide on channel cross 
section to carry this flow.  The team agreed that if the Excavation Plan lowers the water surface 
of this low flow (approx. 2 year storm), then it would not be considered a negative impact. 

USACE is studying the levee raises without the Parkway and lake excavations to show its 
impacts as a stand alone project, although borrow sites would be in the general location of the 
proposed lakes.  Results of their efforts are expected in August. 

 

4. Coordination of Model Production 

Discussed in previous section. 

 

5. Schedule  

The general schedule for hydraulic modeling is as follows: 
- One week for river/lake geometry by LGG/CH2M to Halff 
- Then two weeks after that for HECRAS model development for Alt. 3C 
- Results of Trinity Pky Alt. 3C � July 31 (to be included in SDEIS internal draft due July 31) 
- Results of Trinity Pky Alternative 4B � August 
- Results of USACE Levee Raise � August 15 

 

6. Next Meeting 

The Hydraulics Work Group plans to hold a third teleconference meeting at 1:30 p.m. on June 
20, 2007.   

 

 
This concludes the Meeting Minutes. Our goal is to provide a complete and accurate summary of the proceedings of the 
subject meeting in these minutes. If you feel that any of the items listed above are not correct, or that any information is 
missing or incomplete, please contact Halff Associates so that the matter can be resolved, and a correction issued if 
necessary. These minutes will be assumed to be correct and accepted if we do not hear from you within ten (10) calendar 
days from your receipt. 

Appendix F / Page 25



Halff Associates    

 
 

   
u-- M7-06-20 Hydraulics Work Group Mtg Minutes.doc  Page 1 of 2 

8616 Northwest Plaza Drive
Dallas, Texas  75225-4292

(214) 346-6200
Fax (214) 739-0095

Attendees:  
 
USACE � David Wilson 
USACE � Gene Rice 
USACE � Darlene Prochaska 
NTTA � Chris Anderson 
Dallas � Greg Ajemian 
LGG � Bernie Hietbrink 
LGG � Richard Carson 
Halff � Matt Craig 
Halff � Russell Erskine 
Halff � Todd Milburn 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
To:   All Attendees 
 
From:  Matt Craig, Halff Associates, Inc. 
 
Subject: Trinity Parkway:  

Hydraulics Work Group Coordination 
Meeting 

 
Meeting Date:  June 20, 2007  
 
Location:  Teleconference 
 
Minutes Date: July 9, 2007 
 

AVO No. 17826 / WO29 
 

Item Description 

 This meeting was held to continue coordination on hydraulic modeling efforts for the proposed 
Trinity Parkway, City of Dallas Lakes and USACE�s flood fighting capabilities.   

 

 Topics for discussion followed the minutes of the June 20, 2007 Hydraulics Group Meeting: 
1. Previous HECRAS model 
2. New model runs for Trinity Parkway Alternatives 3C and 4B 
3. Revisions needed for the River Relocation and latest Lake Design 
4. Coordination between Modelers 
5. Schedule 
6. Next Meeting time 

 

1. Previous Meeting Minutes 

No comments on the June 6, 2007 meeting minutes. 

 

2. New Model Development  

Halff is refining the geometric layouts for the new Trinity Parkway Alternative 3C for NTTA.  
CH2M Hill provided a TIN file (3D CADD file) of the proposed lakes and river relocation during 
the week of June 11.  Halff needs to edit the TIN file for the excavation work of the roadway 
(�Excavation Only� plan).  They will then add in the roadway TIN file to cut new sections to 
import into HECRAS. Halff will generate the new HECRAS cross sections for the Parkway and 
have initial results of HECRAS within about three weeks from receipt of the lake/river TIN file.  
Initial results will be shared with the hydraulics work group. 

 

3. Model Versions 

The group discussed which scenarios should be modeled.  The team confirmed that work will 
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start with the latest CDC model as provided by USACE.  Halff will then model the �Excavation 
Plan� which represents the dry excavation of the lakes and the dry part of the river relocation 
from DART bridge to Sylvan Ave.  The Trinity Parkway Supplemental DEIS (SEIS) will only 
publish the results of the �Excavation Plan� with the Trinity Parkway �Build� alternatives 
following the river alignment (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B and maybe 5). The Final EIS (FEIS) would 
report the final results of the modeling needed for the final alternative selected for the Parkway.  
NTTA noted that the projects need to maintain independent utility as a stand-alone project.  
USACE will schedule a meeting during the week of July 4 with Presley Hatcher and others at 
the Corps to discuss the permitting issues.  Models to be run include: 

1) Alt. 3C Excavation Only Plan - Halff  - model creation due early July, results by July 31 

2) Alt. 4B Excavation Only Plan - Halff � results in August 

3) Alt. 3A/3B Excavation Only Plan - Halff - results in August 

4) Alt. 4A Excavation Only Plan - Halff - results in August 

5) Levee Raise Only � USACE- results in August, plan formulation in Sept. 

6) Ultimate Plan, with road, lakes, levee raise and channel meander - Dallas 

All runs will include the 100 year and SPF flows. 

The City is also working with CH2M Hill on low flows and sediment loading that may change 
the channel cross section.  

NTTA asked that the USACE and team come to consensus on basic policy issues that go into 
the model, such as permitting excavation within the floodway.  USACE noted that their HQ 
office would need to make the final decision. NTTA asked about the CDC criteria in the 1988 
ROD. USACE noted that each project will be evaluated based on its individual impacts. 

 

4. Schedule  

The general schedule for hydraulic modeling is as follows: 
- Two weeks after that for HECRAS model development for Alt. 3C 
- Results of Trinity Pky Alt. 3C � July 31 (to be included in SDEIS internal draft due July 31) 
- Results of Trinity Pky Alternative 4B � August 
- Results of USACE Levee Raise � September 

 

5. Next Meeting 

The Hydraulics Work Group plans to hold a fourth teleconference meeting at 1:30 p.m. on July 
9, 2007.   

 

 
This concludes the Meeting Minutes. Our goal is to provide a complete and accurate summary of the proceedings of the 
subject meeting in these minutes. If you feel that any of the items listed above are not correct, or that any information is 
missing or incomplete, please contact Halff Associates so that the matter can be resolved, and a correction issued if 
necessary. These minutes will be assumed to be correct and accepted if we do not hear from you within ten (10) calendar 
days from your receipt. 
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Attendees:  
 
USACE � David Wilson 
USACE � Gene Rice 
NTTA � Chris Anderson 
LGG � Bernie Hietbrink 
LGG � Richard Carson 
Halff � Matt Craig 
Halff � Russell Erskine 
Halff � Todd Milburn  
Halff � Walter Skipwith 
FHWA � Ruth Rentch (by phone) 
FHWA � Joe Krolak (by phone) 
 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
To:   All Attendees 
 
From:  Matt Craig, Halff Associates, Inc. 
 
Subject: Trinity Parkway:  

Hydraulics Work Group Coordination 
Meeting 

 
Meeting Date:  July 9, 2007  
 
Location:  Teleconference 
 
Minutes Date: July 9, 2007 
 

AVO No. 17826 / WO29 
 

Item Description 

 This meeting was held to continue coordination on hydraulic modeling efforts for the proposed 
Trinity Parkway, City of Dallas Lakes and USACE�s flood fighting capabilities.   

 

1. Previous Meeting Minutes 

No comments on the June 20, 2007 meeting minutes. 

 

2. New Model Development  

Halff is refining the new HECRAS cross sections for the Parkway Alt. 3C and will have initial 
results of HECRAS within about two to three weeks.  Initial results will be shared with the 
hydraulics work group. Halff noted that the embankment against the Trinity Parkway floodwall 
may need to be removed for hydraulic conveyance. LGG will coordinate with the Lake Design 
team on this potential.  Halff also noted that as a result of the interagency meeting on July 3 
regarding permitting and processing, the Alt. 3C model (�Excavation Only Plan�) will not include 
the Trinity River channel relocation.  The channel relocation will be part of the City of Dallas 
Lakes design work, hydraulic modeling and permitting. 

The USACE is continuing its model development for the levee raise as a stand-alone condition. 
USACE will provide the status of their modeling at the next meeting.  USACE asked that the 
other modelers be sure to use the latest CDC model with the recent changes.  Halff stated they 
were using the CDC model recently provided by USACE as the baseline condition. NTTA 
asked that the USACE and team come to consensus on basic policy issues that go into the 
model, such as permitting excavation within the floodway.   
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3. Model Versions (not part of this meeting, but included for future reference) 

The work will start with the latest CDC model as provided by USACE.  Halff will then model the 
�Excavation Plan� which represents the dry excavation of the lakes.  The Trinity Parkway 
Supplemental DEIS (SEIS) will only publish the results of the �Excavation Plan� with the Trinity 
Parkway �Build� alternatives following the river alignment (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B and maybe 5). 
The Final EIS (FEIS) would report the final results of the modeling needed for the final 
alternative selected for the Parkway.  Consensus of the team was that each project needs to 
maintain independent utility (i.e. to work as stand-alone projects.)  Models to be run include: 

1) Alt. 3C Excavation Only Plan - Halff   

2) Alt. 4B Excavation Only Plan - Halff  

3) Alt. 3A/3B Excavation Only Plan - Halff  

4) Alt. 4A Excavation Only Plan - Halff  

5) Levee Raise Only � USACE 

6) Ultimate Plan, with road, lakes, levee raise and channel meander - Dallas 

All runs will include the 100 year and SPF flows. 

The City is also working with CH2M Hill on low flows and sediment loading that may change 
the channel cross section.  

 

4. Next Meeting 

The Hydraulics Work Group planned to hold a fifth teleconference meeting before the July 26, 
2007 Lake Design monthly meeting.  [Meeting was postponed until September 18] 

 

 
This concludes the Meeting Minutes. Our goal is to provide a complete and accurate summary of the proceedings of 
the subject meeting in these minutes. If you feel that any of the items listed above are not correct, or that any 
information is missing or incomplete, please contact Halff Associates so that the matter can be resolved, and a 
correction issued if necessary. These minutes will be assumed to be correct and accepted if we do not hear from you 
within ten (10) calendar days from your receipt. 
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Appendix G.  Public and Agency Involvement Documentation  
 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

APPENDIX G-1.   Public Hearing Summary and Analysis / Certification 
 Summary report of public hearing, comments received, and responses; certification 

statement 
 
APPENDIX G-2.   Comments and Responses  

 List of statements, list of topics/subtopics, comments and responses 
 
APPENDIX G-3.   Public Hearing Materials  

 Public hearing notices, delivery of copies, handout materials, slides, photos 
 
APPENDIX G-4.   Public Hearing Transcript and Verbal Statements Received  

 Verbatim public hearing transcript and verbal statements, with index 
 
APPENDIX G-5.   Written Statements Received  

 Copies of all written statements, with index 
 
APPENDIX G-6.   Correspondence  

 Supplements Appendix A-1---adds to table of agency correspondence and copies 
of documents sent and received 

 
APPENDIX G-7.   Agency and Public Participation Events  

 Supplements Appendix A-2---adds to listing of agency and public participation 
events 

 
APPENDIX G-8.   Speaking Events, Public Debates, and Media Coverage Leading up to 

November 6, 2007 Special Election 
 
 

Note:  The Public Hearing documentation included in Appendix G-1 through G-5 pertains to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) published in February 2005.
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APPENDIX G-1.  Public Hearing Summary and Analysis / Certification  
 2 
 
 4 
DISTRICT / COUNTY:  Dallas District / Dallas County 
 6 
HIGHWAY / LIMITS:  IH-35E / SH-183 Interchange to US-175 / SH-310 Interchange 
 8 
CSJ / PROJECT NUMBERS:  0918-45-121  
 10 
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS: 
The proposed action is the construction of a limited-access toll facility from the IH-35E/SH-183 12 
interchange (north terminus) to the US-175/SH-310 interchange (south terminus), a distance of 
approximately nine miles, in the City of Dallas, Dallas County, Texas.  The Trinity Parkway would consist 14 
of four to six mixed-flow main lanes, local street interchanges, and freeway-to-freeway interchanges at 
the north terminus, south terminus, Woodall Rodgers Freeway, and IH-45.  Additional interchange 16 
connections are included, but vary between each of the Build Alternatives considered in the DEIS.  
Access roads would be added along the parkway route to restore property access where it currently 18 
exists, subject to agency justification and approval due to cost, engineering considerations, or other 
impacts.  Toll collection facilities would comprise main lane plazas, ramp plazas, and ancillary facilities.   20 
 
NEED AND PURPOSE: 22 

The transportation needs in the Trinity Parkway study area stem from insufficient transportation capacity 
(freeway lanes, city streets, transit, etc.) in the Canyon/Mixmaster area near downtown Dallas to carry 24 
needed trips flowing north-south (generally along IH-35E) and east-west (generally along IH-30).  The 
traffic problems in the Canyon and Mixmaster are made worse by the layout of main lanes, service roads, 26 
ramps, and surface streets in the area, which fail to properly provide for the routes and destinations of the 
traveling public.  The types of secondary problems include forced lane changes, abrupt and unexpected 28 
merges, weaves, and exits, missing connections for direct freeway-to-freeway movements, high accident 
rates, and poor access for emergency response.  The purpose of the Trinity Parkway is to manage 30 
congestion on IH-35E, IH-30, and other major transportation facilities within the Trinity Parkway study 
area in order to improve mobility, safety, and increase accessibility to businesses and public facilities.   32 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT APPROVAL: 34 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approved the DEIS document for circulation on January 28, 
2005. 36 
 
NOTICES AND ARTICLES:   38 
Prior to the public hearing a variety of notices were provided to inform members of the community about 
the proposed project, the public hearing, and the opportunity to provide comments.  Notices were 40 
published in the legal notice sections of four area newspapers as outlined in Table G-1, and notices were 
mailed to community leaders, agencies, interested groups, potential affected property owners, and other 42 
persons on the project mailing list.  The content of the legal notice and the materials mailed to property 
owners is provided in Appendix G-3, as is a listing of the locations where copies of the DEIS were made 44 

available to the public for review.  In addition to legal notices, the hearing was publicized by news 
releases distributed to area broadcast media.  The DEIS was also posted on the NTTA�s website prior to 46 
the public hearing.   
 48 

Table G-1.  Publication of Notices of the Public Hearing 
Publication 1st Notice 2nd Notice 3rd Notice 4th Notice 

Dallas Morning News 25 Feb 2005 4 March 2005 11 March 2005 20 March 2005 
Al Dia (Spanish) 25 Feb 2005 4 March 2005 11 March 2005 19 March 2005 
Dallas Weekly 23 Feb 2005 2 March 2005 9 March 2005 23 March 2005 
El Sol de Texas (Spanish) 25 Feb 2005 4 March 2005 11 March 2005 18 March 2005 

 50 
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PUBLIC HEARING DATE AND PLACE:   
A public hearing and open house were held on Tuesday, March 29, 2005 at the Dallas Convention Center 2 
Arena.  An open house was held from 2:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and allowed members of the public to view 
exhibits detailing aspects of the No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) and six Build Alternatives 4 
(Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 4, and 5) under consideration and summarized important findings of the 
DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation.  During the formal presentation for the hearing, which began at 6:00 6 
p.m., the NTTA provided information on the proposed construction of the Trinity Parkway reliever route in 
the City of Dallas. 8 
 
ATTENDANCE:  10 

Attendance of 159 people was recorded for the open house and public hearing; this number includes one 
elected official from the City of Dallas and 13 public officials representing the EPA (2), USACE (1), NWRS 12 
(1), NCTCOG (6), and the City of Dallas (3).  In addition, at least 20 people representing the FHWA, 
TxDOT, and NTTA were on hand during the open house and public hearing to explain the proposed 14 
project and answer questions.   
 16 
CONDUCTED BY: 
Mr. Christopher Anderson, P.E., Planning Director for the NTTA. 18 
 
EXHIBITS:  The following stations were available for attendees to visit:  (1) registration; (2) right-of-way 20 

acquisition and relocation assistance; (3) copies of the DEIS; (4) poster exhibits depicting various aspects 
of the project and its alternatives; and, (5) design schematics for each alternative.  Staff members were 22 
available at each of these stations to answer questions about the proposed project.  A listing of the 
exhibits displayed and several photographs of the open house and public hearing are in Appendix G-3; 24 

this appendix also contains a copy of welcome packet of materials handed to each person who 
registered, which included the following: the meeting agenda, copies of slides used during the formal 26 
presentation, a summary of characteristics and impacts for each of the alternatives under consideration, 
instructions as to where copies of the DEIS could be reviewed, and instructions and forms regarding 28 
making verbal and written comments on the DEIS. 
 30 
COMMENTS FROM ELECTED / PUBLIC OFFICIALS: 
Verbal:   One verbal statement was made by an elected official representing the City of Dallas, who 32 
indicated his support for the proposed project. 
 34 
Written:  Written statements were submitted by two public officials at the public hearing, both of whom 
expressed their support for the proposed project on behalf of the NCTCOG.     36 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:   38 
Verbal:   Interested citizens provided 21 verbal statements during the public hearing.  Of these, seven 
expressed support for the project, seven expressed opposition to the project, and seven made statements 40 
that were neutral as to whether the proposed project should be built.  
 42 
Written:  The formal comment period began on February 10, 2005 and closed on April 8, 2005.  During 
this period, 57 written statements were received from members of the public.  The DEIS was also 44 
distributed to all federal, state, and local government agencies with potential interest in the proposed 
project; 10 written statements (in addition to the two written statements noted above) were received from 46 
government agencies.   
 48 
SUMMARY OF HOW MAJOR COMMENTS / ISSUES WERE ADDRESSED:        
A total of 22 commenters spoke or wrote in support of the proposed project, and 16 commenters spoke or 50 
wrote against the project.  The majority of the oral and written comments from citizens favored the project, 
and particularly Alternative 3B.  Most of the citizens that expressed opposition to the proposed project 52 
said they did not want to see a highway within the Dallas Floodway.  The opposition of these citizens 
centered on the negative affect that the new roadway would have on the existing human and natural 54 
environment.  Major concerns expressed involved the following environmental issues:  relocations and 
displacements, floodplains, wetlands, and wildlife habitat. 56 
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The SDEIS incorporates additional information and corrections, primarily hydraulic modeling of Build 
Alternatives in the Dallas Floodway, construction criteria and intended roadway operations within the 2 
Dallas Floodway, analysis of impacts to vegetation and waters of the United States (U.S.), including 
wetlands, cumulative impacts analysis, historic properties analysis, and flood emergency response 4 
planning.  The DEIS addresses potential impacts regarding an area over which the USACE, a 
cooperating agency, has regulatory jurisdiction.  The additional information in the SDEIS will also help the 6 
FHWA in identifying a preferred alternative that best avoids, minimizes, or mitigates the environmental, 
social, and economic impacts of the proposed project.   8 
 
In general, responses to comments fell into one of three basic types.  First, commenters that asked 10 
questions or requested information received an explanatory response, often with a citation to information 
in the DEIS, SDEIS, or other sources for further reference.  Second, some comments that expressed an 12 
opinion but did not appear to be seeking a response have been noted and considered.  Third, responses 
to comments that warrant a modification of the DEIS indicate the nature of the change that will be made 14 
in the FEIS.  
 16 
Individual responses frequently cite to supplemental information, particularly regarding the topics of 
project design and operations, floodplains, wetlands, wildlife habitat, air quality, cultural resources, and 18 
cumulative effects.  The following is a summary overview of key issues and concerns from the comments 
received, and the FHWA�s responses for each topic area.  Detailed FHWA responses to the issues and 20 
concerns of public officials and citizens can be found in Appendix G-2 of this document.  
 22 
1.  Purpose and Need.   
Summary of Comments:  The proposed project is not justified in terms of anticipated traffic demands, and 24 
the DEIS should have examined more closely the alternatives to a roadway, such as rail mass or bus 
transit, as well as greater use of existing roadways and HOV lanes.  26 
Summary of Responses:  The proposed project is an element of a multi-governmental plan that 
addresses the transportation needs for the North Central Texas Region.  This regional plan forecasts 28 
future travel demands and seeks to timely meet those demands after considering all available tools (e.g., 
mass transit, sustainable land use, and roadway construction).  Within this planning process, and after 30 
considering a myriad of methods to address transportation needs, participants in the regional planning 
process have identified the Trinity Parkway project as an important component of the region�s long-range 32 
transportation plan.   
 34 
2.  Alternatives.   
Summary of Comments:  This topic summarizes the preferences of commenters in terms of general 36 
support or opposition to the proposed project.  In addition, some commenters provided additional details 
in support of their preferences for the Build Alternatives or the No-Build Alternative, and were generally 38 
advisory in nature.   
Summary of Responses:  Generally, the comments in this topic were noted and considered as they bear 40 
on the ultimate decision to select a preferred alternative.  Where specific matters of concern were raised 
as to a particular alternative, the FHWA provided additional details as to the design features or other 42 
aspects of the Build Alternatives in question. 
 44 
3.  Project Design.   
Summary of Comments:  Commenters raised a variety of questions on specific aspects of the proposed 46 
project�s design, and many made suggestions as to design strategies that should be considered as the 
project is developed further. 48 
Summary of Responses:  Most design suggestions were noted and will be considered further as the 
project progresses.  Responses to several comments raising specific questions included citations to 50 
relevant portions of the DEIS and additional explanatory material.  
 52 
4.  Costs.   
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters either requested additional information as to items that 54 
were included in cost estimates in the DEIS, or made suggestions as to how to better present cost data. 
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Summary of Responses:  Explanatory material was provided for specific inquiries as to cost information, 
and suggestions that were made were noted and considered. 2 
 
5.  Regulatory Process.   4 

Summary of Comments:  The comments on this topic were received primarily from the USACE and raised 
questions regarding the regulatory processes that would be involved with the construction of any of the 6 
floodway Build Alternatives.  For example, several comments included a request to clarify the DEIS as to 
the relevance and aspects of the 1988 USACE Record of Decision (ROD) that imposed limitations on 8 
developments within Trinity River floodplains.   
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA agreed to make the revisions recommended by the USACE to 10 
clarify the regulatory process in the DEIS and by adding information in the SDEIS, particularly as it relates 
to the role of the USACE in the ROD and Corridor Development Certificate processes, and in issuing 12 
permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   
 14 
6.  Public Involvement.   
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters requested explanations as to the steps taken to involve 16 
the public, and some requested additional meetings.  Several commenters expressed appreciation for the 
extensive public involvement efforts for the project prior to and at the public hearing.  15 commenters 18 
requested an extension of time to submit comments. 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA explained specific public involvement steps as they related to 20 
subtopics such as the community advisory workgroup and distribution of copies of the DEIS.  As for the 
requests for an extension of time, an outline of the regulatory requirements for public involvement was 22 
provided in addition to a summary of data indicating compliance with those requirements.  
 24 
7.  USACE Coordination.    
Summary of Comments:  Nearly all comments under this topic came from the USACE, and requested 26 
changes in the DEIS to clarify the role of the USACE with respect to the proposed project. 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA indicated that most of the requested changes have been made in 28 
the SDEIS, and otherwise provided explanatory responses to questions that had been raised. 
 30 
8.  Adequacy of Investigation.   
Summary of Comments:  Comments received principally from the USACE, and a few private citizens, 32 
requested a greater degree of detail in describing anticipated impacts of the proposed project, as well as 
in the discussion of mitigation measures. 34 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA agreed to address most concerns raised by completing a SDEIS, as 
augmented by significant new data and analyses, and then seeking additional agency and public 36 
comment on the new document. 
 38 
9.  Air Quality.   
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters requested that the DEIS include air quality sampling and 40 
quantification of expected air pollutants for the various Build Alternatives, as this would bear on the area�s 
nonattainment status for ozone.  One commenter asked that the DEIS include a particulate matter study, 42 
an analysis of highway proximity and health effects, and a discussion of diesel carcinogens. 
Summary of Responses:  An explanation was provided as to the process for modeling ozone, and that 44 
the management of ozone pollution is performed at the regional level.  Additional explanation was given 
as to the EPA and State of Texas process for using area-wide mobility plans (that incorporate the 46 
proposed project and other existing and planned transportation facilities) as a primary basis for regulating 
ozone pollution.  Detailed responses were provided to the commenter on particulate matter, highway 48 
proximity and health effects, and diesel carcinogens, which discussed many of the references cited by the 
commenter. 50 
 
10.  Economic Impacts.   52 

Summary of Comments:  Several commenters asked questions about the anticipated effects of the 
proposed project on the economy of several local areas. 54 
Summary of Responses:  An explanation was provided about the relation of the proposed project to 
economic growth in general, as well as impacts on specific locations mentioned by commenters. 56 
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 2 
11.  Environmental Justice.   
Summary of Comments:  One commenter indicated that several low-income and minority communities 4 
would be affected by the proposed project, a second challenged the equity of a toll road, and a third 
expressed concern that spin off commercial development would displace residential areas.  6 
Summary of Responses:  Explanations were provided that pointed out that impact to low-income and 
minority neighborhoods would be unavoidable because the purpose for the project could only be met by 8 
locating the roadway where it would be able to provide the traffic relief needed.  An explanation as to why 
there would not be any disproportionate impacts to low-income or minority populations from a toll road 10 
was also provided.  Concerns about urban growth management would be expected to be addressed 
through the local government planning process. 12 
 
12.  Floodplains.    14 

Summary of Comments:  Many of the comments were from the USACE, and raised concerns about the 
level of detail in the DEIS for estimating the relative impacts on flood hydraulics of the Build Alternatives 16 
in the Dallas Floodway.  The USACE and other commenters also raised concerns as to whether a 
roadway within the floodway would be able to comply with various regulatory and design standards. 18 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA indicated that a substantial portion of the information in the SDEIS 
includes detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analyses of floodway Build Alternatives.  Several responses 20 
provided an explanation about relevant floodplain regulations to address the questions about regulatory 
compliance.  22 
 
13.  Cultural Resources.   24 

Summary of Comments:  There were several comments that raised concerns that Build Alternatives in the 
floodway would interfere with archaeological sites and historic bridges.  26 
Summary of Responses:  An explanation of the process for studying impacts to historic structures and 
effecting coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer was provided.  Concerns about impacts 28 
to archaeological sites were addressed by reviewing key points from the archaeological study, and 
subsequent coordination of it with the Texas Historic Commission. 30 
 
14.  Noise.   32 
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters expressed concern that there were no apparent noise 
abatement measures planned for floodway Build Alternatives. 34 
Summary of Responses:  Explanations were provided of the TxDOT and FHWA criteria for assessing 
noise impacts, with emphasis on how these criteria applied to areas of infrequent human use. 36 
 
15.  Parklands.   38 
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters had concerns about impacts on areas within the Dallas 
Floodway that could be developed for outdoor recreation.   40 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA explained that it is working cooperatively with the City of Dallas in 
developing the proposed project, and that roadway access to recreation amenities and transportation 42 
improvements are part of an overall City of Dallas multiple use management plan for the floodway. 
 44 
16.  Visual Resources.   
Summary of Comments:  One commenter encouraged the FHWA to include a discussion of the view shed 46 
from the tops of the levees.  Another commenter remarked that building a roadway within the floodway 
would enhance the preservation of natural resources by generating greater exposure of them to view. 48 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA agreed with the comment about views from levee tops, and 
indicated that one-third of the observation points used in the analysis of visual resources in the DEIS 50 
were from levee tops.  The FHWA also concurred with the observations of the second commenter. 
 52 
17.  Water Quality.   
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters expressed concern about impacts on water quality and the 54 
effectiveness of mitigation measures, particularly if the roadway is placed within the floodway. 
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Summary of Responses:  The FHWA noted that each of the Build Alternatives, whether or not located in 
the floodway, would have comparable potential water quality impacts on the Trinity River.  Specific 2 
concerns about mitigation measures were addressed by further discussing the regulatory processes to 
prevent water quality degradation from highway construction and operations. 4 
 
18.  Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands.   6 

Summary of Comments:  Most of the comments on wetland impacts were received from the USACE, and 
expressed concern with the level of detail for wetland information in the DEIS.    8 
Summary of Responses:  The FHWA indicated that the SDEIS greatly expands the level of information 
about wetlands, including data about wetland delineations and a draft mitigation plan.  The SDEIS also 10 
includes much of the information that would be required for a USACE permit to place dredged or fill 
material in wetlands. 12 
 
19.  Wildlife Habitat.   14 

Summary of Comments:  Comments focused primarily on the potential for the floodway alternatives to 
degrade existing habitat, and the lack of specific mitigation plans. 16 
Summary of Responses:  Highlights of the discussion of habitat mitigation measures in the DEIS were 
reiterated.  In addition, modifications to the habitat materials in the SDEIS, based on commenter input, 18 
were pointed out (e.g., discussion of habitat functions, and the description of grassland mowing plans).  
The FHWA indicated that greater mitigation planning details will accompany the discussion of the 20 
preferred alternative in the Final EIS. 
 22 
20.  Other Impacts.   
Summary of Comments:  Several commenters raised concerns about impacts (e.g., energy requirements, 24 
utility relocation, farmlands, and hazardous materials) that did not fit into the other impact topics.  
Summary of Responses:  Additional explanatory information was provided and, where appropriate, 26 
commenters were directed to relevant sections of the DEIS.  
 28 
21.  Cumulative Impacts.   
Summary of Comments:  Most comments on this topic were received from the USACE, and requested 30 
additional analysis or data.   
Summary of Responses:  The list of foreseeable projects in the region has been updated as requested, 32 
and several modifications to the analytical report have been made in the SDEIS that address most 
concerns raised.  Additional explanatory information was provided in response to comments that did not 34 
result in a modification of the DEIS. 
 36 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 38 
All comments have been satisfactorily addressed by the preparation of this SDEIS and the project is 
recommended for further development and preparation of a Final EIS. 40 
 
 42 
 
 44 
 
 46 
 
 48 
 
 50 
 
 52 
 
 54 
 
 56 
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report are often not the precise words found in the commenter’s written or verbal statement.  This has 
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Section A.  Statements and Associated Comments    
 2 
All of the verbal and written statements received from members of the public (within the comment period 

ending on April 8, 2005) and from government agencies were assigned the statement numbers as 4 

indicated in Table G-2.  The list of statements in Table G-2 is alphabetical by the last name of the person 

who signed each written statement or who provided a verbal statement.  The table also indicates whether 6 

a statement was made on behalf of an organization.  Specific comments contained in the statements 

were extracted and organized by topic and subtopic, and responses have been prepared for each 8 

subtopic in Section C of this appendix.  Statements made on behalf of an organization that is a 

governmental agency are noted with a parenthetical “Agency.”  A verbatim transcript of each verbal 10 

statement is in Appendix G-4 (see index of verbal commenters at the beginning of the appendix); written 

statements are arranged in alphabetical order in Appendix G-5.  12 

 
 14 

TABLE G-2.  LIST OF STATEMENTS AND COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
State-
ment # 

 

Name (Last, First) - City 
 

Statement 
Type* 

 

Organization Refer to Comment & 
Response # 

1 Allen, Charles – Dallas Verbal Trinity River Expeditions and 
Save Open Space of Dallas 
County 

1-5, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 6-9, 8-1, 
9-1, 12-4, 12-9, 15-1, 17-1 

2 Allen, Charles – Dallas Written  6-9 
3 Allen, Charles – Dallas Written Trinity River Expeditions 1-1, 1-2, 1-5, 2-1, 2-4, 2-5, 

3-2, 3-13, 4-1, 6-1, 6-2,  
6-3, 8-1, 8-8, 8-9, 11-2,  
12-4, 12-6, 12-10, 12-13, 
12-19, 12-20, 13-1, 13-2, 
14-2, 15-5, 16-1, 17-3,  
17-4, 17-7, 18-1, 18-2,  
18-3, 19-1, 19-3, 19-4,  
19-5, 19-8, 19-10, 19-11, 
20-1, 20-4, 20-5, 20-6,  
21-8  

4 Arbetter, Gail  Written  6-9 
5 Aten, Stan Written  1-1, 1-3, 2-1, 9-1, 12-9 
6 Baker, Holly – Dallas Written  1-1, 2-1, 2-14, 12-9, 13-3, 

15-1 
7 Blackburn, James – Houston Written League of Women Voters of 

Dallas and Texas Committee 
on Natural Resources 

9-10, 9-11, 9-12, 12-4,  
12-6, 12-7, 12-8, 12-12, 
12-14, 12-16 

8 Blanks, Leron – Dallas  Written Blanks Printing & Imaging, Inc. 2-3, 2-19 
9 Braganza, Bonnie – Dallas Written Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 6 (Agency) 
2-3, 8-3, 9-5, 9-6, 9-7, 9-8, 
12-26,  18-10, 18-11,  
18-12, 18-13 

10 Brewer, Bryon – Arlington Written  2-3, 15-1 
11 Briner, Charles – Dallas Written  14-2, 14-3 
12 Briner, Charles – Dallas Written  14-1, 14-2, 14-4, 14-5 
13 Butler, Larry – Temple Written Natural Resource 

Conservation Service 
(Agency) 

20-3 

14 Campbell, Christopher – Dallas Written  1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 2-10, 2-20,  
6-5 

15 Carr,  Barbara – Cedar Hill Written  8-10 
16 Clark, John – Irving Written  2-21, 3-1, 3-3, 15-2 
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TABLE G-2.  LIST OF STATEMENTS AND COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
State-
ment # 

 

Name (Last, First) - City 
 

Statement 
Type* 

 

Organization Refer to Comment & 
Response # 

17 Czigan, Nora – Dallas Written  1-3, 2-1 
18 Dalbey, Tim – Dallas Verbal  2-1, 2-6, 2-4, 3-4, 3-20, 8-

9 
19 Dalbey, Tim – Dallas Written  6-9 
20 Davis, Carolyn – Dallas Verbal Alliance of the South Dallas 

Fair Park Area 
6-4 

21 Davis, Carolyn – Dallas Written Connectional Alliance 
Neighbors Together 

2-3, 3-5, 6-4, 10-1, 11-1 

22 Erickson, Evelyn – Austin Written  2-1, 2-15 
23 Flood, James – Dallas Written  6-9 
24 Flood, Jim – Dallas Verbal  2-1, 6-9, 15-1 
25 Flood, Jim – Dallas Written  2-1, 6-9, 15-1 
26 Francis, Denise – Austin Written Office of the Governor, State of 

Texas (Agency) 
 

27 Fritz, Edward – Dallas Written Texas Committee on Natural 
Resources 

2-3, 15-1 

28 Garrett, Candice – Austin Written Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
(Agency) 

9-9 

29 Goddard, Jim – Dallas Written  1-6, 2-1, 2-3, 2-9 
30 Goddard, Shannon – Dallas Written  2-3, 2-20, 3-6, 6-5 
31 Goldberg, Robert – Dallas Verbal  2-3, 2-17 
32 Goldberg, Bob – Dallas Written Gold Metal Recyclers, Ltd. 2-3, 2-17 
33 Gray, David – Dallas Verbal  1-5, 1-6, 2-1, 6-9, 15-1 
34 Gray, David – Dallas Written  6-9, 6-10 
35 Greenwood, Mike – Dallas Written Atmos Energy 20-2 
36 Halstead, Donna – Dallas Written Dallas Citizens Council 1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 2-18 
37 Hardin, Karen – Austin Written Texas Parks and Wildlife 

Department (Agency) 
2-3, 2-12, 19-12, 19-13, 
19-14, 19-15, 19-16 

38 Hatchell, Jack – Arlington Written Regional Transportation 
Council, NCTCOG (Agency) 

1-7, 2-2 

See # 8 Heyerdahl, Douglas – Dallas Written Blanks Printing & Imaging, Inc. Co-signer of Statement 8 
39 Johnson, Charles – Dallas Verbal  2-2, 2-3, 2-21 
40 Johnson, Lucille – Arlington Written North Central Texas Council of 

Governments (NCTCOG) 
(Agency) 

 

41 Jordan, Jill – Dallas Written City of Dallas (Agency) 6-9 
42 Koesling, Michael – Dallas Written Woodbine Development Corp. 2-2, 2-3, 3-1, 3-6, 3-10,  

3-19, 6-7 
43 Kriehn, Thomas – Dallas Written  1-4, 1-8, 2-1 
44 Kutner, Mike – Dallas Verbal Friends of the Old Trinity Trail 3-7 
45 Kutner, Mike – Dallas Written Friends of the Old Trinity Trail 3-7 
46 Lakhani, Mehmood – Dallas Written Kwick Stop Center 2-2, 2-3, 2-20 
47 Letteer, Jeri – Dallas Written  2-3, 2-17 
48 Lunceford, Michael – Dallas Written Mary Kay, Inc. 1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 2-18, 10-4 
49 Mason, Richard – Dallas Written  2-2, 2-3, 3-3 
50 McGowan, David – Dallas Written  2-3, 2-17 
51 Meckfessel, Robert - Dallas Verbal Trinity Commons Foundation 2-2, 2-3, 2-18 
52 Mills, Larry – Dallas Written  8-1 
53 Mocek, Michael – Fort Worth Written U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Fort Worth District (Agency) 
8-2 

54 Morgan, Rich – Dallas Verbal  2-2, 2-3, 8-4, 16-2 
55 Morris, Michael – Arlington Written Regional Transportation 

Council (NCTCOG) (Agency) 
1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 6-6 
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TABLE G-2.  LIST OF STATEMENTS AND COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
State-
ment # 

 

Name (Last, First) - City 
 

Statement 
Type* 

 

Organization Refer to Comment & 
Response # 

56 Muncy, Jay – Dallas Written  2-1, 2-3, 2-8 
--- Neal, Jeffrey – Arlington Verbal Note:  Read letters into record. See Statements 38 and 55 
57 Norris, Gina – Dallas Verbal Crow Holdings 1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 9-3 
58 Oakley, Ed – Dallas Verbal City of Dallas Mayor and 

Dallas City Council (Agency) 
2-2, 2-3, 6-7, 10-4 
 

59 Oznick, Lauren – Dallas Verbal  2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 6-8 
60 Oznick, Lauren – Dallas Written  2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 6-8 
61 Pace, Carolina – Dallas Written  3-1, 12-6 
62 Pace, John – Dallas Written  3-1 
63 Paris, James – Dallas Verbal  3-8 
64 Paris, James – Dallas  Written  3-8 
65 Patton, R.S. – Dallas Written  2-3 
66 Petrasek, Al – Plano Verbal  2-2, 2-3, 2-19, 6-7 
67 Powell, Elmer – Dallas Written  2-3, 2-17 
68 Powell, Elmer – Dallas Written  2-1 
69 Powell, Elmer – Dallas Written  12-9 
70 Rachofsky, Morton – Dallas Written  2-3, 2-19 
71 Ragsdale, Diane Verbal  2-3, 2-17, 3-9, 10-2 
72 Read, Campbell – Dallas Verbal Texas Committee on Natural 

Resources 
1-6, 2-1, 2-14, 4-5, 5-12,  
6-9, 12-4 

73 Read, Campbell – Dallas Written Texas Committee on Natural 
Resources 

1-6, 2-1, 2-14, 4-5, 5-12,  
6-9, 9-4, 12-4, 15-1 

74 Reeves, Robert – Dallas Written Gold Metal Recyclers, Ltd. 2-3, 2-11 
75 Reiser, Jim – Irving Written  1-7, 2-2 
76 Rice, Gene – Fort Worth Written U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

Fort Worth District (Agency) 
2-13, 3-11, 3-12, 3-14,  
3-15, 3-18, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3,  
5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 
5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 7-1,  
7-2, 7-3, 7-4, 7-6, 7-7, 7-8, 
7-9, 7-10, 8-5, 8-6, 8-7,  
8-11, 8-12, 8-13, 8-14,  
12-1, 12-2, 12-3, 12-5,  
12-11, 12-17, 12-21,  
12-22, 12-23, 12-24,  
12-25, 13-4, 14-6, 14-7, 
15-3, 17-5, 18-4, 18-5, 
18-6, 18-7, 18-8, 18-9, 
18-14, 18-15, 18-16, 
18-17, 18-18, 18-19,  
18-20, 18-21, 19-2, 19-6, 
19-7, 19-9, 21-1, 21-2,  
21-3, 21-4, 21-5, 21-6,  
21-7 

77 Rutherford, Warren – Dallas Verbal Methodist Health System 2-2, 2-3, 2-7, 3-10 
78 Schumacher, Richard – Dallas Verbal  2-2, 2-3, 2-16, 5-11, 8-15 
79 Shafer, George – Irving Written Industrial Properties Corp. 1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 2-18, 10-4 
80 Spear, Robert – Somers, NY Written Pepsico 10-3 
81 Taylor, Willie – Washington, 

DC 
Written U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 

Office of the Secretary 
(Agency) 

1-8, 2-3, 2-12, 2-16, 4-4,  
6-6, 7-5, 12-9, 15-6, 17-1, 
17-2, 17-8 

82 Vinson, Jonathan – Dallas Written Cargill, Inc. 10-3 
83 Walz, Karen Verbal Trinity Trust 1-7, 2-2, 2-3, 2-18 
84 Webb, H.E. – Dallas Written  2-2 
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TABLE G-2.  LIST OF STATEMENTS AND COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
State-
ment # 

 

Name (Last, First) - City 
 

Statement 
Type* 

 

Organization Refer to Comment & 
Response # 

85 Wells, Joe – Grand Prairie Verbal Dallas Sierra Club 1-9, 2-1, 2-14, 4-5, 6-9,  
9-4, 9-11, 11-1, 12-4, 17-6, 
17-8 

86 Wells, Joe – Grand Prairie Written Dallas Sierra Club 1-9, 2-1, 2-14, 4-5, 5-12,  
6-9, 8-16, 9-4, 9-11, 11-1, 
11-2, 11-3, 12-4, 15-1,  
15-4, 17-6, 17-8 

87 Wells, Joe – Grand Prairie Written Dallas Sierra Club 6-3, 6-9 
88 Wolf, J. Mark – Dallas Written Save Open Space 1-5, 2-1, 2-3, 2-21, 3-16,  

9-2, 12-9, 12-18, 15-4 
89 Wood, Marcus – Dallas Written Mixmaster Business 

Association 
2-2, 2-3, 3-1, 3-17 

90 Wright, S.M. – Dallas Verbal  People’s Baptist Church 2-3, 2-11 
91 Zindanl, Karim – Dallas Written  2-2, 2-3, 2-20 

 
 2 
Section B.  Topics and Subtopics 
 4 
Each comment received has been grouped into one of 21 major topics and a subtopic; a total of 226 

subtopics were identified.  Comments that essentially addressed the same subtopic were consolidated.  6 

The responses were prepared for each subtopic and are presented with summarized comments in 

Section C of this appendix.   8 

 
 10 

TABLE G-3.  LIST OF TOPICS AND SUBTOPICS 

Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic 
1.  Purpose and Need 
1-1. Traffic demand is insufficient 
1-2. Sufficiency of alternatives 
1-3. Focus on rail mass transit  
1-4. Project intended to finance local 

park  
1-5. Pegasus Project is sufficient 
1-6. Greater use of existing roadways 
1-7. Project needed as reliever route 
1-8. Explore HOV and bus options  
1-9. Consider new urban approaches 
 

2.  Alternatives 
2-1. General opposition to project 
2-2. General approval of project  
2-3. Preference for specific Build Alt. 
2-4. Lack of a preferred alternative 
2-5. Name of project 
2-6. Lamar Street in all alternatives 
2-7. Set traffic level for expansion 
2-8. Impacts to income-producing 

property 
2-9. Avoiding impacts to Oak Cliff 
2-10. Alternatives outside floodway  
2-11. South alignment ending 
2-12. No-Build & habitat/water quality 
2-13. No-Build and traffic congestion 
2-14. Excessive impacts for Build Alt. 
2-15. Ignores City of Dallas project 
2-16. Preference for Non-Floodway 

Alternatives  
2-17. Disadvantages of Alt. 2A/2B 
2-18   Alternative 3B achieves 

Balanced Vision  
2-19   Multi-use benefits of Alt. 3B 
2-20. Benefits of Alternatives 3A/3B 
2-21. Benefits of Alternative 4 
 

3.  Project Design 
3-1. Initial number of lanes 
3-2. Reduce right-of-way 

requirements 
3-3. Oak Cliff access concerns 
3-4. Avoid bifurcating the city 
3-5. Design ideas for South Dallas / 

Fair Park area 
3-6. Coordination on other projects 
3-7. Access to trails  
3-8. Avoid 100 Parkhouse 
3-9. Urban design to mitigate impacts 
3-10. Direct connection to IH-35E  
3-11. Lamar levee  
3-12. Excavation and fill  
3-13. Location of borrow pits 
3-14. Property donation reference  
3-15. Stand-alone project  
3-16. Sumps and bridges  
3-17. Access in Mixmaster area 
3-18. Crossings of waters of the U.S., 

including wetlands 
3-19. Reunion Boulevard Portal 
3-20. Include Corps’ (=USACE) plans 
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TABLE G-3.  LIST OF TOPICS AND SUBTOPICS 

Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic 
4.  Costs  
4-1. Cost estimates for mitigation 
4-2. Right-of-way costs  
4-3. Levee improvements  
4-4. Questioned No-Build costs 
4-5. Evaluate all costs 
 

5.  Regulatory Process  
5-1. CDC process  
5-2. ROD requirements  
5-3. Outline of ROD criteria  
5-4. Reference to ROD criteria  
5-5. Valley storage and ROD criteria 
5-6. Relocation of facilities  
5-7. Potential USACE permits  
5-8. Section 404 permit application  
5-9. References to Sec. 404 permits 
5-10. Mitigation guidance documents 
5-11. National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) (timeframe  
5-12. Segment. from Dallas Floodway 

Extension (DFE) project 
 

6.  Public Involvement 
6-1. Process for scoping of issues 
6-2. Community Advisory Work Grp. 
6-3. Cost /distribution of DEIS copies 
6-4. Additional meeting on South 

Dallas / Fair Park  
6-5. Approval of public meeting 
6-6. Agency and public coordination  
6-7. Extensive public coordination  
6-8. Lengthy involvement 
6-9. Request for extension of time 
6-10. Time allotted was less than 

usual 

7.  USACE Coordination  
7-1. Not joint development with DFE 
7-2. Court order and DFE  
7-3. DFE modifications  
7-4. DFE Authorized Plan    
7-5. Habitat and DFE overlaps 
7-6. Use of excavated materials and 

the DFE 
7-7. Wetland and levee construction  
7-8. Road on levee top  
7-9. Dallas Floodway EIS  
7-10. Project integration process  
 

8.  Adequacy of Investigation 
8-1. Insufficient detail 
8-2. General USACE concerns 
8-3. EPA finding of sufficiency 
8-4. Thorough/objective evaluation 
8-5. Use of conclusory terms 
8-6. Analysis of alternatives 
8-7. Deferral of impact analysis 
8-8. Mitigation oversight /monitoring 
8-9. Prof experience and integrity 
8-10. Information on Bexar section 
8-11. Detailed mitigation plans 
8-12. Amount of urban landscape 
8-13. Indirect impacts 
8-14. Description of impacts 
8-15. Assumed cost of fuel 
8-16. Overemphasis of floodway 

benefits  
 

9.  Air Quality 
9-1. Negative impacts  
9-2. Relation to non-attainment status
9-3. Traffic stalls and air quality 
9-4. Quantification of air impacts 
9-5. Air toxics discussion 
9-6. Update conformity 
9-7. Ozone and construction 

emissions 
9-8. Congestion reduction impacts 
9-9. Sufficiency of air quality analysis 
9-10. Insufficient particulate matter 

analysis  
9-11. Highway proximity and health 

effects  
9-12. Diesel carcinogens  
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TABLE G-3.  LIST OF TOPICS AND SUBTOPICS 

Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic 
10.  Economic Impacts 
10-1. South Dallas/Fair Park area  
10-2. Permanent jobs  
10-3. Rail access  
10-4. Relation to economic growth 
 

11.  Environmental Justice 
11-1. Impacts to specific communities 
11-2. Inequity of a toll road 
11-3. Competing development 
 

12.  Floodplains 
12-1. Adherence to ROD criteria  
12-2. Modeling for all alternatives  
12-3. Quantification of impacts  
12-4. Additional analysis needed 
12-5. 100-year plus 2-feet flooding  
12-6. Impacts on Standard Project 

Flood, floodplains, & levees  
12-7. Analysis of bridges 
12-8. Analysis of lakes 
12-9. Potential impacts on flooding 
12-10. Disputed flood elevation 
12-11. Relation to 100-yr floodplain  
12-12. Impacts on levees 
12-13. Analysis of drainage patterns 

up/down gradient  
12-14. Flooding damage to highway 
12-15. Mitigation measures  
12-16. Cost estimates for mitigation 
12-17. City lakes and mitigation 
12-18. Floodway precedent  
12-19. Compliance with federal regs 
12-20. Compliance with FHWA 

drainage criteria 
12-21. Design criteria for floodwalls   
12-22. Movement of levee  
12-23. Impacts to storage sumps  
12-24. Impacts to Sump 7E  
12-25. Levee project history 
12-26. Costs clarification 

13.  Cultural Resources 
13-1. Archeological sites 
13-2. Historic bridge remains 
13-3. Views of bridges 
13-4. Private land development 
 

14.  Noise 
14-1. Value for quiet 
14-2. Baseline noise studies 
14-3. Noise impact chart 
14-4. Predicted impacts on parks 
14-5. Decibel limits for parks 
14-6. Reevaluation of noise analysis 
14-7. Impact on natural environment 
 

15.  Parklands  
15-1. Negative impacts on recreation  
15-2. Positive impacts on recreation  
15-3. Potential versus actual impacts 
15-4. Lack of details on impacts 
15-5. Lack of compensatory plan 
15-6. Land and Water Conservation 

Fund Act of 1965 (L&WCF)-
funded park  
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TABLE G-3.  LIST OF TOPICS AND SUBTOPICS 

Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic Topic / Subtopic 
16.  Visual Resources 
16-1. Impacts on views from levees 
16-2. Greater exposure to natural 

views 
 

17.  Water Quality 
17-1. Short- and long-term impacts 
17-2. Preserving fish populations 
17-3. Best management practices  
17-4. Mitigation with pesticides and 

fertilizers 
17-5. Mitigation measures 
17-6. Accidental spill response 
17-7. Water quality surveys of 

wetlands 
17-8. Comparisons between 

alternatives 
 

18.  Wetlands 
18-1. Temporary and long-term 

impacts 
18-2. Inadequacy of investigation 
18-3. Candidates for study 
18-4. Nomenclature clarification  
18-5. Ongoing mapping review 
18-6. Delineation subject to approval 
18-7. Quality of aquatic resources   
18-8. Functional values and locations 
18-9. Wetland delineation project 

number  
18-10. Significant wildlife resources 
18-11. Irregular bottom contour 
18-12. Staging and borrow areas 
18-13. EPA input on Sec. 404 permit 
18-14. Conversion of emergent 

wetlands  
18-15. Mitigation plan  
18-16. Mitigation banking on USACE 

lands 
18-17. Mitigation bank locations 
18-18. New seasonal wetlands  
18-19. Precautions to avoid wetlands 
18-20. Waters of U.S. clarification 
18-21. Definition of waters of the 

U.S., including wetlands 
 

19.  Wildlife Habitat  
19-1. Grassland habitat impacts 
19-2. Impacts from DART to MLK 
19-3. Impacts to wildlife beyond 

habitat loss 
19-4. Vegetation ordinance 
19-5. Wildlife lists 
19-6. Grassland mowing  
19-7. Habitat functions in wetlands 
19-8. Mitigation policy clarification 
19-9. Planting of trees  
19-10. Tree replacement program 
19-11. Tree enhancement plan 
19-12. Upland, bottomland, and 

riparian habitats 
19-13. Reseeding with native grasses 
19-14. Mitigation measures  
19-15. Special habitat mitigation 

funding 
19-16. Cooperative mitigation 

planning 
 

20.  Other Impacts 
20-1. Energy and resource 

requirements 
20-2. Natural gas line relocation 
20-3. No farmland impacts 
20-4. Heat island effects 
20-5. Hazardous waste sites 
20-6. Demolition of structures 
 

21.  Cumulative Impacts  
21-1. Project by project analysis 
21-2. Regulated mitigation strategies 
21-3. Single EIS for all regional 

projects  
21-4. Conclusory statements  
21-5. Lack of supporting data  
21-6. Assumed compliance  
21-7. Need to identify impacts  
21-8. Include other studies 
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Section C.  Comments and Responses 
 2 
This section contains responses for each of the subtopics outlined in the previous section.  In general, 

responses to comments fall into one of three basic types.  First, commenters that asked questions or 4 

requested information received an explanatory response, often citing to information in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), 6 

or other sources for further reference.  Second, some comments that expressed an opinion but did not 

appear to be seeking a response have been noted and considered.  Third, responses to comments that 8 

warrant a modification of the DEIS indicate the nature of the change made in this SDEIS, and some 

responses quote or reference the revision made in this SDEIS.  It should be noted that quoted revisions 10 

may require future editing based on future agency or public comments on the SDEIS, the results of 

further analyses, or future developments that may affect the proposed project.   12 

 

Please note that statements received from government agencies are followed by the name of the agency 14 

in parentheses.  Otherwise, the identity of individual commenters may be found in Section A of this 

appendix.  16 
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1.  Purpose and Need 
 2 
Purpose and Need 1-1.  Traffic demand is insufficient 
Statement # 3, 5 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project is not justified on the basis of traffic 4 
patterns and transportation requirements.  For example, DART (Dallas Area Rapid Transit) and TxDOT 
(Texas Department of Transportation) concluded that there was insufficient traffic on Highway 175 to 6 
justify HOV lanes.  Anticipated traffic will be inadequate to fund the highway.  With the increasing cost of 
gasoline, traffic demand will have declined even further by the time the highway is completed. 8 
Statement # 6 / Summary of Comment:  The cost-benefit ratio for the proposed project is not supported in 
terms of traffic reduction in the Mixmaster. 10 
 
Response:  As indicated in Section 1.4 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the North 12 
Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for transportation in the DFW area.  Since the early 1970s, MPOs have had the responsibility of 14 
developing and maintaining a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  The MTP is federally mandated; it 
serves to identify transportation needs, and guides federal, state, and local transportation expenditures.  16 
The current MTP (Mobility 2030: The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas-Fort Worth Area) 
presents a system of transportation improvements needed to maintain mobility in the DFW area over the 18 
next 22 years and serves as a guide for the expenditure of state and federal funds for the region.  Its 
development was coordinated among local governments, transit authorities, North Texas Tollway 20 
Authority (NTTA), and TxDOT.  The plan was formulated through a process of forecasting future travel 
demand, evaluating system alternatives, and selecting options which best meet the mobility needs of the 22 
region. 
 24 
The freeway and tollway system evaluation in the MTP recommends the construction of the Trinity 
Parkway as a new staged tollway facility between the proposed termini locations of IH-35/SH-183 and 26 
US-175/SH-310.  The Trinity Parkway is a substantial and long-standing component of the region’s long-
range transportation plan.  It would provide a needed reliever route around the Dallas Central Business 28 
District (CBD), balancing programmed capacity improvements on the radial freeways IH-35E, IH-45, SH -
183, SH-114, and IH-30.  The inclusion of the Trinity Parkway in the MTP also indicates regional support.  30 
Various municipalities and agencies such as NCTCOG, TxDOT, DART, Dallas County, and the City of 
Dallas have demonstrated long-term support for the project.   32 
 
Cost benefit ratios are not provided in the SDEIS.  However, Figures 1-3 through 1-4 indicate the savings 34 
(benefit) in annual cost of congestion from implementing the MTP recommendations.  The SDEIS 
provides estimated total implementation costs for each alternative in Table 2-7.  Other benefits, such as 36 
improvements in air quality and access for economic development, are not as directly quantifiable.  A 
positive cost-benefit ratio might be implied from the intended implementation of Trinity Parkway as a 38 
tollroad.  In effect, each user of the road is making a cost-benefit decision, weighing the cost of using the 
road against the time savings, reliability or other perceived benefits of the road.   40 
 
Section 2.1.3 of the SDEIS describes other on-going transportation improvements within the Trinity 42 
Parkway study area and includes a discussion concerning their potential to assist in accomplishing the 
Trinity Parkway’s purpose and need.  These other improvements represent a continuing effort by local, 44 
state, and federal agencies to address the travel needs of this growing region (see Section 1.8.5 of the 
DEIS for regional population and employment growth information).  A variety of improvements are 46 
currently underway and others are planned for future years, including improvements to existing roadways 
and several traffic congestion management programs, policies, and projects (e.g., Transportation System 48 
Management/Travel Demand Management (TSM/TDM), Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), public 
transportation, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements).  Refer to Table 1-9 in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS for a 50 
list of individual operational improvement projects within the study area.  However, as indicated in 
Section 2.1.3 of the SDEIS, these supporting transportation improvements cannot separately or 52 
collectively satisfy the purpose of and need for the Trinity Parkway project. 
 54 
Additional information concerning transportation system impacts are provided in Section 4.4 of the 
SDEIS.  As shown in Table 4-14 (Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes and LOS) in the SDEIS, the 56 
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Trinity Parkway provides congestion relief benefits within the study area where traffic, mobility, and 
access issues are most acute.  When compared to the No-Build Alternative, the Trinity Parkway provides 2 
congestion reduction for major north-south roadways in the study area. 
 4 
Regarding the reduction in traffic demand due to the future cost of gasoline, this is not an expected 
outcome.  At some hypothetical cost, travel demand may be substantially reduced or redirected to other 6 
modes.  However, a more likely outcome would be a transition to more fuel-efficient vehicles or the use of 
different fuels. 8 
 
Purpose and Need 1-2.  Sufficiency of alternatives 10 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  What are the reasonable alternatives to the Trinity Parkway 
project? 12 
 
Response:  Chapter 2 of the SDEIS presents and describes the alternatives considered for meeting the 14 
purpose and need for the Trinity Parkway, including those eliminated from further analysis.  Sections 2.1 
and 2.2 provide a summary of alternatives analyzed during the Major Transportation Investment Study 16 
(MTIS) for the Trinity Parkway, published by TxDOT in 1998. In addition to an assessment of traditional 
approaches to increasing capacity, congestion management strategies and public transportation 18 
alternatives have been considered as part of the planning process for the proposed Trinity Parkway.  
Based on the alternatives analysis process and public and agency coordination undertaken for the MTIS, 20 
the following plan of action was recommended, subject to appropriate environmental and engineering 
processing and clearances:  22 
 

1. Enhanced work trip reduction measures; 24 
2. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities;   
3. Enhanced transportation facility management; 26 
4. Improvements to the Canyon, Mixmaster, and Lower Stemmons Freeway; 
5. Extension of Woodall Rodgers Freeway and improvements to Beckley Avenue;   28 
6. A continuous HOV system through the Canyon, Mixmaster, and Lower Stemmons Corridors; and 
7. A Trinity Parkway reliever route (proposed action).   30 

 
 32 
As indicated in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS, work on Items 1 through 6 is ongoing, but these improvements 
cannot separately or collectively satisfy the purpose of and need for the Trinity Parkway project.  The 34 
eight Build Alternatives, plus No-Build, in the SDEIS provide a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed action.  Six of these alternatives have been subject to public input during the DEIS scoping 36 
process, as well as input from citizens and elected officials in Dallas during the past five years, notably 
resulting in the addition of Alternative 3B in 2003 and Alternatives 3C and 4B in 2006.  The two new Build 38 
Alternatives developed as part of the SDEIS will also be subject to public input.   
 40 
Purpose and Need 1-3.  Focus on rail mass transit  
Statement # 5 / Summary of Comment:  The project is not needed because proposed and future rail 42 
corridors will move more people and save more energy than the proposed project. 
Statement # 17 / Summary of Comment:  This project is not “forward thinking.”  As we head toward a 44 
burst in the cheap oil bubble and tough economic times we should be concentrating our efforts to expand 
mass transit and preserve our natural environment, not building bigger and better highways. 46 
 
Response:  See Comment/Response 1-1 and 9-4.  The Trinity Parkway project is part of a multimodal 48 
transportation plan developed and endorsed by the Regional Transportation Council.  At the regional 
level, the current MTP (Mobility 2030:  The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas-Fort Worth 50 
Area) proposes a combined 40 percent of the overall $71 billion regional transportation budget be spent 
on the categories (i) Rail and Bus Transit, (ii) HOV Facilities and (iii) CMP strategies.  It should also be 52 
noted that the average 2006 weekday ridership on the entire DART rail transit system was approximately 
51,000 passenger trips.  This can be compared to projected traffic of ~100,000 vehicles per day (vpd) 54 
(125,000 daily passenger trips) on Trinity Parkway and ~250,000 vpd (313,000 daily passenger trips) on 
Stemmons Freeway north of the DNT.  56 
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Purpose and Need 1-4.  Project intended to finance local park  2 
Statement # 43 / Summary of Comment:  This project is the combination of a lucrative, but locally 
unwanted, land use plus a desired land use; the need is for a cash cow to finance the Trinity River Park.     4 
 
Response:  The proceeds from toll collection on the Trinity Parkway are proposed to entirely be used for 6 
debt service, operations and maintenance of the tollway facility.  Surplus revenue in future years may be 
used for other NTTA projects, subject to bond covenants and other agency considerations. The Trinity 8 
Parkway and the Trinity River Park are independent projects, and neither project depends on the other for 
its independent utility or design. There is no commitment of funding for the Trinity River Park from 10 
proceeds of Trinity Parkway.  
 12 
Purpose and Need 1-5.  Pegasus Project is sufficient 
Statement # 1, 3, 33 / Summary of Comment:  The Pegasus Project would be able to handle all of the 14 
transportation improvements sought by this project, and the Trinity Parkway is not needed to support 
Pegasus.  The proposed project is not needed to build the Pegasus Project.  The Central Expressway 16 
was completed without a reliever, and currently the high-five is being completed without any kind of 
reliever.   18 
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Is any Trinity Parkway reliever route within or on the levees truly 
cost-justified when taking the benefits of Project Pegasus into consideration? 20 
 
Response:  The statements first question the basic need for Trinity Parkway, arguing that Project 22 
Pegasus (the Canyon-Mixmaster improvement) is sufficient to handle traffic.  Secondly, the statements 
question the need for Trinity Parkway as a detour route during construction of Project Pegasus.  24 
 
Regarding the basic need for the Parkway, this issue is addressed in Comment Response 1-1.  The 26 
Parkway is a needed reliever route around the Dallas Central Business District (CBD), balancing 
programmed capacity improvements on the radial freeways IH-35E, IH-45, SH -183, SH-114, and IH-30.  28 
As illustrated in the pie chart in SDEIS Figure 2.1, the Parkway and Project Pegasus are both needed to 
provide needed transportation capacity improvements in the area of downtown Dallas.  Both projects 30 
provide a substantial share of the needed capacity.  
 32 
In regard to the detour route issue, it is true that Project Pegasus could be constructed without Trinity 
Parkway in place.  Construction of Pegasus without a detour route would add substantial costs, both 34 
capital costs in the more difficult logistics of staging the construction and individual costs in the delay for 
motorists traveling through the construction zone.  The statement regarding the Central Expressway 36 
reconstruction is not correct.  The Central Expressway construction was aided by the presence of Dallas 
North Tollway several miles to the west, which carried substantial amounts of diverted traffic during the 38 
construction.  Additionally, the City of Dallas and TxDOT implemented lane marking and signal changes 
along Gaston Ave., Greenville Ave. and other parallel arterial streets to aid in detouring traffic.  See also 40 
the discussion of the need for a reliever route in Section 1.7 of the SDEIS. 
 42 
Purpose and Need 1-6.  Greater use of existing roadways 
Statement # 29 / Summary of Comment:  Building more roadways flies in the face of the realities of future 44 
availability/price of petroleum products.  Get on with the job of developing solutions to move people and 
products more efficiently using the existing roadways.   46 
Statement # 33 / Summary of Comment:  We should be investing in mass transit and parks and making 
the city an attractive place to live, inviting people to live here in the city and not drive by at high speeds 48 
going somewhere else.  This is the wrong kind of solution because, as the DEIS shows, it is going to 
reduce the average speed from 35 miles an hour to 33 miles an hour.  Many of us have traveled along 50 
these side streets, Industrial in particular, during rush hour and had no trouble getting through to our 
destination.  A high-speed toll road is unnecessary, too expensive, too destructive, and unfriendly to a 52 
vibrant downtown and will further divide our city.  A win-win situation would be a low-speed parkway, 
which is not available in this DEIS. 54 
Statement # 72, 73 / Summary of Comment:  NTTA requires the construction of six to eight lanes of toll 
road in or by the Dallas Floodway.  NTTA should examine the transportation improvements for the lesser 56 
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scale that can encourage development by preserving neighborhood improvement or green space, 
alternatives such as widening and beautifying Industrial Boulevard, for example, four lanes or median 2 
cross-over strips and evaluating costs for such an alternative the DEIS has been restricted.  NTTA has 
consistently refused to consider this option.  Was the option that elevates Industrial Boulevard picked as 4 
the sole Boulevard-oriented option in order to be so costly as to be rejected? 
 6 
Response:  The Trinity Parkway project is part of a multi-modal transportation plan developed by TxDOT 
during the Trinity Parkway Corridor (TPC) Major Transportation Investment Study (MTIS) (see Section 8 
2.1.2 of the SDEIS) and affirmed in the current MTP.  Regarding the “realities of future availability/price of 
petroleum products,” the regional planning used in the SDEIS recognizes the historic growth of population 10 
and vehicle miles of travel in the region (see Section 1.7 of the SDEIS).  However, in future years Single-
Occupancy Vehicle or Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) use is assumed to be reduced through funding of 12 
multimodal transportation alternatives and actions to make the transportation system more efficient.  As 
noted in Section 1.7.8 of the SDEIS, the current year vehicle occupancies in the region are increased to 14 
1.25 in the year 2030 travel models.  Also, as stated Comment/Response 1-3, the current MTP (Mobility 
2030:  The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas-Fort Worth Area) proposes a combined 40 16 
percent of the overall $71 billion regional transportation budget be spent on the categories (i) Rail and 
Bus Transit, (ii) HOV facilities and (iii) CMP strategies.  Whereas increasing gasoline prices may serve to 18 
discourage some portion of the travel demand over time, a transition to more fuel-efficient vehicles may 
overcome this effect.   20 
 
Regarding use of a “low speed parkway,” the MTIS recommended a 45 mph 8-lane parkway.  However, 22 
as described in Section 1.5.2 of the SDEIS, the operating speed of the facility has been changed from 45 
mph to 55 mph to support toll funding.  The speed change is required to allow a more attractive travel 24 
time advantage on the toll road compared to other available toll-free (tax supported) roads in the corridor. 
  26 
Regarding, the statement that the Trinity Parkway is “six to eight lanes of toll road in or by the Dallas 
Floodway,” the statement is incorrect.  The parkway is proposed to be six main lanes at full build-out. 28 
 
Regarding neighborhood preservation and other transportation alternatives, the recommendations of the 30 
MTP (Mobility 2030:  The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas-Fort Worth Area) reflect the 
continued recognition of quality-of-life issues and the relationship between community development and 32 
transportation in its sustainable development initiatives, which began in Mobility 2025.  Promoting 
sustainable development is a specific objective of the MTP because of the direct link between land use, 34 
transportation, and air quality.  The key at the regional level to maintaining a sustainable pattern of 
development is to allow cities the option to present a variety of land use, zoning, mobility, and service 36 
packages to the development market and residents.  Denser, multi-use land development leads to 
reduced vehicles miles traveled (VMT) and favors alternative modes of travel. 38 
 
At the local level, the City of Dallas’ Balanced Vision Plan (BVP) best represents the city’s commitment to 40 
addressing the type of quality-of-life issues described above.  The BVP offers an appropriate balance 
among the five inter-related issues of (1) flood protection, (2) environmental restoration and management, 42 
(3) parks and recreation, (4) transportation, and (5) community and economic development.   
 44 
In regards to transportation, the BVP includes a concept for transportation referred to as the “Balanced 
Transportation Concept.”  This concept has four inter-related components:  (1) the Trinity Parkway 46 
(proposed action); (2) Industrial Boulevard improvements, serving as a collector/distributor to access 
downtown Dallas; (3) An Oak Cliff levee-top road; and (4) vehicular and pedestrian access to planned 48 
parks and lakes. 
 50 
The community and economic development component encourages new large-scale development at 
locations with enhanced access to recreation and transportation.  The goal is for these public investments 52 
to lead to revitalization and redevelopment that support existing communities, create new businesses, 
and mixed use areas (see Section 3.1.1.1 of the DEIS for additional information concerning the City of 54 
Dallas BVP). 
 56 
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Purpose and Need 1-7.  Project needed as reliever route 
Statement # 14, 75 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project is important not only for its inherent 2 
benefits but also to create a reliever route needed for Project Pegasus.  
Statement # 36, 48, 57, 79 / Summary of Comment:  The need for this reliever route is apparent.  Anyone 4 
who regularly drives on Stemmons knows that rush hour is several hours long.  Rush hour is defined as 
an average speed of 20 miles per hour or less.  The traffic stalls on lower Stemmons has become a real 6 
hindrance.  In the foreseeable future, rush hour will be eight hours long.   
Statement # 38 and 55 (both NCTCOG) / Summary of Comment:  The design for the proposed project is 8 
consistent with the design concept and scope assumed in the current conforming Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan.  This concept has been shown to have substantial mobility benefits for not just the 10 
City of Dallas and the Dallas Central Business District, but for the entire Dallas-Fort Worth region as many 
other corridor improvements are contingent on the construction of the proposed project.  NCTCOG’s 12 
Regional Transportation Council supports the continued development and expedited implementation of 
this project.   14 
Statement # 83 / Summary of Comment:  During the Trinity River Urban Design and Transportation Study 
that resulted in the BVP, many prior studies were reviewed, and a team of local and national experts 16 
conducted an intensive effort to create a plan that meets the area's transportation needs, as well as other 
community objectives.  That review made it clear that additional transportation capacity is needed in this 18 
area and that it cannot be provided without some kind of additional roadway in the Trinity Corridor. 
 20 
Response:  Comments noted and considered. 
 22 
Purpose and Need 1-8.  Explore HOV and bus options 
Statement # 43 / Summary of Comment:  The project is not needed and greater use should be made of 24 
carpools, vanpools, and bus pools within existing roads.  These could be formed by both computer 
matching of drivers and riders, as well as hitchhiking at transit centers’ kiss-and-ride areas.  If pick-up 26 
areas were labeled by zip code, then people looking to hitch a ride could be matched up with a driver 
going to that destination.  Greater use of HOV/HOT lanes on otherwise non-toll highways (e.g., SH-183, 28 
IH-35E, IH-30, IH-45, and US-175) with overhead TollTag detectors would give incentive to maximize 
vehicle passenger capacity.   30 
Statement # 43 / Summary of Comment:  With diminishing returns to extending DART lines and some 
community opposition to them, greater use should be made of bus rapid transit (BRT) along IH-635 and 32 
SH-190/161.  Simply placing buses on HOV/HOT lanes will not allow BRT because of the requirement for 
frequent stops (every 1-3 miles); there is also the problem of buses being rear-ended by carpool or 34 
vanpool vehicles.  The use of freeway shoulder stops, as is done in Los Angeles, would not work in Texas 
because of the extensive use of service roads and the real estate development along them.  The BRT 36 
that has been implemented in Bogota, Columbia is a better model for Dallas.  Bogota BRT uses four 
busway lanes along the freeway median, two lanes in each direction; the inside two lanes are reserved 38 
for stop-and-go local buses and the outer lane on each side is reserved for non-stop express buses.  Use 
of overhead TollTag detectors and surveillance cameras would enable the busway to be shared by 40 
carpools and vanpools.  Placing Bogota-style mid-freeway busways along SH-183, IH-35E, IH-30, IH-45, 
and US-175 would also work.   42 
Statement # 81 Department of Interior (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  An advantage of the No-Build 
Alternative is the potential to fund other transportation projects.  While the No-Build Alternative does not 44 
immediately address projected growth and congestion, the funding of other projects could include 
appropriate planning to reduce the volume of traffic in the area.  Developing incentives for motorists to 46 
utilize public transportation and HOV should not be overlooked as a long term solution.     
 48 
Response:   See Comment/Response 1-1, 1-3, and 1-6. 
 50 
Purpose and Need 1-9.  Consider new urban approaches  
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS lacks consideration of approaches citizens have 52 
been suggesting for the past ten years that are economically affordable, environmentally sustainable 
alternative land use strategies, transit alternatives, and smaller scale enhancements for traffic flow along 54 
existing roadways,  particularly Industrial and Lamar Boulevards, which would provide cost effective 
transportation relievers while fostering mixed use development, preserve affordable housing and 56 
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neighborhoods, and promote high quality growth and development for central and southern Dallas.  
Public interest goals such as preservation of open space, improvement of air and water quality, 2 
establishment of a high quality recreational greenway along the Trinity River have all been secondary 
considerations to high speed toll roads within the floodway.  What is needed is top quality new urban and 4 
mixed use development that would actually reduce the need for broader use of 80,000 to 100,000 vehicle 
trips per day.  We think that's the direction that Dallas wants to take, not a 1950s freeway and certainly 6 
not one in a floodway.  The project promoters have used the threat of a toll road taking of adjacent 
neighborhoods and business in west Dallas and along Industrial Boulevard as a means of coercing 8 
support for the floodway location.  By defining the new level of traffic capacity as a requirement of this 
study, the promoters have defined the problem and solution before planning can get underway.  No 10 
alternatives of any lesser scale transportation improvements outside of the floodway were ever 
considered.   12 
 
Dallas needs to consider New Urbanism approaches to reduce SOV trips, traffic congestion, and air 14 
pollution, rather than increase it.  Consensus proposals that should be considered include:  focus on 
creating a world class greenway; scale back highway and bridge construction; enhance access and 16 
economic redevelopment in downtown and southern Dallas rather than limiting access and encouraging 
suburban sprawl; use non-structured flood control (e.g., buyout of Cadillac Heights) rather than levees; do 18 
not damage the floodway’s recreational value with a roadway; enhance adjacent economic development 
and access to greenway parks and recreation assets; develop Industrial and Lamar Boulevards as a 20 
smart growth corridor with mixed land use, multi-model transportation (expanded traffic lanes and 
improved signalization and turn lanes, landscaped median, and bike/pedestrian features that connect to 22 
floodway access points, DART, and Trinity Trolley).  The DEIS does not consider land use planning as a 
growth management strategy to reduce dependence on automobiles, such as removing highway barriers 24 
within the downtown area to enhance pedestrian and transit access. 
 26 
Response:  See Comment/Response 1-1, 1-3, and 1-6. 
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2.  Alternatives 
 2 
Alternatives 2-1.  General opposition to project 
Statement #s 1, 3, 5, 6, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 29, 33, 43, 56, 59, 60, 68, 72, 73, 85, 86, 88 /Summary of 4 
Comment:  A total of 16 commenters expressed general opposition to the proposed project.  Note that 
although 21 statements were submitted, five of the commenters each made two statements expressing 6 
opposition.  
 8 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Note that “Alternatives 2-1” is intended to gather into one 
group all of the statements which express general opposition to the project.  However, any specific 10 
comments or questions included in these statements are addressed separately in Appendix G-2 based on 
the topic raised. 12 
 
Alternatives 2-2.  General approval of project  14 
Statement #s 14, 36, 38 (NCTCOG), 39, 42, 46, 48, 49, 51, 54, 55 (NCTCOG), 57, 58 (City of Dallas), 66, 
75, 77, 78, 79, 83, 84, 89, 91 / Summary of Comment:  A total of 22 commenters expressed general 16 
approval of the proposed project (two of the commenters did so on behalf of NCTCOG). 
 18 
Response:  Comments noted and considered. 
 20 
Alternatives 2-3.  Preference for specific Build Alternative(s) 
Statement #s 1, 8, 9 (EPA), 10, 14, 21, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37 Texas Parks and Wildlife Department  22 
(TPWD), 39, 42, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 54, 55 (NCTCOG), 56, 57, 58 (City of Dallas), 59, 60, 65, 66, 67, 
70, 71, 74, 77, 78, 79, 81 (DOI), 83, 88, 89, 90, 91 / Summary of Comment:  A total of 43 commenters 24 
expressed a preference for one or more of the project Build Alternatives studied, either as their primary or 
secondary choice.  Note that in expressing a preference for a Build Alternative, many commenters did not 26 
also clearly express general approval or opposition to the project; therefore, some commenters were not 
included in Comment/Response 2-1 or 2-2.     28 
A.  Commenters in favor of alignments outside the floodway (Alternative 2A, 2B, and/or 5). 

1.  Commenter in favor of Alternative 2B:  Statement # 78. 30 
2.  Commenter in favor of either Alternative 2A or 2B:  Statement #s 10, 14. 
3.  Commenter in favor of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 5:  Statement # 9 (EPA). 32 
4.  Other Commenters against Floodway Alternatives: 

• Commenter against all Floodway Alternatives:  Statement # 27. 34 
• Commenter against Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, and 5:  Statement # 88. 
• Commenters in favor of Alternatives 2A, 2B, 5, and No-Build:  Statement #s 37 (TPWD), 81 36 

(DOI). 
B.  Commenters in favor of alignments in the floodway (Alternative 3A, 3B, and/or 4). 38 
      1.  Commenters in favor of Alternative 3B only:  Statement #s 8, 36, 42, 48, 49, 51, 54,  

55 (NCTCOG), 57, 58 (City of Dallas), 66, 70, 77, 79, 83. 40 
      2.  Commenters in favor of either Alternative 3A or 3B:  Statement #s 30, 46, 91. 
 42 
      3.  Commenters in favor of Alternative 4:  Statement #s 21, 32, 39, 50, 71, 74, 89, 90. 
      4.  Commenter in favor of Alternatives 3A, 3B, or 4:  Statement # 47. 44 
C.  Other preferences with respect to specific alternatives: 

• Commenters against Alternatives 2A and 2B:  Statement #s 31, 65.  46 
• Commenter against Alternative 2A:  Statement # 67. 

D.  Commenters in favor of the No-Build Alternative, who expressed a preference for a Build Alternative 48 
as a second choice: 

• Commenter’s second choice is Alternative 2A or 2B:  Statement # 1. 50 
• Commenter is against the highway in floodway on Oak Cliff side of the river:  Statement # 29. 
• Commenters’ second choice is Alternative 4:  Statement #s 56, 59, 60. 52 

 
Response:  Comments noted and considered. 54 
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Alternatives 2-4.  Lack of a preferred alternative 
Statement # 1, 3, 18 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS did not indicate a preferred alternative, which 2 
suggests it was published too early in the process.  A spokesman for the City of Dallas stated in early 
April that the City prefers Alternative 3B.  Publication of the DEIS should have been postponed until a 4 
preferred alternative had been selected so that the actual impacts of and required mitigation for the 
preferred alternative could be made available.  6 
 
Response:  As noted in Section 2.3.11 of the DEIS, a preferred alternative was not identified in the DEIS 8 
to encourage governmental agencies and the public to provide comments on all six alternatives, and to 
allow the project’s sponsors to then make a recommendation for a preferred alternative after 10 
agency/public comments had been received and considered. 
 12 
Alternatives 2-5.  Name of project 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Why has the name of the roadway been selected as the “Trinity 14 
Parkway” project?  This selection would appear to prejudice the selection of alternatives. 
 16 
Response:  The name “Trinity Parkway” has been used since at least 1995 when TxDOT initiated the 
Trinity Parkway / Santa Fe Bypass Corridor Major Transportation Investment Study.  The name Trinity 18 
Parkway applies equally to all Build Alternatives that are in proximity to the Trinity River. 
 20 
Alternatives 2-6.  Lamar Street in all alternatives 
Statement # 18 / Summary of Comment:  Some people do not prefer Alternative 2A or 2B because they 22 
do not want the project to go down Lamar Street.  All of these plans go down Lamar Street. 
 24 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  As stated on DEIS page 2-16, second paragraph,  
Alternatives 2A and 2B both follow Lamar Street south of Corinth Street, whereas Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, 26 
and 5 follow the east or west levee of the proposed Dallas Floodway Extension.  The Lamar alignment 
was chosen in this segment because it continues the same concept as used in the northern part of the 28 
corridor along Irving/Industrial Boulevard (double-deck above an arterial street).  The DEIS allows that the 
southern ends of Alternatives 2A and 2B could follow the same southern segment route as used for 30 
Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, and 5.   
 32 
Alternatives 2-7.  Set traffic level for expansion 
Statement # 77 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter favors Alternative 3B but seeks assurance that the 34 
6/4 alignment will accommodate the anticipated interim added volume expected during the time that 
Pegasus is being constructed.  Also, there should be a predetermined level of traffic that, when it is 36 
reached, NTTA will initiate expansion activity that will add the two additional lanes.  That is, rather than 
wait until 2025 or some other date, the roadway should be expanded whenever traffic volume justifies it.   38 
 
Response:  Roadways are not typically designed to handle temporary increases in traffic due to 40 
construction, but the Trinity Parkway may serve as an alternate route during reconstruction of IH 35E/IH 
30 proposed in Project Pegasus (see also Section 2.5.4 of the DEIS).   42 
 
Alternatives 2-8.  Impacts to income-producing property 44 
Statement # 56, 59, 60 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter favored the No-Build Alternative to avoid 
impacts to family income-producing property on Industrial Boulevard.  Second choice was Alternative 4.   46 
Statement # 68 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter is opposed to any alternative that goes through his 
building at 3130 Commonwealth. 48 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Commenter should note that the Uniform Relocation 50 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and its associated appraisal 
procedures, would be used for commercial property acquisitions.  The Uniform Relocation Assistance and 52 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 provides important protections and assistance for people 
affected by Federally funded projects.  This law was enacted by Congress to ensure that people whose 54 
real property is acquired, or who move as a result of projects receiving Federal funds, will be treated fairly 
and equitably and will receive assistance in moving from the property they occupy.   56 
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Alternatives 2-9.  Avoiding impacts to Oak Cliff 2 
Statement # 29 / Summary of Comment:  If the proposed project is built in the floodway, keep it on the 
downtown side of the river.  The Oak Cliff side has large numbers of residents who will be negatively 4 
impacted by the proximity of the Parkway; it also has the greatest potential for new residential/mixed use 
development, but this would be discouraged by the Parkway.   6 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.      8 
  
Alternatives 2-10.  Alternatives outside floodway  10 
Statement # 14 / Summary of Comment:  A facility down Industrial Boulevard might not be a bad idea to 
clear up a lower income corridor and possibly create redevelopment. 12 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  Note that the acquisition of property for any of the 14 
alternatives would be restricted to the needs of the roadway only.  Redevelopment may subsequently 
occur as an indirect effect of the roadway construction, but would be subject to a variety of ordinances, 16 
plans, and regulations that the City of Dallas would apply to manage growth within its jurisdiction.  One 
such directive, EO 12898, is fundamental to environmental justice and mandates that federal agencies 18 
identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of the programs on minority and low-income populations.  Disproportionately high and adverse 20 
effects on minority or low-income populations means an adverse effect that is predominantly borne by a 
minority or low-income population or would be suffered by a minority or low-income population, and is 22 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that would be suffered by a non-
minority or low-income population.  Concepts of environmental justice further ensure the full and fair 24 
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-making process and 
preventing the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-26 
income populations.     
 28 
Alternatives 2-11.  South alignment ending 
Statement # 74 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter (a business at 4305 S. Lamar) requests adoption of 30 
the Riverside – South Alignment for the Trinity Tollway – Alternative Ending Option (see plans provided 
by Commenter).  This option would go along the levee and not have as great an impact on adjacent 32 
properties as the Industrial – South Alignment, which is opposed by Commenter.  The latter alignment 
would displace homes, churches and businesses.  An elevated highway next to single-family homes will 34 
cause noise issues and will be a major visual intrusion into the neighborhood.   
Statement # 90 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter preferred the “south riverside alignment” because 36 
this would mean more economic growth in that corridor area, provided that access roads are adequate.  
Specifically, the intersections of the Parkway with SH 175, SH 310, and S.M. Wright Freeway need to be 38 
at grade.  If the Parkway is elevated in this area, it will divide the community, but with easy access to 
these roads it will ensure economic development in the area.  40 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  42 
 
Alternatives 2-12.  No-Build and habitat/water quality 44 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  TPWD favors the No-Build Alternative or the other 
alternatives outside the floodway.  Floodplains and the riparian vegetation and wetlands they support act 46 
as natural buffers to floods and aid in water quality maintenance and groundwater recharge.  These 
benefits can be lost through clearing of vegetation, filling, and excavation activities associated with 48 
development.  These areas also provide foraging and nesting habitat to fish and wildlife.  TPWD feels as 
if reducing the vegetated area within the floodway by increasing impervious surfaces may have a 50 
negative effect on water quality maintenance within the floodway.  With alternatives available that would 
reduce impacts to the floodplain and associated ecological functions, TPWD cannot support alternatives 52 
that may adversely impact or reduce the 100-year floodplain.  TPWD requests that the proposed 
development of a wetland mitigation plan be coordinated with the TPWD staff, in addition to the United 54 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) staff.   
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Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  The Department of the Interior (DOI) favors the No-Build 
Alternative or the other alternatives outside the floodway.  Noting the absence of a preferred alternative, 2 
DOI recommended selection be based on the least amount of overall impacts to the environment and 
benefits to the affected community.  The evaluation of benefits to the affected community should not be 4 
limited to transportation benefits, since not all persons within the affected area are motorist that would 
utilize an improved transportation route.  However, everyone within the affected area would likely benefit 6 
from better and water quality in the long term.  While air quality is not likely to vary between alternatives, 
several alternatives could substantially affect water quality.  Therefore, those alternatives that are 8 
determined to have the least overall potential impacts to long-term water quality should be considered a 
substantial benefit to the entire community.    10 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Discussions of specific issues noted in these comments 12 
are found in the responses to comments under specific topics, such as:  12. Floodplains; 17. Water 
Quality; 18. Wetlands; and 19. Wildlife Habitat. 14 
 
Alternatives 2-13.  No-Build and traffic congestion  16 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The fourth paragraph on page 4-8 of the DEIS states, 
“. . .the No-Build Alternative would contribute to increased traffic congestion as well as both human and 18 
air quality impacts.”  How does the No-Build Alternative contribute to increased traffic congestion as well 
as both human and air quality impacts?  It may not decrease the congestion, but it, in and of itself, cannot 20 
contribute to the congestion. 
 22 
Response:   The referenced sentence in Section 4.2.2 will be deleted in the SDEIS.  
 24 
Alternatives 2-14.  Excessive impacts for Build Alternatives 
Statement # 6 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project will disturb too much area, especially 26 
linkages to the highway via cloverleaves. 
Statement # 72, 73 / Summary of Comment:  The alternatives in the DEIS induce urban sprawl, favor 28 
pollution of the air and water near downtown Dallas and in the proposed park in the floodway, increase 
the risk of flooding, reduce natural areas, open space, and oxygen-producing trees, and waste taxpayers’ 30 
money. 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter is opposed to construction of high-speed limited 32 
access toll roads   within the floodway.  The Trinity River Parkway alternatives as proposed in the EIS are 
sprawl inducing, air and water polluting, flood increasing, forest, park, and neighborhood destroying, 34 
taxpayer money wasting, 1950s approaches to addressing 21st century transportation and development 
challenges.  The preservation of open space improving air quality and water quality establishing a high 36 
quality recreational greenway along the Trinity River have all been secondary to creating this 100,000 
capacity vehicle freeway within a floodway. 38 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Discussions of specific issues noted in these comments 40 
are found in the responses to comments under specific topics, such as:  12. Floodplains; 17. Water 
Quality; 18. Wetlands; and 19. Wildlife Habitat. 42 
 
Alternatives 2-15.  Ignores City of Dallas project 44 
Statement # 22 / Summary of Comment:  It seems the proposed project is ignoring the City of Dallas 
project.  The City’s proposal respects the wetlands, the water quality, noise quality, the single family 46 
residences and businesses, plus the floodplains, flood control, and the planned recreational features 
which would improve the living standards for those that live in the community.  The proposed project 48 
would upset or destroy the wildlife, waterfowl refuges, and even some historic sites, as well as the careful 
long-term planning of the City of Dallas over the past ten years.   50 
 
Response:  Coordination on this study with the City of Dallas has been continuous, on-going and 52 
extensive.  One of the Build Alternatives (3B) was added as a direct request by the City of Dallas as part 
of the City’s Balanced Vision Plan. 54 
 
 56 
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Alternatives 2-16.  Preference for Non-Floodway Alternatives 
Statement # 78 / Summary of Comment:  Industrial Boulevard Alternative 2B is the alternative which is 2 
most compatible with the development of the Trinity River Park and does the most to enhance the quality 
of life in and around Central Dallas.  The commercial displacement for this alternative is of benefit 4 
because they would remove sources of air pollution downtown, and as pointed out, cleans up a number of 
hazardous material sites.  Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 all send a clear message that we are not serious about 6 
developing the Trinity River Park because those alternatives would diminish the value of this project.  This 
project is worth building, and we want to have the enjoyable park. 8 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  While we understand that the purpose of the proposed 
action is to address long-term transportation problems, we believe that Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4 may 10 
have long-term impacts to fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and flood control.  The floodway 
should be utilized to improve water quality, provide habitat for wildlife, and decrease flood damage by 12 
managing the existing emergent wetlands, grasslands, and riparian corridor.  These irreplaceable 
ecological functions provided by the floodplain would benefit the entire community in the long term far 14 
beyond the relief of traffic congestion.  For these reasons, Alternatives 2A, 2B, or 5 should be selected 
among the Build Alternatives, and further consideration should made of the No-Build Alternative. 16 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Discussions of specific issues noted in these comments 18 
are found in the responses to comments under specific topics, such as:  12. Floodplains; 17. Water 
Quality; 18. Wetlands; and 19. Wildlife Habitat. 20 
 
Alternatives 2-17.  Disadvantages of Alternatives 2A and 2B 22 
Statement # 31, 32 / Summary of Comment:  Alternatives 2A and 2B are much more costly than the other 
alternatives.  These alternatives would displace a lot of homes, churches, and businesses, whereas the 24 
Floodway Alternatives would be less costly and would impact far fewer property owners.  An elevated 
highway along Lamar Street would be a problem for homeowners because of the noise and because it 26 
would open these properties to view from the highway.   
Statement # 47 / Summary of Comment:  Alternatives 2A and 2B should not be considered for this project 28 
because of the combined detriment to the property owners along Industrial Boulevard plus the 
considerable additional cost.  Additionally, these two alternatives would present considerable 30 
procurement issues in addition to issues with Commerce Street.  Alternatives 3A, 3B, or 4 are much more 
desirable plans to accomplish the stated goals of this project. 32 
Statement # 50 / Summary of Comment:  Alternatives 2A and 2B will render my property on Industrial and 
Irving Boulevards worthless.  My family has owned businesses on Industrial Boulevard for over 60 years 34 
and these alternatives will so disrupt business that “mom and pop” businesses will fail.   
Statement # 67 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter is opposed to the Irving/Industrial Boulevards 36 
alternative (2A) because it will create a tunnel effect and will be counterproductive to the open concept of 
the Parkway. 38 
Statement # 71 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter is opposed to the Industrial Boulevard Alternative 
because it will divide the community and is elevated (i.e., Alternative 2A). 40 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  Commenters should note that an EIS must consider all 42 
reasonable alternatives to a comparable level of detail.  Specific to Statement # 50, as stated in the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,  “If the acquisition of 44 
only a portion of a property would leave the owner with an uneconomic remnant, the head of the Federal 
Agency concerned shall offer to acquire that remnant.  For the purpose of this Act, an uneconomic 46 
remnant is a parcel of real property in which the owner is left with an interest after the partial acquisition of 
the owner’s property and which the head of the Federal agency concerned has determined has little or no 48 
value or utility to the owner”  (Title III, § 301 (9)).   
 50 
Alternatives 2-18.  Alternative 3B achieves Balanced Vision 
Statement # 36, 48, 79 / Summary of Comment:  The Trinity River Project has three main components:  52 
flood protection, recreation, and traffic improvements.  The Balanced Vision Plan outlines steps to be 
taken to make these three components compatible.  The 3B alignment is consistent with this Plan and is 54 
necessary if we are going to implement the Plan.  The completion of this plan is vital to downtown Dallas.  
The floodway protection and reliever route are critical to our tax base and the economic health of 56 
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downtown.  Dallas citizens have committed substantial local funds (i.e., $84 million in 1998 for design, 
construction, and right-of-way) to this project because they clearly understand the importance of this 2 
project to the whole community.  The development of the reliever route is a critical element of this project 
and we urge you to approve the alignment supported by the majority of the citizens of Dallas, the 3B 4 
alignment. 
Statement # 51 / Summary of Comment:  Alternative 3B is an integral part of the City’s Balanced Vision 6 
Plan.  This Plan enjoys broad support both within the city and with the community at large, and we 
applaud it for that reason.  We also support the design for four lanes from downtown to Highway 175 for 8 
the future increase to six lanes should the traffic justify it. 
Statement # 83 / Summary of Comment:  We believe that the DEIS Alternative 3B provides that needed 10 
capacity in a way that also supports the important objectives of economic and environmental restoration, 
community and economic development, recreation and open space provision, and flood control.  The 12 
Trinity Parkway is one necessary component in the revitalization of the Trinity Corridor Area of Dallas.  
Located and designed appropriately, it should support the community's other objectives, as well as 14 
transportation.  We believe the concepts presented in the Balanced Vision Plan, which are represented in 
this DEIS by Alternative 3B achieves all those objectives.  It's our support for this vision that makes the 16 
Trinity Trust willing to take on the challenge of raising private funding for enhancements that complement 
public improvements.  It is essential that we move forward with this vision.   18 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  20 
 
Alternatives 2-19.  Multi-use benefits of Alternative 3B 22 
Statement # 8 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter is in favor of Alternative 3B, and against Alternatives 
4 and 5, as these will cause Commenter to relocate the extensive improvements to his business property. 24 
Statement # 66 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project is the linchpin of the Trinity River Corridor 
planning efforts that have been ongoing for many years.  Without this transportation component, the 26 
overall program in the City will suffer.  This is the most important public works program in the history of 
Dallas and will shape our city for the rest of this century.  This is not just a roadway, but a multi-use 28 
corridor and the selection of the correct alignment will have long-range impacts.  Alternative 3B is the best 
alignment for Dallas and the region as it provides improved regional transportation that will help solve 30 
problems.  This alternative enhances economic development on both sides of the Trinity.  It also provides 
construction of wetlands in the floodway, which are key environmental assets.  It creates opportunities for 32 
recreational facilities, strengthens the levee system of Dallas and improves flood protection for the city.   
Statement # 70 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter favors Alternative 3B because it leaves property of 34 
interest at Cadiz and Industrial intact. 
 36 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.     
 38 
Alternatives 2-20.  Benefits of Alternatives 3A and 3B 
Statement # 14 / Summary of Comment:  It seems as though cost and right-of-way impact are 40 
differentiated enough to drive a choice for Alternative 3A or 3B versus 2A or 2B.  
Statement # 30 / Summary of Comment:  Alternative 3A or 3B accomplish NTTA’s goal while having less 42 
negative impact on the environmental and are less threatening to businesses and existing close-in 
neighborhoods.  These alternatives might even enhance the environmental, residential, and commercial 44 
areas in proximity to the Parkway.  These alternatives are also less costly than the others. 
Statement # 46, 91 / Summary of Comment:  The only plan that is good for the city is Alternative 3A or 46 
3B.  This plan would cost less than half of some other alternatives, would displace fewer residential and 
commercial properties, and would look great along the Trinity River.  Based on experience with elevated 48 
subway systems in New York and Chicago, elevated transportation systems are ugly and more costly to 
build and maintain. 50 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  52 
 



TRINITY PARKWAY  Appendix G-2 / Page 21 

Alternatives 2-21.  Benefits of Alternative 4 
Statement # 16, 39 / Summary of Comment:  When you have a split parkway both levees are reinforced.  2 
A split parkway provides protection to both sides of the river, and is likely to attract businesses to the 
area.  It will provide access to the park system as well as flood protection.   4 
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter preferred Alternative 4 because of its better access 
to and from adjoining streets and neighborhoods.  This would provide the best alternative for economic 6 
development for both sides of the river corridor.  
 8 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  
 10 
 
 12 
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3.  Project Design 
 2 
Project Design 3-1.  Initial number of lanes 
Statement # 16 / Summary of Comment:  On the combined plan, reducing through lanes from three to two  4 
will be a major mistake from an economic standpoint and will create a major traffic jam when the tollway is 
used as a by-pass while Pegasus (Canyon) is under construction.   6 
Statement # 42 / Summary of Comment:  Under Alternative 3B, the number of initially constructed lanes 
will reduce from six to four as the proposed project parallels downtown.  Although this design was at the 8 
request of the City of Dallas as provided for in its Balanced Vision Plan, the result of adding the additional 
two lanes at a later time will more than double the cost of construction for that section.  The cost savings 10 
in doing all six lanes with the initial construction (on new alignment, without traffic) certainly justifies and 
warrants its inclusion, notwithstanding the delays, congestion, and construction impact Parkway patrons 12 
would otherwise experience.   
Statement # 61, 62 / Summary of Comment:  Any parkway needs to be at least eight lanes with simple 14 
ways to reach downtown:  no U-turns, reduced lanes, or “hampered” exits or entrances.  The highway 
should be four lanes in each direction with entrance and exit lanes headed downtown without need to 16 
wind, turn, or “find” downtown.  Do not strangle with inadequate lanes or access points. 
Statement # 89 / Summary of Comment:  There must be three initial Parkway lanes open in each 18 
direction south of Continental before any of the Project Pegasus right-of-way utility relocation or roadway 
construction begins.  Without these lanes, travelers will experience greatly increased congestion and 20 
delays on the highways in the area, particularly those heading south in the afternoon rush hours who 
must merge from three lanes to only two lanes. 22 
 
Response:  As noted in Section 2.5.4 of the DEIS, “The staging allows NTTA to better match the initial 24 
cost and scope of the facility to the traffic demand expected in the early years of operation.  Additional 
capacity may be added as traffic demand and conditions warrant, and subject to funding availability and 26 
other agency considerations.”  Roadways are not typically designed to handle temporary increases in 
traffic due to construction, but the Trinity Parkway can serve as an alternate route during reconstruction of 28 
IH 35E/IH 30 proposed in Project Pegasus.  
 30 
Project Design 3-2.  Reduce right-of-way requirements 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The design of the alternatives along Irving and Industrial 32 
Boulevards occupies a wider right-of-way than necessary, especially near the planned toll plazas.  Could 
not the design of these alternatives use features such as elevated or depressed traffic lanes and 34 
cantilevered construction to reduce right-of-way requirements?  Are there no innovative design features 
that would reduce the right-of-way requirements for toll plazas (e.g., replace toll plazas with toll booths at 36 
entrance and exit ramps)? 
 38 
Response:  The roadway’s cross sectional elements are of comparable width for all Build Alternatives.  
Alternative 2A incorporates an elevated design, which allows reduction in overall right-of-way width due to 40 
double-decking over the existing arterial streets and removal of grassed side slopes.  A depressed design 
is not considered feasible due to drainage conflicts.  Cantilevered construction would not reduce the right-42 
of-way width because adjacent development would not be allowed under the structure.  With regard to toll 
plazas, at this time the project sponsor is considering electronic toll collection, which could reduce the 44 
right-of-way requirements for toll collection facilities.   
 46 
Project Design 3-3.  Oak Cliff access concerns 
Statement # 16 / Summary of Comment:  Economic development follows highway access.  A road on the 48 
top of the levee on the Oak Cliff side would be of some help, but there is nothing in place to fund it.  The 
same is true for Industrial Boulevard.  Design plans fail to provide a direct connection from the tollway to 50 
north/south traffic on I-35; this makes no sense in light of the north/south traffic flow during peak travel.  
Direct access is necessary for traffic flow, accessibility, and economic development.  It is unclear as to 52 
how people will cross over the river from Oak Cliff side to get to lakes and how downtown people will 
cross 30 lanes of traffic to use the amenities.   54 
Statement # 49 / Summary of Comment:  Funding should be added to the proposed project for the Oak 
Cliff “Gateway” route adjacent to the west levee from Woodall Rodgers Bridge to Interstate 35. 56 
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Response:   Comments noted and considered.  The Oak Cliff top-of-levee road is a City of Dallas 2 
proposal and is not part of the Trinity Parkway project.  See also Comment/Response 3-10 regarding IH-
35E access. 4 
 
Project Design 3-4.  Avoid bifurcating the city 6 
Statement # 18 / Summary of Comment:  This project is going to bifurcate the city much like Boston would 
have been without the $15 billion big dig.  As an alternative, you could put DART rail to hook it up to the 8 
TRE down from 310 all the way and hook up to the Trinity Railway Express (TRE).  You could also think 
about putting the 2A, 2B alignments sub-grade instead of building them at-grade.  It's going to be quite a 10 
visual, bad visual scene there.  So you could look at possibly going to sub-surface on Lamar like they did 
for Central Expressway.     12 
 
Response:  The Trinity Parkway Corridor MTIS included multimodal improvements within the corridor, 14 
including the use of light rail along the Northwest Corridor Rail Line.  These improvements are now part of 
the current DART system plan. Constructing the Trinity Parkway alternatives “sub-grade” or as a 16 
depressed section was not considered feasible due to the large, shallow drainage structures along the 
alignments.  18 
 
Project Design 3-5.  Design ideas for South Dallas/Fair Park area 20 
Statement # 21 / Summary of Comment:  To minimize impacts of the proposed project on the South 
Dallas/Fair Park area several design changes are encouraged.  Construct the project as an at-grade 22 
roadway from south of Martin Luther King to US-175.  Depress the Parkway’s lanes as they cross Lamar 
Street to reduce visibility of the road from the adjacent neighborhood and reduce noise impacts.  A 24 
mitigation and enhancement plan should be conducted to make certain that the highest level of urban 
design, and not NTTA’s minimum standards for enhancements, go into the design and construction of the 26 
road south of Martin Luther King; the study must be conducted with extensive public involvement from the 
South Dallas/Fair Park community.  Conduct upgrades and enhancements to nearby transportation 28 
corridors at the same time of the proposed project construction to reduce the impact of another new 
roadway.  Conduct further study to ensure better road access for the community than that proposed by 30 
NTTA.   
 32 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  See also Comment/Response 11-1 regarding 
enhancements in the southern terminus area and community outreach regarding this plan. Community 34 
outreach for Trinity Parkway would continue as the project is further developed.  Commenter should also 
note that the City of Dallas and other local elected officials have expressed interest in a downgrade of SM 36 
Wright Freeway between CF Hawn Freeway and IH-45 to an at-grade landscaped boulevard.  This 
project is independent of Trinity Parkway, but would be facilitated by the redirection of traffic flow directly 38 
onto IH-45 by the various Parkway alternatives at the southern terminus.  This project is referred to on 
DEIS page 3-41 under the discussion of the City’s Balanced Vision Plan.   40 
 
Project Design 3-6.  Coordination on other projects 42 
Statement # 30 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter was concerned about whether NTTA is working 
with TxDOT to achieve maximum synergy between the proposed project and TxDOT’s Interstate 30 44 
Mixmaster improvements.    
Statement # 42 / Summary of Comment:  Key elements of the design for Alternative 3B rely on 46 
improvements to be made as part of other projects.  For example, the Woodall Rogers/Industrial 
Boulevard improvements are significant to the proposed project and close coordination with the City of 48 
Dallas and TxDOT will be needed to ensure that these improvements are also provided on a timely basis 
so they are available once the proposed project is ready to open.  It is critical that the proposed project be 50 
timed and coordinated with these and other improvements to ensure that the there is a full directional 
interchange in place at Woodall Rogers/Industrial Boulevard when the proposed project opens.  This is 52 
because the construction planned for the Pegasus Project will reduce the number of access and exit 
ramps in the downtown area and thereby increase the importance of a full-directional interchange in the 54 
area of the signature bridge. 
 56 
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Response:   Timely coordination is essential on projects that interface with the Trinity Parkway, and this 
coordination is ongoing.  These efforts are facilitated by TxDOT’s involvement as a sponsoring agent on 2 
the proposed project.  The City of Dallas is also a key participant in the development of this project and 
coordinating efforts with the City are ongoing as well. 4 
 
Project Design 3-7.  Access to trails  6 
Statement # 44, 45 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter requested three design aspects to ensure 
access to trails in the project area:  (1) with regard to the Stemmons Corridor area, there should be easy 8 
access from outside the levees for pedestrians and trail (Old Trinity Trail) users; (2) pedestrian access 
decks are needed like the decks presented by Michael Morris to the City Council in 2004 (see Old Trinity 10 
Trail master plan, page 41); (3) the levee-top trails should remain after the tollway is built. 
 12 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  Regarding the first and second items, the schematic plans 
in Plates 2-1 through 2-6 of the DEIS show pedestrian and trail linkages.  Regarding the third item, the 14 
levee top trails do not conflict with the Parkway alternatives, but they are a City of Dallas responsibility. 
 16 
Note:  Statement # 45 included a copy of the Old Trinity Trail Master Plan.  Due to space limitations, this 
attachment has not been included with the written statement in Appendix G-5 of the SDEIS, but is on file 18 
at NTTA.   
 20 
Project Design 3-8.  Avoid 100 Parkhouse 
Statement # 63, 64 / Summary of Comment:  Alternative 3B should be modified to avoid or minimize the 22 
taking of property at 100 Parkhouse.  Commenter’s property at this location can be preserved by 
reworking the on/off ramps at Continental for Alternative 3B.  The NTTA revised Alternative 3A to do 24 
away with looped on-ramps at Continental at the City’s request, and should be able to modify Alternative 
3B for a property owner to avoid taking property.  In addition, since only about 40 feet of Commenter’s 26 
property (including the building) is planned for taking, then Commenter requests that the project not take 
all of it.  This would allow the remaining  portion of the property to be used as a parking lot, given that 28 
parking in the Design District is scarce.   
 30 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  The ramps and roadways shown for Alternative 3B meet 
established design standards and comply with the city request regarding the ramping.  In the event 32 
Alternative 3B is identified as the preferred alternative, the right of way needs will be re-checked when 
more detailed design is underway. 34 
 
Project Design 3-9.  Urban design to mitigate impacts 36 
Statement # 71 / Summary of Comment:  The highest level of urban design should be applied to help 
mitigate some of the adverse effects, such as noise and intrusion.  Any ending option for the proposed 38 
project should be entirely at grade.  The SM Wright Freeway should be at grade as far as with respect to 
the construction of the proposed project.  We want easy access to enter and to exit the Parkway as well. 40 
 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  Improvements such as noise walls and pedestrian access 42 
improvements are proposed to be included in the Parkway project, and would be considered in the area 
of the southern terminus at Lamar St and SH 310.  The NTTA's System-wide Design Guidelines provide 44 
an overview of the types of urban design treatments that would be implemented.  DEIS Plate 4-23 shows 
a conceptual enhancement plan for the southern terminus area at Lamar/SH310.  DEIS Section 4.15 46 
discusses noise impacts of the project and concludes noise walls would be reasonable and feasible in the 
southern terminus area.  48 
 
The southern terminus connection is “at-grade” with respect to the main lanes of US 175.  However, it is 50 
not possible to cross Lamar St. at grade, and all the DEIS roadway alternatives show an overpass of 
Lamar Street. In order to meet the required clearance over Lamar, the current Trinity Parkway design 52 
reconstructs approximately 1600’ of Lamar St. and relocates the road approximately 100’ to the west.  
The profile for this segment of Lamar remained at existing grade, and retained its access to adjacent 54 
properties.  
 56 
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NTTA has reviewed the possibility of depressing the Trinity Parkway main lanes under Lamar St. 
However, the Parkway cannot be lowered more than about ten feet (10’) because the main lanes could 2 
not be drained except by pumps.  The limited ability to depress the main lanes means that Lamar St. 
must be raised approximately 15’ to create the needed vertical clearance.  This would necessitate 4 
reconstruction of approximately 1600’ of Lamar, of which about 1200’ would be above existing grade.   
The connecting frontage roads between Lamar St. and SH 310 would also need to be raised to match 6 
Lamar.  Raising Lamar St. in this area may restrict access from six adjacent businesses due to the large 
grade differences.  The grade differences may also restrict access to Colonial Ave. as it intersects the 8 
short piece of frontage road between Lamar and SH 310.   A 66” DWU water transmission main under 
Colonial Ave. would also need to be lowered.  A benefit of this option may be to reduce visibility of the 10 
Parkway main lanes from adjacent residences, and possibly reduce noise impacts from the Parkway main 
lanes.  However, this revision was not incorporated due to the drainage concerns, the impacts to adjacent 12 
businesses on Lamar, and the extra cost to lower the 66” water main in Colonial Ave.   
 14 
In regard to SM Wright Freeway, the Trinity Parkway is anticipated to substantially reduce traffic on SM 
Wright between IH 45 and the SH 310 intersection.  With the benefit of reduced traffic, the stakeholders in 16 
this area have expressed an interest in reducing the "dividing" effect of SM Wright in this area.  The NTTA 
developed initial concepts for improving the urban design of SM Wright by converting it into a boulevard 18 
with a wide median, pedestrian improvements and landscaping.  Since this segment of SM Wright is in 
the jurisdiction of TxDOT, further development of this urban design concept would be considered as a 20 
separate project by TxDOT.  The City of Dallas has also expressed an interest in this concept.  
 22 
Finally, in regard to ramp access, DEIS Plate 2-11 shows two options for orientation of ramps in the area 
of the southern terminus.  Around mid-year 2006, NTTA received direction from City staff that ramp 24 
Option 1 is preferred in this area.  
 26 
Project Design 3-10.  Direct connection to IH-35E  
Statement # 42 / Summary of Comment:  The full diamond interchange planned at Houston 28 
Street/Jefferson Boulevard is a critical element of this plan and is vital in assuring downtown and Oak Cliff 
the ability to access and exit the Parkway.  This interchange must be built concurrent with the proposed 30 
project as it is the primary point of access to and from the Parkway for the downtown community and a 
significant part of Oak Cliff.  Any change in the timing of this interchange construction which might cause 32 
its opening not to occur concurrent with the opening of the proposed project would be highly detrimental 
to the project and totally unsatisfactory to the community at large. 34 
Statement # 77 / Summary of Comment:  It is of critical importance for there to be a direct connection 
between the Tollroad and IH-35.  To continue development within the southern sector, this connection is 36 
critically necessary. 
 38 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  In Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B, and 5, access to IH-
35E (South R.L. Thornton Freeway) is provided via Colorado Boulevard and diamond ramps from the 40 
Houston-Jefferson bridges to the Parkway.  This access would be built concurrent with the proposed 
project.  Similar access could not be provided for Alternatives 2A and 2B.  42 
 
Project Design 3-11.  Lamar levee  44 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  As the DFE Lamar Levee is not a joint project; all 
impacts of Lamar Levee should not be counted toward impacts of the parkway.  And impacts of the 46 
parkway construction between the DART Bridge and SH-175 need to be quantified. 
 48 
Response:  This issue is covered in Section 1.11.2 of the SDEIS.   
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Project Design 3-12.  Excavation and fill  2 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Table 4-49 (Estimates of Excavation and Fill 
Quantities) on page 4-157 of the DEIS is unclear as to what it is trying to show.  Please explain. 4 
 
Response:  The table provides earthworks calculations for the roadway.  The “Excavation” quantities are 6 
fairly minor cuts, occurring primarily in sags under bridges.  The “Embankment” quantities are fills, 
calculated without the effect of shrinkage. The embankment volumes are also calculated assuming the 8 
adjacent floodway levees are widened and raised by others (e.g., USACE/City).  The table points out the 
project has a deficit in fill material, which must be made up from other sources such as the proposed City 10 
of Dallas lakes. 
 12 
Project Design 3-13.  Location of borrow pits 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain why the locations of borrow pits necessary for road 14 
construction not included in the DEIS.  If the locations of borrow pits are known, where are they?   
 16 
Response:   Greater detail on this point has been included in the Section 4.20.8 of the SDEIS, and Plate 
4-26 provides a map of the potential borrow sites.   See also Comment/Response 3-15. 18 
 
Project Design 3-14.  Property donation reference  20 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The second paragraph on page 4-195 of the DEIS 
makes reference to Section 2.3.11 as the section discussing the donation of property to the City of Dallas 22 
by Industrial Properties Corporation.  This section is actually “Identification of Preferred Alternative,” 
please correct this reference. 24 
 
Response:   The Cumulative Effects discussion has been substantially revised in the SDEIS, and the 26 
section reference has been removed. 
 28 
Project Design 3-15.  Stand-alone project  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS indicates that it will balance the floodplain 30 
cut/fill impacts from alternative 3A, 3B, and 4 through joint cooperation with other floodplain development 
projects.  However, what happens if other alternatives for the joint projects are selected that do not 32 
benefit the needs of the Trinity Parkway project (i.e., a USACE floodwall alternative versus expansion of 
the existing levee) or these other joint project are terminated?  The Trinity Parkway project should be 34 
considered a stand-alone project so that the impacts can still be addressed. 
 36 
Response:   Agreed.  NTTA provided the USACE an “excavation only” plan in a May 10, 2005 letter to 
Mr. Michael Mocek of the Fort Worth District (see Appendix G-6 in the SDEIS).  In this plan, the 38 
embankments for the Parkway are created by “dry” excavation areas, matching the outlines of the 
proposed City of Dallas lakes and meanders.  Thus the Parkway project could proceed independent of 40 
the city project.  The Parkway embankments are offset from the adjacent levee(s) anticipating a future 
raise in the levees.  In the event the USACE chooses not to program a levee raise, the offset could be 42 
removed from the Parkway plans. 
 44 
Project Design 3-16.  Sumps and bridges  
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  How will a roadway configuration within the floodway be viable 46 
(relative to cost and design standards) with respect to existing sump facilities and bridges (that remain)?  
Is pedestrian cross-access further complicated? 48 
 
Response:   The Trinity Parkway alignments within the floodway (Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B) 50 
are designed to bridge over existing sump outfalls and underpass existing bridges.  Pedestrian and trail 
access points are shown on the schematic plans (Plates 2-3 through 2-5 and Plates 2-7 and 2-8 of the 52 
SDEIS).  Additional design information has also been included in Sections 2.4.6 through 2.4.9 of the 
SDEIS. 54 
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Project Design 3-17.  Access in Mixmaster area  
Statement # 89 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter indicated Alternative 3B as a second choice after 2 
Alternative 4, but expressed concerns that have not been fully addressed.  The roadway design and 
funding for the needed improvements to Industrial Boulevard have not been completed.  Also, there is 4 
concern that the lack of access for southbound traffic on the Parkway at every entry point may hurt not 
only the Mixmaster area, but southern communities as well. 6 
 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  In regard to Industrial Boulevard, the Trinity Parkway 8 
project is assumed to include intersection improvements in the area of Corinth Street as shown in orange 
shading on Plate 2-4B in the DEIS.  It is understood the City of Dallas will pursue design and funding for 10 
other improvements to Industrial Boulevard northwest of this point.  In regard to access for southbound 
traffic, Alternative 3B is designed to reduce ramp access in the segment from Continental to Houston 12 
Street.  This was done at the request of the City of Dallas to reduce ramp intrusion in the area of the 
proposed Floodway Lakes.  For Alternative 3B, traffic is intended to access the general area of the CBD 14 
using improved ramps at Woodall Rodgers Freeway and in the area of Corinth Street.  
 16 
Project Design 3-18.  Crossings of waters of the U.S., including wetlands  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: In designing crossings of waters of the U.S., we 18 
encourage you to consider the following: 

a. Culverts and bridges should be designed to maintain channel geometry and minimize disturbance 20 
to waters of the U.S. and riparian areas to the maximum extent practicable; 

b. All crossings, particularly culvert crossing should be designed in ways that avoid the need for 22 
channel widening to convey high flows.  To achieve conveyance of high flows without altering 
channel geometry, crossings should be designed to employ the use of such approaches as a 24 
single culvert to convey the frequent flows with additional culverts placed at a higher elevation to 
convey less frequent events; 26 

c. Crossings should be designed in order to minimize the need for future maintenance activities, 
such as regular mowing or sediment removal in waters of the U.S.  Such maintenance frequently 28 
results in long-term financial commitments and prolonged adverse impacts on the aquatic 
environment; and 30 

d. Stabilization activities along waters of the U.S. should be designed to avoid the use of concrete, 
gabions, and similar hard structures.  In areas requiring stream vegetation, where practicable. 32 

 
Response:   These factors will be considered in the design of structures that cross waters of the U.S., 34 
including wetlands. 
 36 
Project Design 3-19.  Reunion Boulevard Portal 
Statement # 42 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed Reunion Boulevard Portal is highly significant as 38 
the primary access way from/to downtown Dallas and the planned Trinity Lake and Park.  Although not 
part of this study, it should be emphasized that its proper design and development is of paramount 40 
importance.  
 42 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  
 44 
Project Design 3-20.  Include Corps’ plans 
Statement # 18 / Summary of Comment:  You have left out all the Corps’ plans for all your maps; these 46 
should be included because of the sumps and the levees that are going to be built. 
 48 
Response:  It is assumed that the comment has reference to the “Corps’ plans” rather than “floor plans” 
as recorded in the Public Hearing transcript.  The proposed project does not include any plans to build 50 
sumps, but it is fully coordinated with ongoing USACE/City of Dallas plans to improve the Dallas 
Floodway levees.  The project sponsors will endeavor to get specific details on the Lamar Levee and 52 
include these on schematic plans in the FEIS. 
 54 
 
 56 
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4.  Costs  
 2 
Costs 4-1.  Cost estimates for mitigation 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The cost estimates for all environmental mitigation are shown as 4 
$5 million for all six Build Alternatives.  Explain the lack of variation between cost estimates for 
alternatives that vary widely in terms of location and impacts to the environment (e.g., acres of wetland 6 
impacts varies from 10 to over 150 acres, depending on the alternative). 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The total costs in the DEIS include mitigation costs, 8 
but the amounts are not broken out by resource. 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Table 6-1 (Estimate of Probable Cost) on page 6-4 of 10 
the DEIS indicates that costs for Environmental Mitigation (Noise, HazMat, Wetlands) are the same for 
each alternative ($5,000,000).  These costs should be better defined, based on alignment and impacts to 12 
areas and resources and not given a blanket number. 
 14 
Response:   The SDEIS provides considerable additional details regarding wetlands mitigation in 
Section 4.8 and Appendices H and J.  Additionally, the cost estimates in Chapter 6 of the SDEIS have 16 
been revised to differentiate mitigation costs between the various alternatives. 
 18 
Costs 4-2.  Right-of-way costs  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The right-of-way costs for Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, and 20 
5 are overstated.  Table 6-1 (Estimate of Probable Cost) on page 6-4 of the DEIS includes costs for 
Right-of-Way Acquisition / Relocation Assistance.  Costs should not include acquisition of property 22 
associated with either the Dallas Floodway or Dallas Floodway Extension. 
 24 
Response:  The Parkway cost estimates assume nominal right-of-way cost in the area of the existing 
Dallas Floodway.  In the area of the Dallas Floodway extension, Section 1.11.2 states, “Due to 26 
uncertainties in the timing of construction of the USACE project, the cost estimates for earthwork, land 
acquisition, and related items shown in this DEIS do not rely on the USACE project being in place prior to 28 
the proposed Trinity Parkway.  This is done to keep the estimates conservative…”  These costs may be 
removed from the estimate in the FEIS once interagency cost apportionments have been clarified. 30 
 
Costs 4-3.  Levee improvements  32 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Table 6-1 (Estimate of Probable Cost) on page 6-4 of 
the DEIS includes the item “Possible Contribution from USACE (Levee Improvements).”  This line should 34 
be either removed or have no costs included. 
 36 
Response:  For Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4 and 5, the “Earthwork” costs at the top line of the table include 
both the roadway embankment(s) from Westmoreland to DART bridge, as well as the levee widening and 38 
raising.  The costs for the levee widening and raising therefore have to be backed out in the “Possible 
Contribution” line, assuming a cost share or reimbursement from the USACE and the City of Dallas. 40 
 
Costs 4-4.  Questioned No-Build costs 42 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  Pages 2-13 and 2-14 in Section 2.3.1 of the DEIS 
describes the costs associated with the No-Build Alternative.  Two of the bullets in this description include 44 
“. . . monetary value of time lost by motorists due to lower operating speeds . . .” and “. . . intangible costs 
associated with the . . . annoyance for average motorists . . .”  These costs may not be appropriate to 46 
include in the EIS since they cannot be measured nor directly attributed to maintaining the current 
conditions.  Alternatively, this section could include the costs associated with an incentive based 48 
campaign targeted at motorists to reduce the average volume of vehicular traffic in the area.  Motorists 
should be made aware of the substantial benefits public transportation and High Occupancy Vehicles 50 
have on air quality, water quality, and traffic conditions. 
 52 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  The discussion of the No-Build Alternative does not assign 
monetary values to the listed costs.  However, Section 1.8.9 of the DEIS provides an estimated “Annual 54 
Cost of Congestion” for the No-Build and Build Alternatives which could be used to determine a monetary 
value for time lost by motorists due to lower operating speeds.  The commenter asks to consider an 56 
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“incentive-based campaign… to reduce the average volume of vehicular traffic.”  The description of the 
No-Build Alternative on DEIS page 2-13 states that other transportation improvements in the Metropolitan 2 
Transportation Plan, such as roadway and transit system improvements, bicycle/pedestrian 
improvements, and other measures (i.e., intelligent transportation systems, transportation systems 4 
management, and transportation demand management) are included in the baseline condition of the No-
Build Alternative.  These various initiatives include efforts to reduce vehicular traffic volumes and to 6 
encourage alternative transportation modes.   
 8 
Costs 4-5.  Evaluate all costs 
Statement # 72, 73 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS failed to evaluate all the economic costs for the 10 
various toll alternatives.  Why are only one or two portal ramp access points to the floodway park and 
conveyance lakes proposed?  How much do they cost?  How much will the related Calatrava Bridges 12 
cost?  Raise the same question regarding levee embankment construction, storm water pollution 
prevention, toll plazas, and thoroughfare interchanges.  Taxpayers should see what all the costs are for 14 
the proposed project, but also for the related projects mentioned. 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  All connected components of Trinity Parkway should be fully 16 
evaluated with respect to cost and environmental impacts.  For example, the DEIS defers hydraulic 
analysis of the effectiveness of conveyance basin lakes and therefore fails to adequately compare costs 18 
and impacts of all alternatives equally.  This study should fully evaluate all economic costs (construction 
and maintenance costs) of the projects as proposed so taxpayers will know what they are getting for their 20 
money.  The DEIS fails to fully identify all the costs associated with NTTA toll roads by omitting connected 
cost items including Calatrava Suspension Bridges, floodway conveyance lakes, levee embankment 22 
construction, planned ramps and pedestrian access, storm water pollution prevention, thoroughfare 
interchanges, and toll plazas.  The DEIS is vague with respect to what is included in proposed project 24 
cost estimates and what is left out.  Throughout the DEIS are references to undefined cooperative jointly 
funded construction portions of the project are referenced as possibilities, under the theory some entity 26 
other than NTTA will fund them.  These connected components of the proposed project should be fully 
evaluated with respect to cost and social and environmental impacts in this DEIS and not in some future 28 
Supplemental or FEIS as is suggested in the DEIS.  Cost effectiveness of the alternatives needs to be 
better defined and evaluated, particularly in light of the reference in the DEIS to the proposed project 30 
resulting in, for those who can afford the $1 per trip toll, a 2 miles per hour increase in average motorist 
driving speed at the cost of nearly $1 billion.  If one purpose of the DEIS is to allow for comparison and 32 
selection of a preferred alternative, then decision makers should compare all the costs and impacts of 
each alternative studied as well as alternatives that have been rejected.  Note that the Federal Highway 34 
regulations and NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) require that one EIS consider all the impacts 
for the alternatives.   36 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered. The DEIS presents a comparison of costs among the 38 
reasonable alternatives sufficient for the purposes of selecting an alternative that best meets the purpose 
and need of the project.  See also Comment/Response 3-7 and 15-4 regarding the provision of vehicular 40 
and pedestrian access points.  The DEIS cost estimates include all known component costs for the 
completion of the project as described in the alternatives discussion.  The “Calatrava Suspension 42 
Bridges” are not part of the Trinity Parkway project.  Appendix D provides breakdowns of the cost 
estimates for the various alternatives showing costs for ramps, toll gantries, embankments, access 44 
ramps, etc.  Other park-related work proposed by the City of Dallas in the Dallas Floodway is not part of 
this project.  46 
 
 48 
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5.  Regulatory Process 
 2 
Regulatory Process 5-1.  CDC process  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) process 4 
is not a federal permitting process, the Fort Worth District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, acts only as the 
technical reviewer for these certificates.  Table 4-50 on page 4-158 of the DEIS shows the USACE as 6 
being involved in issuing a permit or approval for the “Trinity River Corridor CDC Process.”  This is not a 
Corps of Engineers process; it is a local government process. 8 
 
Response:   The line in the table labeled “Trinity River Corridor CDC Process . . . ,” with reference to the 10 
USACE, has been revised in the SDEIS. 
 12 
Regulatory Process 5-2.  ROD requirements  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The Fort Worth District Record of Decision (ROD) 14 
requirements for actions within the Dallas Floodway were not discussed in the DEIS.  The ROD criteria for 
activities within the floodway need to be included in this document in various locations. 16 
 
Response:   Agreed.  A description of the ROD criteria has been included in Section 3.5.6.4 of the 18 
SDEIS.  References to the ROD criteria have been included in additional places, including Table 4-50 (in 
the context of the list of permits or approvals for which the USACE has responsibility) and in Section 20 
4.24.2 as noted in Comment/Response 5-3.  A copy of the 1988 ROD has been added to Appendix E 
USACE Guidance Documents. 22 
 
Regulatory Process 5-3.  Outline of ROD Criteria  24 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  A discussion of the ROD criteria should be inserted 
after the fourth paragraph on page 4-184 of the DEIS. 26 
 
Response:  A discussion of the ROD criteria has been added to Section 3.5.6.4 and Section 4.24.2 of 28 
the SDEIS.     
 30 
Regulatory Process 5-4.  Reference to ROD criteria  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Table 4-50 on page 4-158 of the DEIS should list the 32 
“ROD Criteria for the Trinity River” under the Corps of Engineers. 
 34 
Response:  The referenced table has been revised in the SDEIS.   
 36 
Regulatory Process 5-5.  Valley storage and ROD criteria  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Paragraph 7d on page 7-31 of the DEIS states, ”Any 38 
construction in the floodplain would be required to preserve existing valley storage and a detailed 
hydraulic analysis, fill permits and CDC review would take place by FEMA, City of Dallas, NCTCOG, and 40 
USACE.”  This statement should include the ROD as required criteria. 
 42 
Response:   The referenced sentence has been revised in the SDEIS to emphasize the ROD criteria.                                 
 44 
Regulatory Process 5-6.  Relocation of facilities  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The lands associated with the existing Dallas 46 
Floodway and Dallas Floodway Extension will not be purchased for the parkway, instead the construction 
of the project will be treated like any other action crossing the project lands, it will be subject to the 48 
requirements that if future operations by the United States require its removal, relocation, or their 
alteration, the action will take place without expense to the United States. 50 
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Response:  The NTTA will seek to cooperatively develop an operations and maintenance agreement with 
the USACE and/or the City of Dallas detailing the rights and responsibilities of each party during 2 
construction, normal operation, as well as during emergency operation.  For a riverside tollway 
alternative, the NTTA may take maintenance responsibility for an agreed area and zone of activity, as 4 
described in Section 2.4.8 of the SDEIS.  The NTTA uses revenue bonds to finance its projects; the 
USACE’s (or any other party’s) retention of the unlimited right to remove, relocate, or alter the roadway 6 
would be incompatible with NTTA’s (or any similar authority’s) bond covenants and would likely bar the 
financing and construction of the toll road.  Fortunately, the interests and needs of all parties can and will 8 
be fully reconciled.  Since the flood control and transportation functions both serve a national interest, an 
agreement would be sought that lays out specific rights and responsibilities, preserving the long-term 10 
integrity of both functions.  In regard to “purchase of lands,” an easement or other protective agreement 
would be sought that includes permanent rights to ensure the long-term operation of the toll road. 12 
 
Regulatory Process 5-7.  Potential USACE permits  14 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the 
USACE regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the United States, including 16 
wetlands.  The USACE responsibility under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 is to 
regulate any work in, or affecting, navigable waters of the United States.  Any such discharge or work 18 
requires Department of Army Authorization in form of a permit.  The third paragraph in Section 4.9.2.1 
(page 4-102) of the DEIS describes the need for a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  You 20 
should also describe in this paragraph that a permit under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 
would most likely be required as well. 22 
 
Response:  An application for a Section 404 permit is expected to be submitted to the USACE after 24 
publication of the SDEIS and once a preferred alternative is identified.  Also, if a floodway Build 
Alternative is the preferred alternative, an application for a Section 10 permit is also expected.  In the 26 
SDEIS, the first sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.9.2.1 has been replaced with the following:  
“The proposed project would require coordination and permitting with the USACE under Section 404 of 28 
the Clean Water Act and possibly under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.”  Additionally, the 
SDEIS provides new details on wetlands in Sections 3.4.6 and 4.8, and in Appendices H and J. 30 
 
Regulatory Process 5-8.  Section 404 permit application  32 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Based on the information submitted, it appears that a 
Department of Army Standard Individual Permit would be required to authorize five of the six Build 34 
Alternatives considered.  When more detailed information about the project is available, it will be 
necessary to provide the USACE with suitable maps of the proposed project area showing the location of 36 
proposed discharges, the type and amount of material (temporary or permanent), if any, to be discharged, 
and plan and cross-section views of the proposed project.  The application should follow the USACE 38 
guidance and checklists for Section 404 permit applications.  Note that it is unlawful to start work without 
a Department of the Army permit if one is required.  You should avoid and minimize adverse impacts to 40 
streams, wetlands, and other waters of the United States in planning this project. 
 42 
Response:  Any application for an Individual Permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would 
follow the appropriate USACE guidance.  As for mitigation measures, in accordance with NTTA’s May 10, 44 
2005 letter to the USACE (included in Appendix G-6 of the SDEIS), compensation for  vegetation and 
wetlands losses due to the Parkway would occur by developing mitigation areas within the Dallas 46 
Floodway (see Appendix J of the SDEIS).  Work on the proposed project would not start without first 
having the required the USACE permit(s) in place.  For additional information about mitigation strategies, 48 
see Comment/Response 18-15 through 18-19. 
 50 
Regulatory Process 5-9.  References to Section 404 permits  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: In the paragraph titled “Section 404 Permit 52 
Requirements” of Section 4.12.1 of the DEIS, please revise sentence one to include the following 
sentence:  “The USACE regulates activities that would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material 54 
into waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.”  In addition, you should 
include a section referencing the need for a permit under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. 56 
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Response:  The referenced paragraph has been revised in the SDEIS as follows:  “Section 404 and 
Section 10 Permit Requirements -- The USACE regulates activities that would result in the discharge of 2 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Given 
the proposed extent of fill for the Build Alternatives and potential impacts to floodplains, the proposed 4 
action would require a Section 404 individual permit.  The USACE regulates activities in, or affecting, 
navigable waters of the U.S. under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  Given the potential impacts 6 
of Build Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B, and 5 on the pilot channel of the Trinity River, the proposed 
action would possibly require a Section 10 permit.  Additional details regarding permitting and compliance 8 
requirements that may be required for the proposed action are provided in Chapter 7 Mitigation 
Measures and Commitments.” 10 
 
Regulatory Process 5-10.  Mitigation guidance documents  12 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  In Section 7.4 on page 7-15 of the DEIS, you should 
note that the mitigation plan for the project should be developed using the Regulatory Guidance Letter 02-14 
2 titled “Guidance on Compensatory Mitigation Projects for Aquatic Resource Impacts Under the Corps 
Regulatory Program Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the River and 16 
Harbors Act of 1899” dated December 24, 2002 (enclosed).  We recommend also that you consider the 
Fort Worth District Draft USACE Mitigation Guidelines dated December 24, 2003 (enclosed), in 18 
developing the mitigation plan. 
 20 
Response:  The Guidance Letter and Mitigation Guidelines have been utilized in developing the 
mitigation plan (see preliminary plan in Appendix J of the SDEIS) as part of any Section 404 Individual 22 
Permit if the preferred alternative is in the floodway. 
 24 
Regulatory Process 5-11.  NEPA timeframe  
Statement # 78 / Summary of Comment:  How long would it take to prepare the NEPA document? 26 
 
Response:  The DEIS was prepared in early 2005. Following the circulation of the SDEIS, it is 28 
anticipated that the FEIS would be prepared in late 2009.  The schedule is affected by various review 
times and the extent of agency and public comment.  Assuming a favorable outcome, the completion of 30 
the NEPA process would probably involve FHWA approval of the FEIS and issuance of a Record of 
Decision. 32 
   
Regulatory Process 5-12.  Segmentation from DFE project 34 
Statement # 72, 73 / Summary of Comment:   Both NEPA and Federal Highway Administration 
regulations require NTTA to evaluate all connected project components in a single EIS.  This DEIS is part 36 
of the overall failure of governmental entities, including the City of Dallas, as well as NTTA and TxDOT, to 
do just that.  The most glaring example of this failure was the approval of the Dallas extension 38 
downstream from the floodway in 1998, part of an effort to fragment connected project components of 
what is clearly a single project.  That project excluded examination of transportation alternatives in the 40 
Dallas Floodway, confining itself in that context to a limited review of conveyance lakes.  That project was 
successfully segmented geographically, and this project seeks to fragment floodway analysis 42 
environmentally.  This has led to the DEIS under review here, one that fails to examine more sustainable 
and ecologically beneficial alternatives than the 6-to-8-lane, 80,000-vehicles-per-day Trinity Parkway. 44 
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  The approval of the DFE EIS prior to the DEIS was part of an 
effort to segment connected project components so as to minimize environmental impacts and economic 46 
costs by separately evaluating components of a single project.  Without the DFE in place it would not 
have been possible to claim in the DEIS no hydraulic impacts from Floodway Alternatives.  The DEIS 48 
makes this claim without the benefit of full hydraulic analysis.  By segmentation of project components 
this DEIS fails to accomplish NEPA required identification and analysis of all impacts and costs 50 
associated with project alternatives and has not adequately allowed for consideration of more 
environmentally sustainable, and economically cost effective, and beneficial alternatives. 52 
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Response:  The Trinity Parkway project is independent of and proceeding on a separate timeline from 
local USACE projects.  Note that the issue of connection between projects was reviewed in U.S. Federal 2 
Court, where the finding was that the Trinity Parkway and the DFE are not connected projects (see, 
Texas Committee on Natural Resources v. Van Winkle, 197 F. Supp. 2d 586 (N.D. Tex. 2002)).  The 4 
geographic proximity to those projects, however, has required close coordination with the USACE as a 
cooperating agency.  These relationships and processes are in line with NEPA regulations (see 40 Code 6 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1501.6).     
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6.  Public Involvement 
 2 
Public Involvement 6-1.  Process for scoping of issues 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The scoping process was inadequate and did not serve to 4 
identify important issues that should have been addressed in the DEIS, particularly with respect to 
grasslands, specific adverse impacts to wetlands, and details of required mitigation.  Describe what 6 
issues were identified during scoping and how they were addressed in the DEIS.  How was public 
involvement encouraged in the process? 8 
 
Response:  Chapter 10 of the DEIS outlines the scoping process and summarizes the initial scoping 10 
meeting on July 8, 1999.  Minutes of that meeting are included in Appendix A-2 of the DEIS.  Attendance 
in the meeting was encouraged by mailing invitation letters to property owners near the proposed project, 12 
to elected officials, and through advertisements in daily newspapers.  Approximately 130 people attended 
the meeting.  The minutes of the meeting indicate that, after receiving a detailed briefing about the 14 
proposed project, attendees raised concerns about the loss of trees, impacts to wildlife, and other impacts 
associated with possibility of placing a roadway between the levees of the Trinity Floodway.  The issues 16 
raised during the scoping process, which also included other meetings with the public and the Citizens 
Advisory Work Group (also summarized in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the DEIS), have been 18 
addressed in Chapters 3, 4, and 7 of the DEIS, as supplemented in the SDEIS.   
 20 
Public Involvement 6-2.  Community Advisory Work Group 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain how the members of the Community Advisory Work 22 
Group were chosen.  The DEIS is ambiguous on this point, saying only that some people were chosen to 
represent different groups and interests.  Indicate who made the selections, and the criteria for selection.  24 
Explain why Charles Allen, owner of the only business that makes commercial recreational use of the 
Trinity River in the project area and who has extensive knowledge and interest in the project, was not 26 
invited to participate in the work group. 
 28 
Response:  The composition of the Community Advisory Work Group (CAWG) is described in Section 
10-1 of the DEIS, along with a description of the process used to identify neighborhood representatives.  30 
Generally, the identification of representatives from environmental, business, and civic groups was by 
direct contact with these groups, asking for specific nominations.  The CAWG was structured in an effort 32 
to reach representative members of the community while keeping the size of the meetings manageable. 
There were eight individual businesses in the CAWG, all of which had substantial landholdings in the 34 
corridor.  The CAWG also included all known chambers of commerce in the corridor, and several 
business interest groups, such as Central Dallas Association and Stemmons Corridor Business 36 
Association.  Mr. Allen’s small business was not directly included, but was assumed to be represented by 
both the business groups in the CAWG and the environmental/recreational groups.  All of the CAWG 38 
meetings were open to the public, as the effort to disseminate information about the project and solicit 
input was not exclusive to CAWG membership.   40 
 
Public Involvement 6-3.  Cost and distribution of DEIS copies 42 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain why copies of the DEIS were provided free of charge to 
Chambers of Commerce but other persons and organizations had to pay $80 plus shipping costs.  44 
Explain the criteria used to provide some organizations a free copy but to charge others.  Who received 
free copies of the DEIS and how many people or groups had to pay?  It is unfair to make access to the 46 
DEIS easy for some but prohibitively expensive to others, especially interested people who may be 
expected to oppose the project.  The CD-ROM version of the DEIS is awkward to use and is not suitable 48 
for detailed study within the time constraints of the comment period. 
Statement # 87 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter had difficulty in timely obtaining a paper copy of the 50 
DEIS because copies were not provided to environmental organizations.  Paper copies of the DEIS were 
distributed to project proponent business organizations free of charge.   52 
 
Response:  The fee for documents is charged to recover printing costs only.  Compact discs that contain 54 
the text and reference materials for the DEIS are available in Portable Document Format (PDF) for $5.00.  
The DEIS has also been available on NTTA’s website for downloading at no cost.  Electronic versions of 56 
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the DEIS may be printed to reproduce a paper copy that is equivalent to the copy that was prepared by 
NTTA.  Copies of the DEIS were provided to federal, state, and local agencies to comply with regulatory 2 
requirements to coordinate the DEIS with agencies of special expertise or interest.  Over 20 copies of the 
DEIS were provided to city and county public offices, libraries, chambers of commerce, and other 4 
community centers to make the DEIS available to the public throughout the study area.  The distribution 
list for these copies may be found in Appendix G-3 of the SDEIS.  While the costs of duplicating paper 6 
copies of these documents precludes making them available to everybody that requests a copy, a 
substantial number of free copies were made available in public facilities so that interested citizens could 8 
review and evaluate the DEIS without incurring the cost of purchasing a copy.  
               10 
Public Involvement 6-4.  Additional meeting on South Dallas/Fair Park  
Statement # 20, 21 / Summary of Comment:  Request that the NTTA immediately begin a series of public 12 
meetings in the South Dallas/Fair Park community to provide information to residents and solicit more 
input on the project.  Residents must receive notice of these meetings, which should be held in various 14 
locations in the community.  The community needs to be more involved in the impact of the 
neighborhood, especially SM Wright Freeway.  I think the community needs a more visualized impact of 16 
how this could look.  We talked about job creation down at TR Hoover, but we never did get an update on 
any type of job creation that this highway, roadway, or tollway could impact the neighborhood.  We 18 
started talking about the six lanes to four lanes.  The neighborhood needs a better understanding of the 
impact of the six lane, four lanes in the South Dallas Fair Park neighborhood.  We talked about the 20 
tollway.  We would like to see the tollway as it crosses over Lamar, either accessibility to the on and off 
ramp of the roadway.  We would like a high level of urban design to go into the road south of Martin 22 
Luther King.  We would like an urban design planner to ensure that economic impact would benefit the 
tollway to South Lamar corridor.  We need another meeting set up to talk about the 3B.  We also need 24 
some more information on displacement on the Lamar Corridor.  We need to have some more information 
on the EIS impact on SM Wright plus the Lamar area.  26 
 
Response:  Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the DEIS, as supplemented by the SDEIS (see Appendix 28 
G), summarize the open, proactive, participatory public and agency involvement process used throughout 
the process of analyzing potential environmental and community impacts.  Public meetings have been 30 
held at a variety of locations throughout the study area, and sought to both inform citizens about the 
proposed project as well as solicit their input.  The efforts to include members of the community in the 32 
planning process also led to the creation of a Community Advisory Work Group (CAWG), which met on 
numerous occasions from 1999 through 2004 to give and receive information about the project.  Several 34 
community representatives from the South Dallas/Fair Park area were members of the CAWG and, along 
with members of the public, were afforded the opportunity to participate in the CAWG meetings.  The 36 
public hearing on March 29, 2005 was the culmination of ongoing efforts to inform and involve members 
of the community in this process.  The project sponsors intend to provide continuing dialog with the 38 
affected communities as this project moves forward, including in the period after the NEPA (formal 
environmental) process is complete. Upcoming events, include an additional public hearing to be held in 40 
connection with the publication of the SDEIS.   
 42 
In regard to specific design-related comments: 
   44 

(i) The Trinity Parkway study team has provided local and state elected officials from the South Dallas 
Fair Park area two concept sketches for possible future enhancement of SM Wright Freeway.  The 46 
project sponsors have suggested concepts only, because the subject improvements are not part of 
the Parkway project, but would be separately developed by TxDOT and the City.  48 

 
(ii) A concept plan has been provided to the City of Dallas for an underpass of Lamar Blvd.  Drainage 50 

issues at the underpass force Lamar to be raised as much as 15 feet above existing grade.  The 
resulting impacts to businesses along Lamar was judged to be undesirable.   52 

 
(iii)  The DEIS proposes staged construction of four lanes in the southern segments of the Parkway. 54 

Assuming this implementation, the project sponsors would expand the road to six lanes at a future 
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date based on traffic demand. With this understanding, the staged construction is not judged to be 
detrimental to the local community. 2 

 
(viii) The “urban design” would be based on the principles of context sensitive design and the published 4 

“System Wide Design Guidelines” for NTTA facilities. Plate 4-23 in the DEIS shows a conceptual 
enhancement of the roadway in the area of the Southern Terminus.  The City of Dallas also intends 6 
to retain its own consultant team to (among other assignments) develop concepts for the urban 
design of Trinity Parkway. 8 

 
Public Involvement 6-5.  Approval of public meeting 10 
Statement # 14, 30 / Summary of Comment:  The open house, public hearing, handouts, and CD were 
informative in educating the citizens of Dallas about the proposed project. 12 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  14 
 
Public Involvement 6-6.  Agency and public coordination 16 
Statement # 55 (NCTCOG) / Summary of Comment:  This critical project is growing closer to 
implementation due to the continued cooperation of all of the agencies and local governments.  The 18 
development of support for a preferred alternative (Alternative 3B) is the result of an extensive public 
involvement and agency coordination effort.  Commenter strongly encouraged a continuation of these 20 
efforts in the subsequent final EIS process as well as in the detailed design and engineering phases. 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  We recognize and appreciate the extent of public and 22 
agency participation conducted with affected parties on this project including Native American groups.  
We encourage you to continue consultation with these groups and the Texas State Historic Preservation 24 
Office throughout the remainder of the project, as appropriate. 
 26 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.         
 28 
Public Involvement 6-7.  Extensive public coordination 
Statement # 42 / Summary of Comment:  NTTA has done an excellent job in coordinating the proposed 30 
project and DEIS.  Commenter indicated that, as a member of the Community Advisory Work Group since 
its inception many years ago, he has found the process to be inclusive and straight forward while 32 
affording opportunities for review and critique. 
Statement # 58 (Dallas City) / Summary of Comment:  This project has had hundreds of meetings and 34 
many thousands of hours.  The City of Dallas’s Council Trinity Committee was appointed by the Mayor 
and is made up of half of the Dallas City Council members.  The Committee meets twice a month and 36 
seeks input from citizens on projects like this.   
Statement # 66 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project is part of planning efforts for the Trinity 38 
River Corridor that have been underway for decades.  Hundreds of citizen volunteers have participated in 
numerous meetings and have invested tens of thousands of personal hours in the Trinity.  In 1989 the 40 
proposed project became part of the program that consisted of flood protection, transportation, recreation, 
economic development, and environmental stewardship.  The proposed project  has been the subject of 42 
the most extensive public participation program in our history, and that is very appropriate, considering 
the impact of the Trinity on the city.  Much discussion has revolved around the alignment of the Parkway, 44 
and the pros and cons of each alignment, but it is critical that we realize the selected alignment must 
support the multi-use needs listed above.   46 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  In regard to Statement #66, note that flood protection, 48 
recreation, economic development, and environmental stewardship are actions separate from the Trinity 
Parkway, but are taken into consideration in the development of the project proposal.   50 
 
Public Involvement 6-8.  Lengthy involvement   52 
Statement # 59, 60 / Summary of Comment:  Commenter indicated that she has been coming to 
meetings since the first set of them at the Bronco Bowl over eight years ago.  Commenter indicated she 54 
did not believe she had been listened to until this point, and hoped that placing her opinions on the record 
would have some impact.  56 
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Response:  Each comment has been carefully read and considered in the process of developing the 2 
project.  Note that Statements #59 (verbal) and 60 (written) are from the same individual.  Other points 
raised by this commenter are addressed in Comments/Responses 2-1, 2-3, and 2-8. 4 
 
Public Involvement 6-9.  Request for extension of time 6 
Statement # 1, 2, 4, 19, 23, 24, 25, 33, 34, 41 (City of Dallas), 72, 73, 85, 86, 87 / Summary of Comment:  
The DEIS is very lengthy and there was insufficient time to adequately review it before the end of the 8 
comment period and prepare comments.  An extension of time to submit comments was requested.  A 
thorough review of the DEIS by all interested parties is an integral part of this process. 10 
 
Response:  A thorough review by the public is important to this planning process, and the FHWA has 12 
complied with the requirements that provide the public the opportunity to submit comments on the DEIS.  
According to 23 Code of Federal Regulations Section 771.123(i), the DEIS must be available during a 14 
comment period that is a minimum of 45 days.  The notice of availability of the DEIS was published in the 
Federal Register on February 18, 2005, and indicated that the 45-day comment period would end April 4, 16 
2005.  The period of availability was actually longer than this because the first of four notices of 
availability was published in local newspapers on February 11, 2005.  In addition, the comment period 18 
extended for ten days past the date of the public hearing (March 29, 2005) to April 8, 2005.  
Consequently, the period that the DEIS was available to the public and during which comments could be 20 
received was from February 11 through April 8, 2005, or a total of 56 days. 
 22 
Public Involvement 6-10.  Time allotted was less than usual 
Statement # 34 / Summary of Comment:  The time allotted for the public review of the DEIS was less than 24 
usual.  
 26 
Response:  As noted in the response to Comment/Response 6-9, the time allotted for public review of 
the DEIS was 11 days longer than required by regulations applicable at the time of publication. 28 
 



Appendix G-2 / Page 38  TRINITY PARKWAY 

7.  USACE Coordination 
 2 
USACE Coordination 7-1.  Not joint development with DFE  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Multiple references and statements are made that the 4 
on-going Dallas Floodway Extension Project is a potential joint development project.  The Dallas 
Floodway Project (DFE) is not and has never been considered for joint development with any other 6 
project.  Remove all references to DFE as a potential joint development project. 
 8 
Response:   Agreed.  This has been corrected in the SDEIS by deleting references to joint development 
projects with the USACE.  Additionally, Section 3.1.1.4 has been replaced in the SDEIS to reflect that the 10 
proposed project does not include any joint development projects. 
 12 
USACE Coordination 7-2.  Court order and DFE  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: Regarding the third paragraph on page 3-117 of the 14 
DEIS, the Court did not order the Corps to prepare a supplement.  The Court enjoined construction of the 
DFE project until an adequate analysis of the cumulative impacts of other projects in the same 16 
geographic area was prepared.  The Corps chose the option of doing a Supplemental EIS as a means to 
comply with the Court order. 18 
 
Response:  The referenced paragraph has been eliminated from the SDEIS in Section 3.5.6.3 and from 20 
the Executive Summary.  
 22 
USACE Coordination 7-3.  DFE modifications  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 3-116 of the DEIS 24 
indicates that the Dallas Floodway Extension actually has two modifications to the 1965 authorization.  
The modification not listed is a flood control credit for advanced construction costs for comparable 26 
portions of previously constructed non-Federal levees (Rochester Park and Central Wastewater 
Treatment Plant), was authorized in accordance with Section 351 of the Water Resources Development 28 
Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-303). . .[§ 351, Water Resource Development Act (WRDA) 1996 (Project 
Modification - Added two Non-Federal Levees and provided Construction Credit) - Rochester Park Levee 30 
and Central Waste Water Treatment Plant (CWWTP) Levee]. 
 32 
Response:  The referenced paragraph has been revised in the SDEIS to replace the last sentence with 
the following:  “Additionally, a flood control credit for advanced construction costs for comparable portions 34 
of previously constructed non-Federal levees (Rochester Park and Central Wastewater Treatment Plant), 
was authorized in accordance with Section 351 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (P.L. 36 
104-303).  Plate 3-6 shows the major features of the DFE Authorized Plan.”   
 38 
USACE Coordination 7-4.  DFE Authorized Plan    
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 3-116 of the DEIS states, 40 
“Plate 3-5 shows the major features of the DFE Recommended Plan.”  Actually, the plan / project is 
authorized and under construction. 42 
 
Response:  See Comment/Response 7-3. 44 
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USACE Coordination 7-5.  Habitat and DFE overlaps 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  We (DOI) understand that the proposed action would be 2 
coordinated with the proposed DFE.  The study area for the proposed action overlaps portions of the DFE 
project area, and we have concerns that impacts to this area may preclude mitigation options for the DFE, 4 
depending on the timing of implementation of both projects.  We encourage close coordination with the 
DFE project team for the purpose of ensuring the enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. 6 
 
Response:  The FHWA is working closely with the USACE to ensure the proposed project dovetails with 8 
work on the DFE.  As noted in Section 1.11.2 (pages 1-44 and 1-45) of the DEIS, design features 
outlined for the DFE were assumed to exist, for planning purposes.  Close coordination and cooperation 10 
with the USACE will continue throughout this project to minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources 
that may be affected by the project. 12 
 
USACE Coordination 7-6.  Use of excavated materials and the DFE  14 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 3-117 of the DEIS states:  
“Excavated material from the wetlands may be utilized for construction of the levees, potentially for the 16 
construction of the Trinity Parkway (proposed action).”  This statement should be removed because the 
excavated material will be used during the construction of the DFE by the Corps to construct the levees 18 
and it will not be used for the Trinity Parkway.  Additionally, the DFE project will provided ecosystem 
restoration / mitigation, but not for the Trinity Parkway construction impacts.  The DFE project will provide 20 
recreation facilities.   
 22 
Response:   In the SDEIS, the referenced sentence beginning with, “Excavated material from the 
wetlands . . .” has been deleted.  In addition, and to address the concerns about the scope of DFE 24 
ecosystem restoration / mitigation, the subsequent sentence beginning with, “The project would provide 
environmental . . . ,” has also been deleted.   26 
 
USACE Coordination 7-7.  Wetland and levee construction  28 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The second paragraph on page 3-117 of the DEIS 
indicates that the Chain of Wetlands, and the Lamar and Cadillac Heights levees will not be completed by 30 
the end of 2008. 
 32 
Response:  The referenced paragraph has been revised in the SDEIS to replace the last sentence in the 
paragraph with the following:  “Construction of portions of the “Chain of Wetlands” project has 34 
commenced.  Other portions of the project, including the Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights levees will be 
scheduled in future years based on availability of federal funding.”  36 
   
USACE Coordination 7-8.  Road on levee top  38 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Plates 2-9B and 2-10C of the DEIS show a road on 
top of the West Levee from upstream of Houston Street to IH-35E.  This placement of a road on top of the 40 
levee has not been coordinated with or approved by the Corps Engineers and is not acceptable. 
 42 
Response:   The Oak Cliff Levee Road was shown at the request of the City of Dallas (based on the 
2003 Urban Vision Plan).  The road is shown in dashed lines on Plates 2-4B, 2-10A, 2-10C, and 2-15B 44 
all of which pertain to Alternative 3B, Combined Parkway Modified.  The road is marked on the plates “by 
others,” and is shown for convenience of the City of Dallas to show compatibility of the Parkway with this 46 
road in the event that it is implemented.  The Oak Cliff levee road is not part of the Trinity Parkway 
project. 48 
 
USACE Coordination 7-9.  Dallas Floodway EIS  50 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The last paragraph on page 3-11 of the DEIS states, 
“The USACE” anticipates completion of the Dallas Floodway EIS in the winter of 2005.”  This is not likely 52 
since we were awaiting the details from the Trinity Parkway study and those details are not in the DEIS.  
It should read, “The USACE anticipates completion of the Draft Dallas Floodway EIS in the winter of 54 
2005.” 
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Response:  In the SDEIS, any reference to the date that the USACE anticipates completion of the Draft 2 
Dallas Floodway EIS has been removed.   
 4 
USACE Coordination 7-10.  Project integration process  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  With reference to paragraph 4.2.7 on page 4-17 of the 6 
DEIS, it is not possible to meet the full disclosure requirements of NEPA if the degree of integration and 
the cumulative impacts of the various alternatives within the Dallas Floodway are not discussed in the 8 
EIS. 
 10 
Response:   As indicated in Comment/Response 7-1, references to potential joint development projects 
have been deleted in the SDEIS.  Efforts to achieve coordinated planning of independent projects 12 
affecting the study area are ongoing and summarized in Section 3.1.1.4 of the SDEIS.  The impacts of 
other projects are included in the discussion of cumulative impacts, which has also been revised in the 14 
SDEIS.   
 16 
 
 18 
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8.  Adequacy of Investigation 
 2 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-1.  Insufficient detail 
Statement # 1, 3, 52 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS lacks sufficient detail in its description of effects 4 
on the environment and required mitigation measures are not listed.  Explain whether all scientific and 
other sources of information relied upon for conclusions in the DEIS have been referenced in it. 6 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  References to all material sources of scientific and other 8 
information relied upon in preparing the analyses for the proposed project were placed in the Bibliography 
of the DEIS (Chapter 13).  As part of the public involvement process for the DEIS, responses have been 10 
prepared and additional analyses have been performed based on specific suggestions received from the 
public and government agencies.  The SDEIS adds substantial information on several topics including 12 
floodplains and wetlands. 
 14 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-2.  General USACE concerns  
Statement # 53 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Fort 16 
Worth District, has serious concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIS to meet the requirements of 
both the National Environmental Policy Act and the USACE’s Trinity River and Tributaries EIS Record of 18 
Decision, dated April 29, 1988.  We would like to meet with you as soon as possible to discuss our 
concerns and reach a satisfactory resolution to these concerns. 20 
 
Response:  The USACE provided extensive detailed comments on the DEIS, with reference to matters 22 
within the USACE’s area of jurisdiction, that have been addressed by the preparation of a SDEIS and will 
be revised in the FEIS.  Since April, 2005, project sponsors have been working with the USACE to gather 24 
additional input on the preparation of the SDEIS and application for a permit under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  In October, 2005, the USACE agreed to become a cooperating agency to fulfill a 26 
regulatory requirement and to ensure its continued and close involvement in addressing areas within its 
jurisdiction.   28 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-3.  EPA finding of sufficiency  30 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  The EPA, Region 6, as part of its responsibilities under 
federal law and as a cooperating agency indicated its lack of any objection to the DEIS.  The DEIS 32 
identifies and evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the Build and No-Action 
Alternatives.   34 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered. 36 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-4.  Thorough and objective evaluation  38 
Statement # 54 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS is a very thorough and objective evaluation of the 
facts and the data.   40 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered. 42 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-5.  Use of conclusory terms  44 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The purpose of NEPA’s procedures is to “insure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and 46 
before actions are taken.”  40 CFR Section 1500.1 (b) (2002).  40 CFR Section 1502.1 states that “[t]he 
primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-forcing device to insure 48 
that the policies and goals defined in the Act are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the 
Federal Government.”  It does not appear that the EIS meets these goals.  There are no detailed 50 
discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives for the roadway.  Therefore the EIS 
fails to make environmental information available to either public officials or citizens prior to the action 52 
being taken or that the EIS insures that the policy and goals of NEPA are met.  Rather than discussing 
the environmental impacts on wetlands, water quality, water resources, vegetation, wildlife, and other 54 
environmental concerns the EIS in rather conclusory terms states that the effects will be mitigated 
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through compliance with executive order, statute, or regulations.  Such statements do not comply with the 
environmental analysis required under NEPA. 2 
 
Response:  The Trinity Parkway DEIS has been supplemented in the SDEIS with additional data and 4 
analyses in response to specific concerns raised by the USACE regarding areas within its area of 
jurisdiction.  In particular, additional information on a number of topics has been added in the SDEIS, 6 
particularly information on floodplains and wetlands, cumulative effects, and expanded discussions of 
mitigation measures.  Numerous other changes requested by the USACE, including the use of more 8 
specific terms, has been made in the SDEIS.   
 10 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-6.  Analysis of alternatives  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  With reference to paragraph 4.2.6 on page 4-11 of the 12 
DEIS, NEPA does not allow deferral of the consideration of potential environmental impacts.  They should 
be considered for each alternative prior to the preferred alternative being selected.  Under NEPA an 14 
agency is required to engage in rigorous environmental analysis of the selected alternatives before 
making its ultimate decisions.  The DEIS does not appear to meet this criterion.   16 
 
Response:   The preparation of a SDEIS was partially in response to the USACE’s concerns about the 18 
adequacy of information available in the DEIS for the analysis of alternatives for the proposed project, 
particularly with reference to matters within the USACE’s area of jurisdiction (see Comment/Response 8-20 
5).     
 22 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-7.  Deferral of impact analysis  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  With regard to the fourth paragraph on page 4-18 of 24 
the DEIS, the environmental consequences from 3A, 3B, 4, and 5 must be disclosed within the EIS along 
with cumulative impacts.  The discussion of their impacts cannot be deferred.  With regard to the second 26 
paragraph on page 4-19 of the DEIS, deferral of a description of the environmental impacts of the 
roadway to a subsequent document does not meet NEPA full disclosure requirement. 28 
 
Response:   In the SDEIS the section that includes the referenced paragraph (i.e., Section 4.2, dealing 30 
with the impacts of potential joint development actions) has been deleted because the proposed project is 
independent of any other projects.  See also Section 3.1.1.4 of the SDEIS, and Comment/Response 7-1 32 
and 7-10.  With regard to cumulative impacts, the analysis of cumulative effects has been expanded in 
the SDEIS (see Section 4.24.2).   34 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-8.  Mitigation oversight and monitoring 36 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-28 of the DEIS indicates that NTTA would develop a 
construction oversight and environmental monitoring program for the Trinity Parkway project that is similar 38 
to the program applied to the President George Bush Turnpike (Segment IV).  Describe the referenced 
program.  Explain why that program:  (1) failed to prevent the destruction of the state champion little 40 
walnut tree; (2) received so much negative feedback from environmental agencies on NTTA’s mitigation 
plans; (3) was delayed and made more expensive by its inadequate mitigation plans.  Why should a failed 42 
environmental oversight program serve as the model for the Trinity Parkway project? 
 44 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  The project sponsor will develop a program to oversee and 
monitor mitigation measures during construction.  The details of the program will be developed during the 46 
final design phase of the project, and will be worked out in consultation with interested environmental 
regulatory agencies (e.g., EPA, USFWS, and USACE), as was done for President George Bush Turnpike 48 
(PGBT) Segment IV.  The oversight and monitoring program will be structured to ensure compliance with 
all applicable federal, state, and local environmental criteria.  While the approach taken for the Segment 50 
IV project provides a framework for this project, the details of the program will be determined as final 
design requirements are developed.  All indications have been that the oversight and monitoring program 52 
for the Segment IV project was successful, as that project was completed cooperatively with regulatory 
agencies and in full compliance with environmental legal requirements.  Agency records have been 54 
reviewed regarding commenter’s statements (1), (2) and (3), and no basis for these statements has been 
found.  56 
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Adequacy of Investigation 8-9.  Professional experience and integrity 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Can the public be assured of the professional and scientific 2 
integrity of the discussions and analyses published in the DEIS, and what is the basis of this assurance?  
Have any of those who prepared the DEIS ever prepared an EIS in the past?  Would it not seem prudent 4 
to contract the preparation of the DEIS with a company with prior experience in EIS preparation?  There 
also seems to be a conflict of interest in contracting with a company to prepare an EIS that contracts on a 6 
regular basis to expedite transportation projects.  Describe whether Halff Associates will benefit financially 
if the project is implemented. 8 
Statement # 18 / Summary of Comment:  The use of MIS and MIP money and vested interest in this 
project is sort of a conflict of interest for them to be doing this project and writing the DEIS. 10 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) selected a 12 
consultant firm with extensive experience in transportation planning and related NEPA work.  The 
preparation of an EIS is an interdisciplinary process and there is synergy inherent with a consultant that 14 
has decades of experience in a wide range of disciplines relevant to the project.  No conflict of interest is 
evidenced by virtue of having preliminary transportation design planning and environmental analysis 16 
managed by the same firm.  This arrangement facilitates efficient sharing of design and impact data and 
fosters development of design strategies that accomplish the transportation purposes of the project while 18 
avoiding or mitigating the environmental effects.  In choosing a company to perform environmental 
studies, NTTA relied on the quality of NEPA studies performed in the past and the education and 20 
experience of the individual members of the environmental team.  The contract with Halff Associates 
covers the preparation of preliminary design work and completion of necessary environmental 22 
documentation.  If the project is implemented, Halff Associates will be considered with other firms for the 
oversight of follow-on design and construction actions.  These arrangements are common in 24 
transportation projects and, in over nine years of working on the project, nothing has been encountered 
that would suggest any conflict of interest.  Also, note that the ultimate work product, the FEIS, is subject 26 
to close scrutiny by other government agencies and by the general public.   
 28 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-10.  Information on Bexar section 
Statement # 15 / Summary of Comment:  More information is needed on the Bexar section. 30 
 
Response:  This comment presumably refers to the two options identified for tying in the proposed 32 
project with US 175 at its southeastern end.  This discussion is found on page 2-38 and Plate 2-11 of the 
DEIS.  Either access option is compatible with all of the Build Alternatives for the project, and neither 34 
access option affects the environmental impact analysis.      
 36 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-11.  Detailed mitigation plans  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS fails to identify and disclose detailed 38 
mitigation plans (i.e., quantities, locations, measures) for impacts to natural resources from the Build 
Alternatives.  Therefore, it is hard to determine the true effects of each alternative and if mitigation areas 40 
will have any adverse impacts to environmental resources. 
 42 
Response:   Additional information on preliminary mitigation measures for wetlands is in Appendices H 
(Preliminary § 404(b)(1) Guidelines Analysis) and J (Preliminary § 404 Mitigation Plan) of the 44 
SDEIS.  NTTA will seek to be in compliance with the NEPA 404 merger process and a greater level of 
mitigation detail will be provided in the FEIS once a preferred alternative has been identified.   46 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-12.  Amount of urban landscape  48 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Page 3-75 and Table 4-34 of the DEIS identify 1,420 
acres (67%) of urban landscape communities within the study area.  What does this consist of?  Seems 50 
high considering the bulk of the study area is within the floodway. 
 52 
Response:   Section 3.4.3 of the DEIS states that “urban landscape communities comprise 67 percent 
(4,144 acres) of the study area.”  The urban landscape area represents urban development outside the 54 
floodway and within the study area.  The floodway/floodplain comprises the remaining 33 percent of the 
study area with the majority of that consisting of floodplain grasslands.   56 
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Adequacy of Investigation 8-13.  Indirect impacts  2 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS indicates that new development near the 
Trinity Parkway would be a likely indirect impact to the study area.  What are the quantitative effects on 4 
wetlands, forests, grasslands, water quality, etc.?  Will zoning change? 
 6 
Response:  While new development near the proposed project is likely, it can only be generally 
evaluated as there are currently no known specific development projects.  Such development would be 8 
subject to a variety of ordinances, plans, and regulations that the City of Dallas would apply to manage 
growth within its jurisdiction.  As discussed in Section 4.1.3 of the DEIS, indirect effects that may follow 10 
the proposed project would be subject to environmental, zoning, and other requirements to ensure the 
orderly growth of Dallas communities.  Any such development, the specifics of which are conjectural at 12 
this point, would occur subject to the application of these local government controls that would also 
consider environmental effects of those developments.  The SDEIS provides an updated Indirect Impacts 14 
discussion in Section 4.24.1. 
 16 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-14.  Description of impacts  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Subpart 4.9 on page 4-100 of the DEIS describes 18 
impacts in general terms and does not identify specific direct or cumulative impacts.  Table 4-37 only 
provides a direct tabulation of acres and not the effects of the direct or cumulative impacts on these 20 
acres. 
 22 
Response:   The preparation of a SDEIS is partially in response to USACE’s concerns about the 
adequacy of information available in the DEIS for the analysis of environmental impacts for the Build 24 
Alternatives (see Comment/Response 8-5), particularly as those concerns relate to areas within USACE’s 
area of jurisdiction.  Additional consultation with USACE has occurred since the preparation of the DEIS 26 
as well as additional field work and analysis on the subject of Water Body Modification: Vegetation and 
Wildlife Impacts.  Substantial additional detail on this issue has been added to the SDEIS (i.e., regarding 28 
vegetation cover and waters of the U.S., including wetlands).  With regard to cumulative effects, SDEIS 
Section 4.24.2 has been substantially revised and provides new information and analysis regarding 30 
cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s concerns about the adequacy of information available in the 
DEIS.  32 
 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-15.  Assumed cost of fuel  34 
Statement # 78 / Summary of Comment:  Does your analysis include the effects of more expensive 
vehicle fuel for 2025? 36 
 
Response:  The regional transportation model used in the DEIS analysis includes an inflation factor for 38 
the expected increase in the cost of vehicle fuel.    
 40 
Adequacy of Investigation 8-16.  Overemphasis of floodway benefits 
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  The entire MTIS and EIS for the proposed project have 42 
exhibited a tendency toward marketing floodway high-speed roadways as the only way to address 
transportation needs.  Consistently throughout the MTIS and DEIS the costs and impacts of the Floodway 44 
Alternatives are minimized while overstating the benefits of its synergy with various parks, flood control 
projects planned and funded by others.  This is an effort to avoid identification and analysis of the 46 
project’s full and cumulative costs and impacts and fails to conform to NEPA requirements.  This is 
deceptive for both decision makers and the public since it fails to fully document all project connected 48 
costs and to evaluate all project impacts.   
 50 
Response:  The Major Transportation Investment Study (MTIS) is summarized in the Sections 1.5 and 
2.1.1 of the DEIS, and the MTIS plan of action is listed in Section 2.1.2.   The MTIS plan of action lists 52 
seven steps, only one of which is a roadway in the floodway.  Additionally, the MTIS considered and set 
aside multiple additional alternatives during the course of the study, including large additions of capacity 54 
to Stemmons Freeway, demographic changes (moving additional projected regional employment into the 
Southern Sector of Dallas), and several arterial street improvements in the corridor. The MTIS made an 56 
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initial recommendation for a low speed (45 mph) parkway within the Dallas Floodway.  As described in 
DEIS Section 2.1, the DEIS is more narrowly focused on Action Item 7 from the MTIS, which is the Trinity 2 
Parkway Reliever Route.  As described in Section 1.5.2 (last paragraph) of the DEIS the operating speed 
of the Parkway considered in the DEIS has been increased to 55 mph due to the conversion of the road 4 
to a toll facility.  The design and construction costs of the Parkway alternatives have been developed 
using consistent and standard methods of cost estimation, and are believed to support fair comparison of 6 
alternatives without bias.  The potential synergy of the Parkway with proposed parks in the Dallas 
Floodway is discussed in the second paragraph of Section 1.11.4, which accurately describes the 8 
potential use of excess excavated earth from the proposed floodway lakes to build the Parkway 
embankments.  This applies primarily to those alternatives located in the floodway, since the alternatives 10 
located outside the floodway require relatively little earth fill for embankments.  Within the floodway, an 
alternative plan to build Parkway embankments with imported earth fill would violate regional criteria for 12 
valley storage preservation.  The movement of material from the lakes to the Parkway embankments is an 
obvious and synergistic solution.  The comment also contends that there is more widespread 14 
overstatement of synergies and understatement of impacts in the DEIS.  This is not supported by any 
examples, and is not believed to exist in the document. 16 
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9.  Air Quality 
 2 
Air Quality 9-1.  Negative impacts  
Statement # 1, 5 / Summary of Comment:  The project will have a negative impact on air quality.  It will 4 
increase air pollution in a region that cannot meet current air quality standards. 
 6 
Response:  Six pollutants are of primary concern with regards to air quality in urban areas.  These 
include:  ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and lead.  The 8 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards for these 
identified air pollutants.  These standards represent exposure levels where potential threats to human 10 
health may occur.  The health risk from air pollutants is generally determined on a regional basis with the 
EPA designating areas where the potential for threat to human health exists as a non-attainment area for 12 
specific air pollutants.  The EPA-designated nine-county Dallas-Fort Worth area (including Dallas County) 
is in non-attainment only for ozone. 14 
 
The regional emissions analysis conducted by the North Central Texas Council of Governments 16 
(NCTCOG) addresses the regional effects of ozone.  Ozone is not modeled on a project specific level.  
The proposed project design concept and scope and project cost are not yet consistent with the 18 
conforming MTP (Mobility 2030:  The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas-Fort Worth Area) 
and the 2008-2011 TIP, as revised, as proposed by the NCTCOG, and measures are being taken to 20 
address the issue.  Prior to FHWA taking final action on the proposed project, it will be consistent with a 
conforming MTP and TIP/STIP.  The U.S. Department of Transportation (FHWA/FTA) found the MTP to 22 
conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) on June 12, 2007 and the 2008-2011 TIP was found to 
conform on October 31, 2007.  All projects in the NCTCOG’s TIP that are proposed for federal or state 24 
funds were initiated in a manner consistent with federal guidelines in Section 450, of Title 23 CFR and 
Section 613.200, Subpart B, of Title 49 CFR.  Energy, environment, air quality, cost and mobility 26 
considerations are addressed in the programming of the TIP.   
 28 
Air Quality 9-2.  Relation to non-attainment status 
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Is there any convincing justification for a reliever route at this 30 
location relative to the recurring air quality issue (non-attainment status) for North Texas? 
 32 
Response:  The decision to consider a reliever route at the locations described in the DEIS is based 
primarily on transportation needs.  Air pollution from mobile sources is generally evaluated and addressed 34 
on a regional basis and is not part of the process for locating the various Build Alternatives.  See also 
Comment/Response 9-1 and 9-4.    36 
 
Air Quality 9-3.  Traffic stalls and air quality  38 
Statement # 57 / Summary of Comment:  Thorny traffic stalls on roads such as the lower Stemmons have 
become a problem for air quality for a several-county area.     40 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.   This comment is consistent with the description of traffic 42 
conditions in the area provided in DEIS Section 1.8.6.  Also, as noted in Comment/Response 9-1 above, 
the proposed project would be required to be in conformity with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 44 
before final action is taken by FHWA. 
 46 
Air Quality 9-4.  Quantification of air impacts 
Statement # 73 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS needs to state what amount of air pollution adding to 48 
the air quality non-attainment in our region will be generated by traffic on the toll road, but it does not.  
Vague assurances that increases here will be offset by decreases there are insufficient.  The benefits 50 
arising from an expanded regional mass transit operation (e.g., DART) include improved air quality, but 
are not considered in the DEIS; they should be promoted.  52 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS includes no analysis of the proposed project’s air 
quality impacts except to note that it is listed within a regional air quality conformity plan.  There needs to 54 
be a project specific analysis of air emission impacts.  The amount of increased Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) which will be contributed to the region’s air quality 56 
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nonattainment problem as a result of this project needs to be delineated, despite vague assurances that 
whatever is emitted would be offset by decreases elsewhere in the region.  It should be possible to 2 
perform these analyses with the vehicle trips and speeds already projected.   
 4 
Response:  The primary pollutants from motor vehicles are volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon 
monoxide (CO), and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  Volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides can 6 
combine under the right conditions in a series of photochemical reactions to form ozone (O3).  Because 
these reactions take place over a period of several hours, maximum concentrations of ozone are often 8 
found far downwind of the precursor sources.  Thus, ozone is a regional problem and not a localized 
condition. 10 
  
The modeling procedures of ozone require long term meteorological data and detailed area wide 12 
emission rates for all potential sources (industry, business, and transportation) and are normally too 
complex to be performed within the scope of an environmental analysis for an individual highway project.  14 
Accordingly, concentrations of ozone for this purpose of comparing the results of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards are modeled by the regional air quality planning agency for the State Implementation 16 
Plan.  However, concentrations for carbon monoxide are readily modeled for highway projects and are 
required by federal regulations.  Local concentrations of carbon monoxide are not expected to exceed 18 
federal standards at any time. 
 20 
In devising strategies for congestion mitigation, one set of recommendations addresses the demand side 
of travel behavior.  These strategies attempt to reduce the demand for drive-alone (single-occupant 22 
vehicle) travel on roadways by offering alternatives to driving alone.  Low-cost quick-implementation 
strategies include ride-sharing, park and ride facilities, vanpool programs, and employer trip reduction 24 
programs.  More cost-intensive and complex strategies include mass transit systems, high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes, and bicycle routes.  26 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Mobility 2030 Plan) includes both long-range and short-range 28 
strategies and actions that lead to the development of an integrated intermodal transportation system in 
the Dallas / Fort Worth Metropolitan Area.  Nearly $4 billion of fixed-guide way transit (i.e., light/commuter 30 
rail or bus ways) improvements were included for Dallas Area Rapid Transit in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan.  Along with the existing network, this fixed-guide way network was encompassed 32 
within “principal transit corridors,” specially designated areas that would feature frequent service and 
transit-supportive infrastructure and land use.  These corridors generally emanate from the Dallas Central 34 
Business District (CBD) and radiate in all directions out to the suburban communities surrounding the city. 
 36 
Although extensive, the public transportation network assumed for the Dallas / Fort Worth metropolitan 
area in 2030 was not capable of removing the need for roadway improvements.  The travel demand 38 
analysis conducted by North Central Texas Council of Governments for the long-range Mobility 
Transportation Plan still showed a need for road improvements in the study area to serve as a reliever 40 
route for existing downtown Dallas congestion.  There are several reasons why public transportation is 
not able to meet the need and purpose of the proposed project.  First, public transportation accounts for a 42 
relatively low percentage of trips, and the long-range Mobility Transportation Plan generally assumes the 
continuation of current travel behavior, which relies heavily on privately owned vehicles.  Second, public 44 
transportation has difficulty in cost-effectively serving lower density suburban and rural areas, as opposed 
to more densely developed urban areas.  Third, the long-range transit plan for the Dallas metropolitan 46 
area is a radial system centered on improved access to the Dallas CBD.  Although beneficial, the existing 
and proposed fixed-guide way transit system is not designed to correct the mobility deficiencies within the 48 
suburban and rural areas in the area.  If implemented in the future, mass transit would have a positive 
influence by increasing mobility and decreasing congestion.  However, this would not satisfy the existing 50 
need for improved mobility and decreased congestion in the study area.   
 52 
Air Quality 9-5.  Air toxics discussion 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  The EPA Region 6 stated that the DEIS contains a robust 54 
description of the modeling process used to determine air quality impacts.  Also included was a section 
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on urban air toxics.  As this is an area of increasing public concern, commenter is glad the FHWA is 
beginning to incorporate this discussion into NEPA documents. 2 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.   4 
 
Air Quality 9-6.  Update conformity 6 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  As NCTCOG is in the process of completing a new 
conformity analysis (to be completed by June 15, 2005), the references in the DEIS should be updated to 8 
reflect inclusion of the proposed project in the latest State Implementation Plan.   
 10 
Response:  In the SDEIS, revisions have been made to Section 4.14.1 (formerly Section 4.14.3 in the 
DEIS) to reference the current conformity scenario.  See also the discussion of this in 12 
Comment/Response 9-1. 
 14 
Air Quality 9-7.  Ozone and construction emissions 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  In Figure 3-5, page 3-123 of the DEIS, the graph should 16 
be clarified to show that it represents the 1-hour ozone trends in the DFW area.  For Section 4.20.3, 
Commenter suggests the following sentence be deleted from the second paragraph in this section:  18 
“Because the variables affecting construction emissions (e.g., type of construction vehicles, timing and 
phasing of construction activities, haul routes, etc.) cannot be determined until the project is ready for 20 
construction, no estimate of construction emissions can be undertaken.”  This sentence is incorrect and, 
in fact, other federal agencies are routinely required to make such estimates of construction emissions 22 
during the environmental documentation/general conformity process.  In addition, for the reason just 
stated, Section 7.8.2, page 7-23, should delete the third sentence beginning with “Because the variable 24 
affecting construction emissions . . . .” 
 26 
Response:  In the SDEIS, Figure 3-5 from the DEIS has been removed.  A graph showing the 8-hour 
ozone trend (see Figure 3-4 of the SDEIS) has been inserted, and the referenced sentences from 28 
Sections 4.20.3 and 7.8.2 have been replaced with the following:  “The impact of construction emissions 
on air quality is difficult to predict and depends on many variables such as the type of construction 30 
vehicles and the timing and phasing of construction activities.”   
 32 
Air Quality 9-8.  Congestion reduction impacts 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  The second paragraph on page 4-191 of the DEIS should 34 
be deleted in its entirety, beginning with “As previously discussed in this DEIS . . . . beneficial impact on 
air quality.”  While congestion reduction is typically assumed to be beneficial to air quality, this is not 36 
always the case and project-level impacts on ozone formation are difficult to model.  VOC reductions are 
certainly seen with an increase in speed, but this could be offset by a resultant increase in NOx 38 
emissions.  For this reason, and because ozone is a regional problem, the SIP sets area-wide emissions 
budgets (not project-level budgets) so that the impact of the entire transportation system is considered.   40 
 
Response:  The subject paragraph has been deleted in the SDEIS.   42 
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Air Quality 9-9.  Sufficiency of air quality analysis  
Statement # 28 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) / Summary of Comment:  The Air 2 
Quality Planning and Implementation Division of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
commented that the air quality analysis in the DEIS was detailed and complete and found to be sufficient. 4 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  6 
 
Air Quality 9-10.  Insufficient particulate matter analysis  8 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS does not include an analysis of the impact of 
increased traffic created by the proposed project on particulate matter (PM) air pollution.  Recent studies 10 
have shown that PM air pollution is one of the most important pollutants from a health effects standpoint, 
and PM has therefore become more strictly regulated.  Simply because the study area is in compliance 12 
with air quality standards for PM10 and PM2.5 is not an excuse to avoid investigating the expected impact 
of the proposed project on ambient PM levels.  The health effects data regarding PM is significant, as 14 
indicated by two documents included that describe the health effects of PM.  A third document is a report 
that examined the expected increase in PM2.5 levels for the SH 121 highway project in Fort Worth, and 16 
demonstrates that PM2.5 can be meaningfully analyzed.  As it is important to inform the public as to the 
potential for the proposed project to worsen air quality, even if regulatory standards are not exceeded, a 18 
PM analysis should be included in this environmental study.   
 20 
Response:  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has set a health-based standard for both short-
term and long-term exposure to PM2.5.  Section 109 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 United States Code 22 
(U.S.C.) § 7409) directs the EPA Administrator to propose and promulgate ‘‘primary’’ and ‘‘secondary’’ 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants identified under section 108 of the Act.  24 
Section 109(b)(1) of the Act defines a primary standard as one ‘‘the attainment and maintenance of which 
in the judgment of the Administrator, based on [the] criteria and allowing an adequate margin of safety, 26 
are requisite to protect the public health.’’ The margin of safety requirement was intended to address 
uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and technical information available at the time of 28 
standard setting, as well as to provide a reasonable degree of protection against hazards that research 
has not yet identified.  Both kinds of uncertainties are components of the risk associated with pollution at 30 
levels below those at which human health effects can be said to occur with reasonable scientific certainty.  
Thus, by selecting primary standards that provide an adequate margin of safety, the Administrator is 32 
seeking not only to prevent pollution levels that have been demonstrated to be harmful but also to prevent 
lower pollutant levels that may be found to pose an unacceptable risk of harm, even if the risk is not 34 
precisely identified as to nature or degree. The Act does not require the Administrator to establish a 
primary NAAQS at a zero-risk level, but rather at a level that reduces risk sufficiently so as to protect 36 
public health with an adequate margin of safety.  The selection of any particular approach to providing an 
adequate margin of safety is a policy choice left specifically to the Administrator’s judgment.  38 
 
Particulate matter includes both “primary” PM, which is directly emitted into the air, and “secondary” PM, 40 
which forms indirectly from fuel combustion and other sources. Generally, coarse PM is made up of 
primary particles, while fine PM is dominated by secondary particles.  Primary PM consists of carbon 42 
emitted from such sources as cars, trucks, heavy equipment, forest fires, and burning waste.  Secondary 
PM forms in the atmosphere from gases. Some of these reactions require sunlight and/or water vapor.  44 
Secondary PM includes:  (1) sulfates formed from sulfur dioxide emissions from power plants and 
industrial facilities; (2) nitrates formed from nitrogen oxide emissions from cars, trucks, and power plants; 46 
and (3) carbon formed from reactive organic gas emissions from cars, trucks, industrial facilities, forest 
fires, and biogenic sources such as trees.  For further reference see EPA’s “The Particle Pollution Report: 48 
Current Understanding of Air Quality and Emissions through 2003.”  
 50 
The EPA determined that during a short-term period (24-hour average), PM2.5 concentrations should not 
exceed 65 µg/m3 [Federal Register July 18th, 1997, (Vol. 62, No.138 pp. 38651-38760)].  The long-term 52 
standard is based on an annual average where PM concentrations should not exceed 15 µg/m3.   
 54 
The EPA required states to conduct three years of extensive area-wide PM2.5 monitoring before formal 
designations could occur.  Texas completed this effort in 2002 and submitted the required information to 56 
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the EPA for its use in determining PM2.5 nonattainment areas (February 13, 2004 letter from Governor 
Rick Perry to the EPA Region 6 Administrator Richard Greene).  After a thorough review of this 2 
information the EPA concurred that the entire State of Texas was in compliance with PM2.5 standards 
(June 28, 2004 letter from Richard Greene to Governor Rick Perry).  Final PM2.5 designations were 4 
published in the January 5, 2005 issue of the Federal Register. 
 6 
In September 2006, the EPA revised the 1997 PM standards.  The revised standards tighten the 24-hour 
fine particle standard (PM 2.5) from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3, and retain the current annual standard at 15 8 
µg/m3.  The EPA decided to retain the existing 24-hour PM10 standard of 150 µg/m3.  Due to the lack of 
evidence linking health problems to long-term exposure to coarse particle pollution, the annual PM10 10 
standard was revoked. 
 12 
The TCEQ currently operates numerous PM2.5 monitors throughout the DFW area.  Current monitoring 
data from TCEQ indicates that all monitors in the DFW area continue to remain in compliance with the 14 
PM2.5 standard.  More detailed information about the location and data from the individual sites in the 
DFW area or across the state can be found on the TCEQ website at 16 
http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/subject/subject_air.html. 
 18 
The EPA’s “The Particle Pollution Report: Current Understanding of Air Quality and Emissions through 
2003” discusses the continuing downward trend of emissions of both PM10 and PM2.5.  PM2.5 levels in 20 
2003 were the lowest they have been since nationwide PM2.5 monitoring began in 1999.  Programs such 
as the EPA’s Acid Rain Program have contributed to these reductions.  As federal diesel fuel and engine 22 
standards continue to be implemented, this downward trend in PM emissions is expected to continue.   
 24 
The commenter attached a portion of the EPA’s Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter (Third External 
Review Draft, April 2002), Volume II, Chapter 8: Epidemiology of Human Health Effects from Ambient 26 
Particulate Matter.  The commenter indicated this material was included because it concludes that both 
PM10 and PM2.5 represent substantial health threats.  The EPA report is extensive and concludes that 28 
PM emissions can be harmful to human health.  The report, however, does not indicate that PM 
emissions are steadily increasing in urban areas in the United States.  In fact there are other published 30 
studies that report PM emissions are decreasing.  The EPA’s own “Air Quality Trends” reports on PM and 
the EPA’s “The Particle Pollution Report” both indicate improvements in PM levels across the U.S.  32 
 
The commenter also included a report prepared by Sonoma Technology, Inc. entitled Assessment of 34 
Health Benefits of Improving Air Quality in Houston, Texas.  The commenter indicated this report 
concluded that health effects of PM2.5 may result in nearly $3 billion per year for the City of Houston.  This 36 
study is based on data collected from the late 1990s.  The report concludes that there are substantial 
health benefits of reducing PM emissions.  One of the strategies the report recommends pursuing is the 38 
use of cleaner diesel fuel.  The EPA, since the study, has promulgated rules (noted above) improving on- 
and off-road diesel fuel and applying equally stringent emission standards for on- and off-highway diesel-40 
powered equipment.  The EPA rules would be in effect for vehicles utilizing the proposed project. 
 42 
The commenter included a third report in support of the request for project-specific PM analyses, and 
indicated that the report showed how to conduct a PM2.5 analysis for a transportation project.  The report 44 
evaluated the expected impacts of SH 121 in Fort Worth on PM2.5 levels and concluded that the project 
would result in significant increases in the 1-hour PM2.5 average.  The report studied short-term and long-46 
term PM2.5 concentrations, and the commenter recommended the report as a blueprint for performing fine 
particle dispersion modeling for a local transportation project.  The model referenced by the commenter 48 
as being able to measure PM2.5 on a project-level basis is CALPUFF.  The EPA, however, has 
determined that:  “…CALPUFF in its current configuration is suitable for regulatory use [only] for long 50 
range transport, and on a case-by-case basis for complex wind situations” (see Federal Register Vol. 68, 
No. 72 pp. 18441, April 15, 2003).   It would not be appropriate to use CALPUFF for evaluating potential 52 
impact on nearby neighborhoods, when the EPA recommends CALPUFF’s use for “…sulfur dioxide and 
particulate matter ambient air quality standards and PSD (Prevention of Significant Deterioration) 54 
incremental impact analysis involving…transport greater than 50km from one or several closely spaced 
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sources…”  According to the EPA, this model is useful for modeling emissions from distant point sources, 
but not for modeling linear transportation sources.   2 
 
It must be noted that the Dallas/Fort Worth (DFW) area has not been designated as a nonattainment area 4 
for PM.  The Federal Highway Administration regulations do not require evaluation of the potential 
impacts of PM2.5 for this project.   6 
 
Note:  Commenter included copies of the studies discussed above as Attachments B, C, and D to his 8 
statement.  The commenter’s citation to these studies and summaries of them are included in the written 
comment section of the SDEIS (Appendix G-5), but copies of studies referenced are not included 10 
because of space limitations.  These attachments are on file at NTTA.   
 12 
Air Quality 9-11.  Highway proximity and health effects  
Statement # 7, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS should have evaluated and reported information 14 
from the epidemiological literature that associates proximity to highways with negative health effects.  
There is an abundance of literature demonstrating the statistical association between health effects and 16 
proximity to highways.  The included report prepared by Dr. Michael T. Kleinman concludes that heart 
disease, as well as respiratory diseases, are causally related to exposure to proximity to urban highways.  18 
The DEIS should evaluate reports like the one prepared by Dr. Kleinman, as well as similar studies, such 
as an additional 18 studies that were summarized and included.     20 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  An analysis of the impacts of air toxics on residents along 
the various alternatives should be performed; this is particularly true with respect to the southern terminus 22 
of the proposed project where three major highways already intersect the neighborhood.   
 24 
Response:  Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) is an evolving field of interest and research related to 
highway transportation.  In accordance with FHWA guidance, a quantitative MSATs analysis has been 26 
included in the SDEIS Section 4.14.5.  This analysis includes a survey of sensitive air receptors (e.g., 
schools and day care facilities) near the proposed alignments.    28 
 
Dr. Kleinman’s report was considered and all of the published studies cited therein as summarized below.  30 
These studies were reviewed in the following three contexts, and individual responses are set out below. 
 32 
First, when the Trinity Parkway is completed, the technology of the vehicular mix utilizing the highway 
facility would be substantially different than it was at the time of the studies cited by the commenter, and 34 
substantially different than the technology today.  Therefore, it can be anticipated that emissions would be 
cleaner in the future.   36 
 
Second, the vehicular fuels utilized at the time of the studies cited by the commenter are substantially 38 
different from those in use today, and substantially different from the mix that would be in use when the 
proposed project is completed.  The EPA has identified certain air pollutants or air toxics as mobile 40 
source air toxics or MSATs.  While the Clean Air Act identified 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air 
pollutants, the agency selected 21 that it considered primary MSATs.  From that group the EPA then 42 
selected six as the priority group of MSATs.  These include benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 1,3-
butadiene, acrolein, and diesel particulate/diesel exhaust organic gases.  The EPA issued its final rule on 44 
Control of Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources in March 2001 (66 FR 17230, 
March 29, 2001). While the EPA has identified the MSATs, the agency has still not proposed to establish 46 
ambient standards for any of these pollutants.  Therefore, there is no baseline from which to judge any of 
these emissions from a linear transportation project.  In its 2001 MSAT rule, the EPA projected that the 48 
reductions in MSAT emissions via several existing and new control program and technology-oriented 
vehicle standards will be considerable.  The EPA also stated that there will be a 67 to 76 percent drop in 50 
benzene, acetaldehyde and 1,3-butadiene between 1990 and 2020.  For highway-related diesel 
particulate matter, EPA projects a 90 percent reduction by 2020. 52 
 
Third, with regard to the studies from other countries, the emissions profile and gasoline/diesel mix of the 54 
vehicular fleet in the United States is today, and likely would continue to be in the future, substantially 
different differ from any other place in the world. 56 
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With respect to the report by Dr. Michael Kleinman cited by the commenter, the author reports that there 2 
is an association between adverse health effects and living near roadways with heavy traffic.  The studies 
cited by Dr. Kleinman, however, all look to historical trends that do not reflect current circumstances.  4 
These studies do not speculate on what effect long-term downward trends in PM and air toxic emissions 
in the United States may have on future populations.  EPA, in contrast, does attempt to quantify the level 6 
of decreased cancer risk and other acute and chronic impacts anticipated emissions decreases might 
have on a future U.S. population.  EPA finds almost universally positive benefits on future urban 8 
populations.  See Regulatory Impact Analysis for Tier II, HDDV standards, Off-road proposed standards; 
Regulatory Impact Analysis (Chapter II: Health and Welfare Concerns and Emissions Benefits from 10 
Control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles: Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and 
Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Requirements EPA420-R-00-026 January 2001); Regulatory Impact 12 
Analysis from Control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles: Tier II/Gasoline Sulfur EPA 420-R-99-
023, December 22, 1999, National Air Quality and Trends Report; and Texas Commission on 14 
Environmental Quality VMT offset SIP, 1997.  
 16 
The following are observations regarding the 18 additional studies cited by the commenter that address 
the health effects associated with living near areas with heavy traffic. 18 
 
 1.  Brunekreef, et al.  This study was conducted in the Netherlands during 1995.  The differences 20 
between the fuel used for motor transport between the United States and Western Europe are 
substantial.  The European fleet uses substantially more diesel fuel and the U.S. vehicle fleet includes 22 
substantially more gasoline-powered vehicles.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) statistics for the 
output of refined products by country provides a rough estimate of the differences.  In 2000, the United 24 
States used diesel fuel for about 33 percent of its surface transportation needs.  Western Europe, in 
contrast, used about 60 percent diesel fuel for its surface transportation needs or roughly twice as much.  26 
The Netherlands specifically used 57 percent diesel fuel for surface transportation.  As another indicator 
of the relative popularity of diesel power in Europe, the Diesel Technology Forum estimated that just light-28 
duty diesel sales in Europe were 14 percent of the light-duty market in 1990; those sales climbed to 22 
percent in 1995, and today represent 33 percent. The U.S. market for light-duty diesels is less than one 30 
percent of total vehicle sales.   See Demand for Diesels the European Experience, The Diesel 
Technology Forum 2001.  Thus, the relevance of the study to the proposed project is problematic.   32 
 
 2.  Buckeridge, et al.  This study looked at hospital admissions between 1990 and 1992 in 34 
Southeast Toronto, Canada.  Although Canada has automotive technology similar to the United States, 
Canada does not completely match the stringency of U.S. standards.  The usefulness of the study is 36 
limited, moreover, because of the time the data was collected, where it was collected, and the differences 
in technologies and fuel used in Canada in early 1990s versus what would be used in the United States 38 
after 2010. 
 40 
 3.  Mukala, et al.  This study looked at traffic-related health impacts to school children in Helsinki, 
Finland during 1991.  As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the 42 
potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western 
European vehicle and fuel mix.  44 
 
 4.  Steerenberg, et al.  The authors evaluated the impact of traffic-related pollutants (nitric oxide, 46 
nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide and black smoke) on respiratory symptoms in Germany based on data 
collected during the late 1990s.  The study is not reflective of what emissions may be seen along a future 48 
roadway in the United States, with a heavily-regulated U.S. fleet of cars and trucks and the low sulfur U.S. 
gasoline and diesel fuel that would be in use. 50 
 
 5.  Vliet, et al.  This study was also study conducted in Western Europe (the Netherlands) in the 52 
1990s. As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the potential impacts to 
a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western European vehicle and fuel 54 
mix. 
 56 
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 6.  Wjst, et al.  This study was conducted in Munich, Germany in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  
Germany’s diesel fuel use is on average higher than that of other Western European countries, with 2 
roughly two-thirds of its surface transportation fleet fueled by diesel.  As in the studies considered above, 
it is inherently problematic to assess the potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data 4 
regarding an early 1990s Western European vehicle and fuel mix. 
 6 
 7.  Dejmek et al.  This study was conducted in Northern Bohemia based on data collected during 
the years 1994-1998.  Emissions of particulates, and other pollutants were assumed to come from 8 
“chemical industry, surface mining, and large coal power plants.”  The study is not relevant to the Trinity 
Parkway, because the species of PM emissions studied (coal plant emissions, industrial emissions, and 10 
crustal material from mining operations) are substantially different from potential emissions from mobile 
sources.  The levels of PM emissions experienced by this population were considerably higher, and of 12 
much longer term, than would be anticipated for a future population living near a modern highway in the 
United States.  14 
 
  8.  Dejmek et al.  This was a follow-up to the previous study of the same population looking more 16 
closely at poly cyclicaromatic hydrocarbons sometimes found in association with particulate matter.  
Again, this study suffers from the same deficiencies as the previous study with regard to its predictive 18 
power in determining the health effects on a future U.S. vehicle and fuel mix. 
 20 
 9.  Ritz, et al.  This study was conducted in California between 1987 and 1993.  The study 
concludes that “…certain fetal heart phenotypes may be susceptible to the adverse effects of two ambient 22 
pollutants, carbon monoxide and ozone.”  The analysis regarding the Trinity Parkway specifically 
concluded there would be no violations of the carbon monoxide or ozone NAAQS.   24 
 
 10.  Edwards, et al.  This study was conducted in Birmingham, England based on data collected 26 
between 1988 and 1991.  The study looked at the relationship between proximity to major roadways and 
hospital admissions for asthma in children younger than five years.  As discussed above, the differences 28 
between the fuel used for motor transport between the United States and Western Europe were, and are 
likely to remain, substantially different.   The United States uses substantially more gasoline-fueled 30 
vehicles than Europe, where they use substantially more diesel fuel.  The DOE statistics for the output of 
refined products by country provide a rough estimate of the differences.  In 2000, the United States used 32 
diesel fuel for about 33 percent of its surface transportation needs.  Western Europe, in contrast, used 
about 60 percent diesel fuel for its surface transportation needs or roughly twice as much.  The United 34 
Kingdom specifically used 50 percent diesel fuel for surface transportation.  Regarding asthma, the 
American Lung Association reported in March of 2003 for the U.S., the “…mortality and hospital 36 
discharge estimates [for asthma] continue to decline.  The number of deaths due to asthma in 2000 was 
approximately four percent lower than the number of deaths seen in 1999.  The hospital discharge rate 38 
has declined 14 percent since it peaked…in 1995”.  This study is not relevant to the proposed project. 
 40 
 11.  Guo, et al.  This study was conducted in Taiwan, China in the 1990s.  Asia/Oceania is very 
similar to Western Europe in its vehicle/fuel mix.  Sixty percent to two-thirds of surface transportation uses 42 
diesel fuel.  In Taiwan specifically, about 50 percent of the fuel used for transportation is diesel fuel.  The 
U.S. uses less, at about one-third of all surface transportation.  As in the studies considered above, it is 44 
inherently problematic to assess the potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data 
regarding an early 1990s Asia/Oceania vehicle and fuel mix.  46 
 

12.  Studnicka, et al.  This four-year study was conducted in Lower Austria in the early 1990s 48 
regarding asthma and other respiratory symptoms.  The study does not reflect a comparable traffic mix 
(gasoline versus diesel vehicles) or an appropriate vehicle mix (U.S.-certified technologies), nor does the 50 
study mirror the fuels that would be used in the United States.  All of these factors make this study of little 
utility in considering potential impacts associated with a future Trinity Parkway. 52 
 
 13.  Wyler, et al.  This study was conducted in Basel, Switzerland in the late 1990s.  The study 54 
concludes: “These results suggest that living on busy roads is associated with a higher risk for a 
sensitization to pollen and could possibly be interpreted as an indication for interactions between pollen 56 
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and air pollutants”.  As a study primarily of the effects of pollen, it is of limited utility is assessing the 
health impacts of PM emissions. As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess 2 
the potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western 
European vehicle and fuel mix. 4 
 
 14.  A la Tertre, et al.  This study looked at hospital admissions in Barcelona, Spain, Birmingham 6 
and London, England, Milan, Italy, Amsterdam, Netherlands, Paris, France, Rome, Italy, and Stockholm, 
Sweden in the 1990s.  The study concludes that cardiac conditions may be associated with exposure to 8 
diesel exhaust.  As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the potential 
impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western European 10 
vehicle and fuel mix. 
  12 

15.  Hoek, et al.  This study was conducted in the Netherlands in 1986. As in the studies 
considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the potential impacts to a future U.S. population 14 
on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western European vehicle and fuel mix.   
 16 

16.  Knox, et al.  This study looked at childhood cancers in Great Britain between 1953 and 1980.  
Great Britain used very large amounts of coal in the years after the Second World War.  These coal-18 
sourced PM emissions are somewhat different than those produced by a modern gasoline and diesel-
powered vehicle fleet.  As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the 20 
potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western 
Europe vehicle and fuel mix. 22 
  

17.  Pearson, et al.  This study was conducted in Denver in 1980 and looked at exposure to 24 
benzene.  Since the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, benzene reduction from mobile sources has 
achieved remarkable success in the United States, especially in reformulated gasoline (RFG) areas like 26 
Houston where RFG has been in use since 1995.  The EPA in their Air Quality Trends Report on air 
toxics indicates that: “Measurements (of benzene) taken at these sites show, on average, a 47 percent 28 
drop in benzene levels from 1994 to 2000. During this period, EPA phased in new (so-called “Tier 1”) car 
emission standards; required many cities to begin using cleaner burning gasoline; and set standards that 30 
required substantial reductions in benzene and other pollutants emitted from oil refineries and chemical 
processes. The EPA estimates that, nationwide, benzene emissions from all sources dropped 20 percent 32 
from 1990 to 1996.”  With Tier II standards and the EPA’s new on-road HDDV standards, this reduction 
trend in ambient levels of benzene is expected to continue.  Thus, the relevance of the study to Trinity 34 
Parkway is problematic.   
 36 
 18.  Raaschou-Nielsen, et al.  This study was conducted in Denmark based on data collected 
between 1968 and 1991. As in the studies considered above, it is inherently problematic to assess the 38 
potential impacts to a future U.S. population on the basis of data regarding an early 1990s Western 
European vehicle and fuel mix.  40 
 
The FHWA has been monitoring scientific research in the area of health effects of emissions from mobile 42 
sources and has performed, or is currently managing, several research projects many of which are based 
on an Air Toxics Research Workplan that provides a roadmap for agency research efforts.  These efforts 44 
include the following: 
 46 

1.  Air Toxics Supersite Study (Traffic and Ambient Concentration Study).  This study is designed 
to determine whether the contribution of vehicle-emitted air toxic compound concentrations to ambient air 48 
concentrations can be measured. The study is being conducted in conjunction with a particulate matter 
study to determine whether air toxic compounds (and PM) are local air quality impacts or regional 50 
concerns. 
 52 

2.  Air Toxics Monitoring and Modeling Study.  This study is designed to determine the reliability 
of emission models in predicting ambient measured air toxic concentrations. This is an important 54 
component of air toxics research since models are typically used for developing emission inventories and 
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the resulting mitigation programs designed to limit emissions. Accurate forecasting of future emissions is 
essential to programs implemented to reduce toxic emissions. 2 
 

3.  Kansas City Study.  This study is designed to determine the distribution of PM emissions in a 4 
randomly selected fleet as well as identify the percent of high emitters in the fleet.  The Kansas City Study 
was initiated to conduct exhaust emissions testing on 480 light-duty, gasoline vehicles in the Kansas City 6 
Metropolitan Area (KCMA).  This project will also characterize gaseous and PM toxics exhaust emissions 
from a portion of these light-duty vehicles.  Data obtained from this program will be used to evaluate and 8 
update emission models, evaluate existing emission inventories, and assess the relevance of previous 
emissions studies. 10 
 

4.  Detroit Exposure Aerosol Research Study (DEARS).  This study is designed to improve the 12 
ambient air-monitoring network to elucidate the extent to which air toxics are a potential human health 
concern. Detroit was selected based on the presence of major industrial and mobile sources. Homes 14 
within the study will be selected to evaluate the impact of these sources on exposures and to determine 
high-end exposure. These data will be used to further evaluate and refine human exposure models that 16 
characterize the magnitude of exposure along with its uncertainty and variability. In addition, the methods 
developed and applied in this study can be used as a prototype for other community-based air toxic 18 
programs. 
 20 

5.  Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study Science and Uncertainty Review (MATES-II).  This study is 
designed to evaluate the scientific techniques of a Southern California study to determine whether these 22 
techniques would be appropriate for use today, and the scientific uncertainties associated with the 1998 
study.  There are two phases to the study.  The first examines the transportation side (activity, emissions 24 
and concentrations), while the second looks at the toxicity and exposure assessments conducted as part 
of MATES-II.  The FHWA wants to better understand how the results were obtained and how relevant 26 
they are to transportation planning. 
 28 

6.  Knowledge Gaps and Research Needs in Linking Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) to 
Potential Public Health Risks.  This study, being conducted by the independent Health Effects Institute 30 
(HEI), is designed to better understand the fundamental science and relationships between transportation 
vehicle emissions, potential and actual human health impacts, determine the technical strength of 32 
published studies, and identify data quality gaps and data gaps.  The final study report will summarize 
concentration and dose-response relationships, toxic effects, and their relation to actual human health 34 
impacts that could result from real-world exposures to the extent possible.  Researchers will be asked to 
evaluate the quality of study findings for use in risk assessments and the quality of such data on risk 36 
assessment numerical findings.  Research cooperators can then synthesize their technical findings to 
identify knowledge gaps and research needed to determine the strength of linkages between mobile 38 
source air toxics, potential public health risks as expressed in epidemiology or risk assessment studies, 
and frank health effects with clearly definable cause and effect relationships.  Researchers will be asked 40 
to identify the chemical and physical composition of MSAT, identify variability in MSAT, and identify the 
strength of relationships between MSAT related pollutants and their potential health effects.    42 
 
Additional FHWA research regarding air quality is ongoing. A quantitative MSAT analysis in accordance 44 
with TxDOT/FHWA guidance has been included in this SDEIS in Section 4.14.5.     
 46 
Note:  One commenter (Statement # 7) included copies of the studies discussed above as Attachments E 
and F to his statement.  The commenter’s citation to the articles and summaries of them are included in 48 
the written comment section of the SDEIS (Appendix G-5), but copies of studies referenced are not 
included because of space limitations.  These attachments are on file at NTTA.   50 
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Air Quality 9-12.  Diesel carcinogens  
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS does not discuss the health effects of diesel 2 
carcinogens, even though EPA has determined this in its report “Health Assessment Document for Diesel 
Exhaust” (submitted with the statement).  The DEIS should include a detailed discussion of diesel 4 
pollution as it would be affected by the proposed project.  The discussion should describe the effects of 
highway design on diesel emissions, as well as the mitigation proposed to address these emissions. 6 
 
Response:  The EPA report submitted by the commenter was based on a review of outmoded 8 
technology: "The assessment's health hazard conclusions are based on exposure to exhaust from diesel 
engines built prior to the mid-1990s."  The report elaborates: "As new diesel engines with cleaner exhaust 10 
emission replace existing engines, the applicability of the conclusions in this Heath Assessment 
Document will need to be reevaluated."  The study further articulates its own limitations: "A notable 12 
uncertainty of this assessment is whether the health hazards identified from studies using emissions from 
older engines can be applied to present-day environmental emissions...” or the future Trinity Parkway 14 
vehicle and fuel mix “...as some physical and chemical characteristics of the emissions from certain 
sources have changed over time."  As the study’s authors suggest, the study might have very little 16 
relevance at the time the Trinity Parkway is completed. 
 18 
One of the conclusions of this study was:  "The assessment concludes that long-term (i.e. chronic) 
inhalation exposure is likely to pose a lung cancer hazard to humans...."  However, the study does not 20 
consider whether levels of exposure in the future, anticipated to be lower than today’s levels, would 
produce the same effects.  The study, moreover, found toxic effects at levels higher and in some cases 22 
much higher than actual exposure levels near freeways: “...the national average diesel exhaust exposure 
from on-road engines.... 0.5 to 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter of inhaled air in many rural and urban 24 
areas... For localized urban areas...may range up to 4.0 micrograms per cubic meter..."  One reference 
exposure level looked at for chronic effects in the study were 5.0 micrograms per cubic meter.  These 26 
authors, however, had to employ higher exposure levels, in some cases 10 times higher, in order to find 
long-term health impacts, and cautioned that: "Other uncertainties include the assumptions that health 28 
effects observed at high doses may be applicable to low doses, and that toxicological findings in 
laboratory animals generally are predictive of human responses."  The study was based upon outmoded 30 
technology and the relevance of the study to the Trinity Parkway is problematic.   
 32 
Note:  Commenter included a copy of the EPA report discussed above as Attachment G to his statement.  
The commenter’s citation to the EPA report and summary of it are included in the written comment 34 
section of the SDEIS (Appendix G-5), but a copy of the EPA report referenced is not included because of 
space limitations.  This attachment is on file at NTTA.   36 
 
 38 
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10.  Economic Impacts 
 2 
Economic Impacts 10-1.  South Dallas/Fair Park area  
Statement # 21 / Summary of Comment:  To ensure the community benefits from the project, take steps 4 
to facilitate that South Dallas/Fair Park residents receive the training to be included in the road’s 
construction, and provided a fair share of the construction jobs generated by the project.  Request that 6 
NTTA survey transportation providers nationwide for model employment and training agreements, and 
share those agreements with you.  Evaluate the impact of 6 lanes north of Continental and 4 lanes south 8 
to US-175 on future congestion and economic development opportunities for South Dallas communities.   
 10 
Response:  The South Dallas/Fair Park area is known to have a high percentage of residents from 
minority groups.  Assuming the Trinity Parkway project comes to fruition, it is expected that NTTA would 12 
construct the project by competitive bidding to private sector contractors.  Associated with its bidding 
procedures, NTTA has established goals in the 15% to 20% range for minority subcontracting depending 14 
on the nature of the construction project.  Such goals are subject to adjustment from time to time by the 
NTTA.  The minority participation goal would apply to the construction of Trinity Parkway, and would 16 
encourage jobs for minority groups.  In addition, NTTA would make construction job opportunities known 
in corridor neighborhoods (including the South Dallas/Fair Park neighborhood) and will cooperate with 18 
local agencies to assist in this outreach.   
  20 
It should be noted that construction work, by its nature, generates income and jobs in the local community 
through the spending of the contractors and workers.  Additionally, the proposed Parkway would provide 22 
long-term benefit to the local economy by increasing mobility and decreasing congestion.  Assuming 
favorable economic conditions, the Parkway may also enhance economic development opportunities, 24 
through attraction of businesses that thrive on tollway access and visibility.  Finally, the long-term 
operation of the Parkway would involve generation of new jobs at a range of levels in operations, 26 
maintenance, and toll collection.   
 28 
If the Trinity Parkway is not constructed, travel delay costs associated with the existing and anticipated 
congestion on area roads would be borne by roadway users and businesses dependent on area 30 
roadways for employment and commerce activities.  The absence of the Parkway may also have a 
limiting effect on economic growth within the study area as residential and commercial developers choose 32 
to locate their projects in areas with superior transportation infrastructure. 
 34 
Economic Impacts 10-2.  Permanent jobs  
Statement # 71 / Summary of Comment:  We are looking at temporary and permanent jobs.  Other places 36 
have done it too; in essence, leave the jobs there on a permanent level.   
 38 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  See also Comment/Response 10-1. 
 40 
Economic Impacts 10-3.  Rail access  
Statement # 80, 82 / Summary of Comment:  Commenters are PEPSICO, a customer of the Cargill, Inc. 42 
warehouse and distribution facility located at 3196 Quebec Street in Dallas, and counsel for Cargill, Inc.  
Union Pacific rail access from the south to the warehouse will likely be interrupted due to construction of 44 
the proposed project.  Cargill’s ability to receive and distribute goods from this facility is extremely 
important to PEPSICO’s business, and needs to be made whole so it can continue to serve its customers.  46 
This would require either some form of alternative rail access, probably from the north via a spur from the 
Union Pacific Mockingbird Yard, or some other form of economic compensation and/or relocation 48 
assistance.  The economic impact of loss of access would affect PEPSICO as a customer.  There should 
be a feasible economic solution for Cargill so it can continue to serve this marketplace at its current price 50 
structure.  
 52 
Response:  The subject rail line is a branch line located alongside the east toe of the east Dallas 
Floodway levee.  The line originates at the UP Railroad main line south of Continental St. and travels 54 
north alongside the levee to a terminus north of Westmoreland Ave.  The Cargill facility is located at the 
northern terminus, and is believed to be the only active rail customer on the branch line.  The impact of 56 
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the Parkway on the rail line varies depending on the alternative ultimately chosen.  Assuming an 
alternative is selected which directly impacts the line and causes its closure, the sponsors would 2 
negotiate with UP Railroad for closure of the line based on the procedures prescribed under the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S. Code 4 
Sections 4601-4655, see also Texas Property Code Chapter 21).  The settlement for the closure would 
be subject to the actual economic circumstances at the time of negotiation, but could consider costs for 6 
establishment of a new rail spur from the north, costs for relocation of the Cargill facility, or other 
alternative resolution judged to be in the best interest of the parties.   8 
 
Economic Impacts 10-4.  Relation to economic growth  10 
Statement # 48, 79 / Summary of Comment:  The Trinity River is the focal point for Dallas.  The proposed 
project presents a marvelous opportunity for economic development, particularly on the Oak Cliff side of 12 
the river.  It will also help ensure flood control, something so vital to the Stemmons Corridor area and 
downtown.     14 
Statement # 58 (Dallas City) / Summary of Comment:  The economic and developmental funding is an 
exciting part of the Trinity River Corridor Project.  But it will not happen if we do not make some 16 
transportation progress.  When it is time for a new business to form or for existing businesses to grow or 
relocate, the transportation situation figures into the decisions of where we set up shop.  Interest has 18 
already been generated along the Corridor for the development of this roadway, and it is definitely a 
catalyst.  We need to move forward with this EIS now because we have a deadline of March 2007 to 20 
complete it.  If that deadline is missed, the EIS has to be redone, delaying not only this project, but future 
transportation projects like Pegasus and our Trinity Lakes, the Southern Gateway, and many other 22 
projects. The proposed project is absolutely vital to promoting continued growth in Dallas neighborhoods 
and businesses.  It is critical that the project get started now.     24 
 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  26 
 
 28 
 



TRINITY PARKWAY  Appendix G-2 / Page 59 

11.  Environmental Justice 
 2 
Environmental Justice 11-1.  Impacts to specific communities 
Statement # 21 / Summary of Comment:  Regardless of the route of the road in the central part of the 4 
corridor, the South Dallas/Fair Park community will bear a disproportionate share of the adverse impacts 
of the project.  Some of the potential impacts include noise impacts, visual intrusion, and the relocation of 6 
residents and businesses.  These adverse effects will occur in a community already burdened with a 
disproportionate share of road facilities that have generated negative economic and environmental 8 
impacts. 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The Ideal Neighborhood near the southern terminus of the 10 
proposed project will suffer significant adverse impacts which include the following:  home values; 
increasing noise; air toxics; reducing residents’ safety and pedestrian accessibility within the 12 
neighborhood; and increasing visual and physical barriers.  This will further divide a neighborhood that 
already has more highways intersecting it than any other Dallas neighborhood.     14 
 
Response:  To achieve the purpose and need of the project, a reliever route in the downtown Dallas area 16 
is necessary.  This means that existing communities adjacent to any reliever route will be unavoidably 
affected.  Section 4.3.3 of the DEIS contains an extensive discussion of the various Build Alternatives in 18 
terms of impacts on low-income and minority populations in the study area.  The detailed treatment of 
environmental justice issues in the DEIS is pursuant to governing federal guidelines.  This analysis found 20 
that all of the Build Alternatives (particularly Alternatives 4 and 5) would have potential disproportionate 
impacts on minority populations in the area.  In compliance with the Executive Order that contains much 22 
of the federal policy on environmental justice, the discussion in the DEIS outlines the non-discriminatory 
purpose for choosing all of the alignments for the Build Alternatives.   24 
 
While geographic proximity to the alternative alignments for the proposed project necessarily affects 26 
predominately minority areas of South Dallas, there are also mitigating aspects of the project.  The project 
may benefit the local economy by increasing mobility and decreasing congestion on roads in the study 28 
area.  A direct benefit for the South Dallas area is that access to the proposed project at its eastern 
terminus would not require payment of a toll.  Various other mitigating measures and offsetting benefits 30 
are outlined in the DEIS (see pages 4-43 to 4-46). 
 32 
Plate 4-23 in Chapter 4 of the DEIS shows proposed enhancements in the area of the southern terminus, 
including service road connections, noise walls and landscaping.  Additionally, the project sponsor has 34 
performed extensive outreach to Southern Terminus neighborhoods, including meetings with the St. 
Phillips Neighborhood Development Corporation, the Clean South Dallas Joint Neighborhood 36 
Associations, the New Hope Baptist Church, the TR Hoover Neighborhood Association, as well as 
elected officials representing this area.  (Appendix A-2 in the DEIS and Appendix G-7 in the SDEIS list 38 
Agency and Public Participation events attended by the project sponsors.)  The outreach effort has 
helped shape the enhancement and mitigation effort in this area.   40 
 
Environmental Justice 11-2.  Inequity of a toll road  42 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The project will only provide improved transportation to those 
who can afford to pay the $1.00 to $1.50 toll.  This cost, coupled with fuel costs, will make use of the 44 
highway prohibitively expensive for less-affluent taxpayers.  It is wrong to require those who cannot afford 
to use the toll road to bear the brunt of the impacts of construction.  It is inequitable to use public funds for 46 
a transportation project that does not provide equal transportation improvements for all taxpayers. 
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project will be a toll road with a projected $1 trip 48 
toll and the possibility of requiring toll tags to reduce the size of toll collection facilities would be highly 
discriminatory in serving the needs of citizens who can afford the luxury of paying the tolls.  This is a 50 
highway for the wealthy whose costs and impacts would be borne primarily by low income and minority 
residents of neighborhoods adjacent to the project.  Suburban commuters save a few minutes of 52 
commuting time while urban residents suffer more pollution, noise, and visual impacts in their 
neighborhoods and public recreation parks.   54 
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Response:  Comments noted and considered.  As explained more fully in Section 2.5.1 of the DEIS, the 
proposed project is being developed as a toll road to allow it to be implemented on an accelerated basis 2 
by reducing its demand on limited gas tax revenue.  The comments to the effect that only affluent people 
would use a toll road are not believed to be true.  The use of a tollroad is a voluntary act, with each driver 4 
making a value judgment as to whether the cost of the toll is outweighed by the services delivered.  The 
use of tollroads by a wide spectrum of income groups is particularly evident in the high volumes of 6 
commuter traffic on toll roads in the region.  Hundreds of thousands of commuters every day choose to 
use the region’s toll roads, and value the time savings, safety, reliability and other benefits delivered.  8 
 
Even for low income groups who may choose not to use a Trinity Parkway because of cost, there would 10 
be accrued benefits.  The Parkway would improve mobility through the general area of downtown Dallas, 
benefiting all drivers to some extent, regardless of whether or not they choose to pay tolls.  The network 12 
of non-toll roads in the area would be less congested after completion of the proposed project, and would 
offer improved mobility to all users.  The Parkway would also provide a potential new route for bus transit 14 
and vanpool use.  Finally, the Parkway project provides non-tolled connectivity in the area of the southern 
terminus.  The connection between US-175 and IH-45 would be toll free, unloading substantial traffic off 16 
SM Wright Freeway in a segment which runs through a low-income residential neighborhood.   
 18 
Environmental Justice 11-3.  Competing development 
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  The adverse effects of competing commercial development, 20 
which the City of Dallas projects as a result of construction will destabilize and replace residential 
neighborhoods with affordable housing with upscale commercial development.  Tax value increases may 22 
cause further stresses on fixed income senior citizens who have resided in these neighborhoods for a 
long time and who will have difficulty finding comparable affordable housing in Dallas.   24 
 
Response:  Regardless of which alternative is identified as the preferred alternative, the City of Dallas 26 
has a variety of ordinances, plans, and regulations at its disposal to manage growth within its jurisdiction.  
As discussed in Section 4.1.3 of the DEIS, indirect effects that may follow the proposed project would be 28 
subject to environmental, zoning, and other requirements to ensure the orderly growth of Dallas 
communities.  Any such development, the specifics of which are conjectural at this point, would occur 30 
subject to the application of these local government controls.  The SDEIS provides an updated Indirect 
Impacts discussion in Section 4.24.1.  32 
 
 34 
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12.  Floodplains 
 2 
Floodplains 12-1.  Adherence to ROD criteria  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  With reference to the Summary of Hydraulic Design 4 
on page 4-115 of the DEIS,  while it may be true that the parkway alternatives do not violate FEMA 
floodplain regulations, the controlling criteria are the USACE ROD criteria (see Comment/Response 5-2).  6 
It has not been shown that any of the alternatives considered meet the criteria for the ROD.  Until an 
adequate hydraulic analysis and information is presented to show how each alternative impacts the 8 
operation of the floodway and meets the ROD criteria, the analysis of alternatives is incomplete.  A table 
should be developed similar to the following, based on hydraulic analyses.  The table should include at 10 
minimum water surface elevation and valley storage for each alternative at each site identified.  If channel 
and overbank velocities would assist in determination if erosive velocities would require additional bank 12 
protection.  Suggested column headings for the table are:  Loop 12 (Elm Fork); Loop 12 (West Fork); 
Confluence; Commerce Street; DART Bridge; Martin Luther King) (MLK) Boulevard; IH-45 Bridge; Loop 14 
12 (Main Stem).  Row headings should be as follows:  Existing Condition; Future Without; Alternative 1 
(followed by rows labeled for Alternatives 2A-5). 16 
 
Response:  Agreed.  Hydraulic models of the floodway reflecting the riverside Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 18 
4A, and 4B have been prepared and the results are reported in Section 4.13 of the SDEIS in the format 
suggested in the comment.  The hydraulic modeling was performed in accordance with the USACE 20 
criteria, and the results have been fully coordinated with the USACE.  The analysis in the SDEIS includes 
a discussion of the USACE ROD criteria. 22 
 
Floodplains 12-2.  Modeling for all alternatives   24 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The second paragraph on  page 4-117 of the DEIS 
states, . . .”This project does not constitute a significant risk of increased flooding since the adverse 26 
consequences associated with the probability of flooding attributable to the project are negligible.  There 
would be no increase in flood heights at any existing structure.”  There is no hydraulic modeling 28 
information presented to backup this statement.  The levees upstream, adjacent to, and downstream are 
structures and flood level impacts should be shown in tabular form for all alternatives. 30 
 
Response:  The tabular hydraulic information is provided in the SDEIS as described in 32 
Comment/Response 12-1.  The referenced text is revised in Section 4.13.5 Flooding Risk of the SDEIS 
as follows: “None of the Trinity Parkway’s Dallas Floodway Build Alternatives constitute a substantial risk 34 
of increased flooding since any adverse impacts associated with the probability of flooding are mitigated 
through compensating hydraulic design.” 36 
 
Floodplains 12-3.  Quantification of impacts  38 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The second paragraph on page 4-120 of the DEIS 
states, . . . “It would not noticeably increase that base flood elevation or flood risk to property or to human 40 
life.  In order to prevent a substantial adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values, 
appropriate mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project.”  The impacts to the environment 42 
of each alternative has not been quantified, nor has the appropriate mitigation, therefore, a real 
comparison of the alternatives cannot be made at this time. 44 
 
Response:   Agreed.  Additional information on environmental effects and a discussion of mitigation 46 
measures has been included in the SDEIS to support comparison of roadway alternatives by the public 
(see Section 4.8, Impacts to Waters of the United States, including Wetlands, and Section 4.13, 48 
Floodplain Impacts; see also Appendices H and J).  
 50 
Floodplains 12-4.  Additional analysis needed 
Statement # 1, 3, 7 / Summary of Comment:  There are major differences in the hydraulic scenarios 52 
between alternatives but the DEIS contains no hydrologic or hydraulic analyses for any of the 
alternatives, so reviewers are unable to evaluate them in terms of impacts on flooding and drainage.  If 54 
hydraulic information is added, it will only be provided for a single alternative.  Does the reference on 
page 7-31 of the DEIS a “hydraulic analysis” suggest that any such analysis was available for inclusion in 56 
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the DEIS?  Page 4-114 of the DEIS states that potential floodplain impacts were evaluated by using 
hydraulic model studies with the Hydrologic Engineering Center – River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) 2 
program, but the DEIS does not include specific model results or state assumptions made.   
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  Previous hydraulic modeling of the Trinity River by the USACE 4 
(DFE project) and TxDOT (TPC MTIS) showed some adverse impacts on flood levels along levees as a 
result of the various Parkway alternatives evaluated.  Explain why similar hydraulic studies were not 6 
included in the DEIS so as to allow reviewers to compare and evaluate the impacts of the alternatives.   
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-115 of the DEIS indicates that preliminary hydraulic 8 
analyses conducted during the TPC MTIS/DEIS showed that the proposed project would not increase the 
base flood elevation to a level that would violate FEMA floodplain regulations.  The DEIS does not 10 
indicate whether there would be any increase in the base flood elevation for any other flood event as a 
result of the Build Alternatives in the floodway.  Placing fill within the floodway has major implications to 12 
the floodplains and floodway, especially along stretches protected by federal levees.  Federal regulations 
prohibit impacts to flood protection afforded by federal flood control projects up to and including the 14 
design flood, which is generally the Standard Project Flood.      
Statement # 72, 73 / Summary of Comment:  There is no detailed analysis of the effect on flooding risks 16 
of construction of any of the alternative roadway options.  It is insufficient to attempt to rectify this by 
performing an analysis only for the preferred alternative.  Reviewers cannot adequately make a fully-18 
informed choice without this crucial data being presented for every option.  Effects on flooding risks, 
including costs and impacts, should be evaluated for every option before a preferred alternative is 20 
selected.   
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  No hydraulic analysis of Floodway Alternatives is provided 22 
in the DEIS.  The approach of deferring this analysis until and unless a preferred alternative is chosen in 
the floodway avoids consideration of comparison of significant costs and impacts between all the 24 
alternatives.   
 26 
Response:  Hydraulic models of the floodway reflecting the riverside Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B 
have been included in the SDEIS, as described in Comment/Response 12-1.   28 
 
Floodplains 12-5.  100-year plus 2-feet flooding  30 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: No information was provided in the DEIS to discuss 
the potential impacts/cost/problems to the public that could occur with the 100-year plus 2.0 foot flood 32 
event occurs.  The DEIS says that a detailed hydraulic study will be conducted upon identification of a 
preferred alternative. 34 
 
Response:  Agreed.  A detailed hydraulic study has been conducted as described in 36 
Comment/Response 12-1.  The 100-year flood level plus two feet proposed flood protection criterion 
meets or exceeds the published criteria of the NTTA, TxDOT and FHWA for protecting freeway and 38 
tollway main lanes.  Additionally, a discussion of an emergency response plan has been added to the 
SDEIS (see Section 2.4.9).     40 
 
Floodplains 12-6.  Impacts on Standard Project Flood, floodplains, and levees 42 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS does not describe specific mitigation measures to 
offset impacts to floodplains.  What is the basis for the conclusion that impacts will be adequately 44 
mitigated? 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  As there is no discussion in the DEIS about potential impacts to 46 
the Standard Project Flood (SPF) as a result of the Build Alternatives, it is unclear whether hydraulic 
studies were performed to assess impacts on the SPF.  Appropriate mitigation would have to be 48 
incorporated into the design of any proposed project to prevent adversely affecting the SPF for the Trinity 
River in the study area. 50 
Statement # 61 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project should ensure there is adequate flood 
protection for the real estate and businesses in the western part of downtown Dallas. 52 
 
Response:  Hydraulic models that include the SPF event profiles of the floodway reflecting the riverside 54 
Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B have been prepared as described in Comment/Response 12-1.  
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Hydrologic and hydraulic modeling demonstrates that none of the proposed Floodway Alternatives would 
have a significant impact on floodplains or levees.   2 
 
Floodplains 12-7.  Analysis of bridges 4 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-116 of the DEIS states that bridges associated with 
roadway alternatives that cross the Trinity River would be designed to avoid the base floodplain.  These 6 
bridges would also need to be elevated above the SPF to avoid an adverse impact to the area protected 
by federal levees.  The DEIS does not present an analysis that demonstrates no impacts by the various 8 
alternatives or the mitigation that would have to accompany each alternative to avoid impacts on flooding.  
 10 
Response:  The hydraulic modeling analysis in the SDEIS (discussed in Comment/Response 12-1) 
incorporates information about existing bridges. 12 
 
Floodplains 12-8.  Analysis of lakes 14 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  At the outset of the proposed project, a second Notice of Intent 
(NOI) indicated that the DEIS would include an analysis of potential lakes to be created in the floodway.  16 
The DEIS does not discuss these potential lakes that presumably would be used to offset the impacts to 
flooding expected by adding material associated with the proposed project. 18 
 
Response:  The hydraulic modeling analysis in the SDEIS (discussed in Comment/Response 12-1) 20 
includes the excavated forms of the proposed City of Dallas lakes.  Modeling of hydraulic impacts from 
filled lakes will be addressed in environmental studies the USACE has undertaken.  The relationship 22 
between the Trinity Parkway and floodway studies being undertaken by the USACE for the City of Dallas 
is discussed in the Foreword, Executive Summary, and Sections 1.12.5 and 3.1.1.4 of the SDEIS.  24 
 
Floodplains 12-9.  Potential impacts on flooding  26 
Statement # 1, 5 / Summary of Comment:  The project will increase the threat of flooding in the Central 
Business District and in Central Dallas by taking flood protection benefits of the Dallas Floodway for 28 
granted. 
Statement # 6 / Summary of Comment:  A project of this magnitude should not be built in a known 30 
floodway.  Piers would be required to cross sump access points and maintenance costs for storm water 
regulation would be astronomical.  The proposed project would decrease flood water conveyances in an 32 
area that already has been shown to breach existing levees during periods of intense rainfall. 
Statement # 69 / Summary of Comment:  Road construction in the floodplain will reduce the flow of water 34 
and has a potential to create flooding in heavy rain periods.  The river bed should be dug out 10-20 feet 
throughout the entire Trinity River floodplain if any road beds are built inside the levees. 36 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  The primary purpose of the floodway is flood damage 
reduction.  Placement of a roadway and related appurtenances in areas reserved for floodwaters would 38 
appear to undermine this purpose.  We are concerned that some of the available flood storage volume 
within the floodway may be permanently lost.  Floodway Alternatives would also replace the existing 40 
permeable surfaces with impervious roadway, which may create adverse flooding conditions for 
communities downstream.   Severe flooding occurred in the City of Dallas in 1989 and 1991 downstream 42 
of the existing levees prompting the current proposal for the DFE project.  The combination of less flood 
storage volume, increased area of impermeable surfaces, and the DFE could result in shifting of future 44 
flooding problems downstream of the Dallas area. 
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Do engineering studies to date conclude that a roadway located 46 
within the floodway will not increase the potential for flooding?  If yes, what are the mitigating features 
within the overall floodway design?  Do engineering studies to date conclude that a roadway located 48 
within the floodway will not increase the velocity of floodwater (and therefore damage) to the Great Trinity 
Forest? 50 
 
Response:  Past and recent river hydraulic studies have indicated that there are no significant impacts 52 
on flooding or flood protection due to any of the proposed Trinity Parkway Alternatives (see 
Comment/Response 12-1).  Section 4.13 of the SDEIS provides full hydraulic information about the 54 
design alternatives in the floodway, including information on conveyance, valley storage, stream flow 
velocity, and water surface elevation. 56 



Appendix G-2 / Page 64  TRINITY PARKWAY 

Floodplains 12-10.  Disputed flood elevation  
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-120 of the DEIS states that the highway within the 2 
floodway would not be overtopped by the 100-year flood, yet within the last 15 years a high water event 
determined to be a 35-year flood came within two feet of over-topping floodway levees.  Explain the 4 
discrepancy between the DEIS assertion and recent documented high water events. 
 6 
Response:  A review of the river elevation data for the United States Geological Survey (USGS) gauging 
station at Commerce Street indicates that the highest water surface elevation since construction of the 8 
Dallas levees (over 40 years ago) was experienced on May 3, 1990.  The water surface elevation peaked 
at 415.1 feet during that event.  As the elevation for the top of the east and west levees at Commerce 10 
Street is 429 feet, there was nearly 14 feet of elevation difference between the top of the levees and the 
peak water surface elevation. 12 
 
Floodplains 12-11.  Relation to 100-year floodplain  14 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 4-12 of the DEIS states, . 
. .”In addition, the potential for loss of property and life during a 100-year flood event would be virtually 16 
eliminated outside the floodway levees.”  Where will there be improvement in 100-year flood protection 
due to the Trinity Parkway project? 18 
 
Response:   The quoted sentence has been deleted in its entirety.  A substantial change in 100-year 20 
flood protection (i.e., increase or decrease) is not expected due to the Trinity Parkway.  The SDEIS 
provides additional hydraulic modeling results and discussion on floodplain issues.   22 
 
Floodplains 12-12.  Impacts on levees 24 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  The USACE proposal for raising the floodway levees indicates 
that fill material will come from shallow excavations near the toe of existing levees.  The project’s 26 
alternatives in the floodway would be located on top of and adjacent to the toe of existing levees.  It is 
unclear what impact the location of the highway will have on the USACE’s project (e.g., flood levels, 28 
mitigation, and levee stability).  The DEIS does not address the safety issues raised by building a 
highway inside and upon federal flood control levees.  30 
 
Response:  Embankment material would come from excavation in the floodway.  The proposed roadway 32 
would be protected from the 100-year flood event, a recognized standard for roads and highways 
throughout the U.S. (see Comment/Response 12-1).  Additional information regarding the construction of 34 
roadway embankments adjacent to the levees is provided in Section 2.4.6 of the SDEIS.  Safety issues 
are addressed in Section 2.4.9 of the SDEIS.  36 
 
Floodplains 12-13.  Analysis of drainage patterns up/down gradient  38 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-17 of the DEIS states that little or no change to historic 
drainage patterns down gradient of the study area.  Describe changes expected up gradient from the 40 
study area.   
 42 
Response:  The proposed project would not affect drainage patterns either up or down gradient of the 
study area.   44 
 
Floodplains 12-14.  Flooding damage to highway 46 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  Constructing the proposed project in the floodway exposes it to 
potential damage by floods that would inundate it (i.e., flood events higher than the 100-year flood, such 48 
as the SPF).  Previous studies discussing the project have indicated a need for erosion protection along 
the edges of the roadway due to the high velocities that would occur along the surface of the road.  The 50 
DEIS does not discuss this issue or provide for the necessary mitigation. 
 52 
Response:  Based on hydraulic modeling (as described in Comment/Response 12-1), there are no 
expected areas of substantial erosion along the proposed roadway.  Typical areas of erosion concern 54 
such as drainage outfalls will be protected by standard methods.  Information regarding emergency 
response to flood events is provided in Section 2.4.9 of the SDEIS. 56 
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Floodplains 12-15.  Mitigation measures 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The last paragraph on page 4-183 of the DEIS states, 2 
“Practical measures to minimize harm to floodplains are incorporated into the preliminary design of the 
Trinity Parkway Build Alternatives, which directly affect the Dallas Floodway.”  This is good news, but 4 
what are the measures incorporated in the designs? 
 6 
Response:   In the SDEIS the following sentence has been inserted after the referenced sentence:     
“These measures include alignment of the road parallel to the flood flow, avoidance of impacts to sumps 8 
and sump outfall structures, and avoidance of flood impeding vegetation and structures on top of the road 
embankment.” 10 
 
Floodplains 12-16.  Cost estimates for mitigation 12 
Statement # 7 / Summary of Comment:  It is unclear whether the cost estimates in the DEIS for the 
various alternatives contain the costs for providing appropriate mitigation to prevent adverse impacts on 14 
flood levels resulting from factors such as bridge heights, creation of lakes, and roadway erosion 
protection.  A failure to include the relative mitigation costs for each alternative would bias the comparison 16 
of alternatives. 
 18 
Response:  Preliminary estimates of costs associated with mitigation measures due to flood level 
impacts were included in Table 6.1 of the DEIS.  The primary means of mitigating the effects of the Trinity 20 
Parkway embankments or conveyance is the compensating excavation of borrow material from within the 
floodway.  As stated in Section 4.2.3 of the DEIS, this borrow material is expected to be obtained from 22 
the proposed City of Dallas lake excavation.  The cost estimates in Table 6.1 of the DEIS correctly 
reflected the cost of this mitigation under the item “Earthwork.”   24 
 
Floodplains 12-17.  City lakes and mitigation  26 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Pages 1-46 and 1-47 of the DEIS indicate that the 
proposed city lakes do not “mitigate the effects of the parkway embankments on floodway conveyance 28 
and . . .offset the effects of embankments on valley storage.”  The excavation for the parkway 
embankments performs this function.  The lakes are a proposed feature by the City of Dallas. 30 
 
Response:  In the SDEIS the referenced sentence has been replaced with the following:  “Furthermore, 32 
for Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B and 5, the excavation of embankment material from the lake areas 
would serve to mitigate the effects of the embankments on Dallas Floodway conveyance and to some 34 
extent would offset the effect of embankments on valley storage.”   
 36 
Floodplains 12-18.  Floodway precedent  
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Is there a precedent to create a public roadway in a floodway 38 
that captures and handles storm water to federal Clean Water Act standards?  Is this technically and 
economically feasible? 40 
 
Response:  All public roadways are characterized by stormwater discharges during wet weather.  All 42 
stormwater discharges in Dallas County ultimately end up in the Trinity River.  The Trinity Parkway or any 
alternative roadway alignment will be subject to the same federal Clean Water Act standards no matter 44 
where it is located.  The location of the roadway within the Dallas Floodway does not create any technical 
or cost feasibility issues over any other location of the roadway. 46 
 
Floodplains 12-19.  Compliance with federal regulations 48 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  How can Build Alternatives with the Dallas Floodway comply with 
Executive Orders which mandate the avoidance of construction projects within floodplains?   50 
 
Response:  The requirements of floodplain regulations and Executive Order 11988 regulate development 52 
in floodplains but do not prohibit it.  These matters are addressed in the DEIS on pages 4-119 and 4-120.   
 54 
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Floodplains 12-20.  Compliance with FHWA drainage criteria 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-17 of the DEIS indicates that final designs “may” adhere 2 
to FHWA drainage criteria for hydraulic structures.  Does the use of the word “may” imply that some 
FHWA criteria may not be followed?  If so, in what ways might NTTA not meet the FHWA criteria? 4 
 
Response:  The project design would, at a minimum, adhere to the FHWA drainage criteria.  The cited 6 
reference has been changed to “would” in the SDEIS (see Section 7.5). 
 8 
Floodplains 12-21.  Design criteria for floodwalls   
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  If a floodwall / levee constructed is within the Dallas 10 
Floodway or Dallas Floodway Extension projects, it must be designed to meet the FEMA certification 
criteria for 100-year flood protection (levee or floodwall).  If the parkway is placed on fill within the Dallas 12 
Floodway or Dallas Floodway Extension projects the fill must be at least one foot above the future 100-
year flood elevation (based on the Corridor Development Certificate hydraulic model) 100-year flood. 14 
 
Response:   The intent of the Parkway design regarding flood protection is reflected on the diagrammatic 16 
plans and focuses on protecting the Parkway from flood events; the hydraulic analysis outlined in 
Comment/Response 12-1 evaluates the potential impacts of the Floodway Alternative on floodplains. In 18 
the Dallas Floodway, the floodwalls are proposed to provide two feet of freeboard above the 100-year 
flood. The roadway segments on embankments are also raised sufficiently for the road surface to provide 20 
two feet of freeboard above the 100-year flood.  It is the project sponsors’ understanding that FEMA 
certification for the roadway floodwalls does not apply because the floodwalls are not protecting homes or 22 
commercial buildings. 
 24 
Floodplains 12-22.  Movement of levee  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The last paragraph on page 4-101 of the DEIS states, 26 
“... Detailed information concerning the proposed design and construction of Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, and 5 
within and adjacent to the Dallas Floodway is presented in Chapter 2 Alternatives Considered.”  While 28 
many details of the designs are discussed, the detail of the plan to move the lower portion of the East 
Levee, between Corinth Street and the DART Bridge, further east impacting Sump 7E, is not fully 30 
disclosed.  It is only shown on Plate 2-9B, in a note on the drawing.  This movement of the levee has not 
been prior coordinated with or approved by the USACE.  We recommend that you initiate coordination 32 
with us on this proposed modification to the levee as lacking full detail of how that modification would be 
completed while maintaining the current level of flood damage reduction benefits we find that proposed 34 
change currently unacceptable.  In addition, modification to the levee to accommodate the alternative 
tollroad alignments would require the project proponent to identify and provide hydraulic and 36 
environmental mitigation for any impacts to those resources. 
 38 
Response:   The schematics have been revised to move the roadway away from the levee and to raise 
the profile to eliminate any cut-in to the levee.  This new geometry has been provided to the USACE in 40 
digital terrain models and subsequently incorporated in the USACE “Future Conditions” floodway 
hydraulic model.  The Parkway SDEIS reflects the new roadway geometry. 42 
 
Floodplains 12-23.  Impacts to storage sumps  44 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The portion of Table 4-48 on page 4-150 of the DEIS 
pertaining to “Storm Drainage - Storage Sumps” (see Plate 3-20) shows impacts to Sumps 2E, 4E, 6E, 46 
7E, 1W, 2W, 3W, & 4W.  The possible mitigation or recovery to the impacted storage needs to be 
identified. 48 
 
Response:   The impacts listed are primarily scored against Alternative 5, Split Parkway Landside. The 50 
roadway in this alternative conflicts with Pump Stations A, B, and C, requiring rebuilding the pump 
stations further away from the levees, potentially displacing some volume of sump storage at each site.  52 
Additionally, ramps to and from major streets would impact the sump storage through bridge pier 
displacements.  The cost estimates for Alternative 5 include pump station relocation costs and costs of 54 
extensive retaining walls required to prevent the road embankment spilling into the adjacent sumps.  The 
intent is to maintain existing storage volumes at each sump. Due to the modification of the roadway 56 
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geometry at Sump 7E (referred to as Sump 3E in this SDEIS) (see Comment/Response 12-22), the 
impact of Alternative 3B on the sump has been changed from “I” to “N” in Table 4-48.  This means that 2 
Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B will have no impacts to any of the sumps.  Any impact (loss of 
stormwater storage) to the interior drainage sumps would be compensated by an equal volume of sump 4 
system excavation within the sump system in order to have no impact to sump storage.   
 6 
Floodplains 12-24.  Impacts to Sump 7E  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-151 of the DEIS states, with regard to storm 8 
drainage, “. . . Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3B would impact Sump 7E.”  The possible mitigation or recovery 
to the impacted storage needs to be identified. 10 
 
Response:   The impacts originally reported to Sump 7E (referred to as Sump 3E in the SDEIS) for 12 
Alternatives 2A and 2B pertained to bridge crossings over the sump.  Pier displacements, if any, would be 
mitigated by compensating excavation in the area of the bridges.  Reported impacts to the sump by 14 
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3B have been removed (see Comment/Response 12-22). 
 16 
Floodplains 12-25.  Levee project history  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 3-112 of the DEIS states, 18 
”Several USACE projects, undertaken from 1939 to the present, have reinforced the levees and improved 
the floodway.”  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers did not undertake a project to modify the existing 20 
floodway until 1953. 
 22 
Response:  In the SDEIS, the year in the referenced sentence has been replaced with 1953, and the 
sentence is the second in the referenced paragraph.   24 
 
Floodplains 12-26.  Costs clarification 26 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  From a cost perspective, the Floodway Alternatives are 
depicted as being the least costly.  The EIS should clarify whether these costs included any related costs 28 
for future floodplain management and mitigation that would be required for hydraulic impact to the 
floodway as a result of the proposed project.  30 
 
Response:  The cost estimates in Section 6.4 of the DEIS focus on anticipated expenses connected with 32 
construction of the roadway, including mitigation measures required to offset hydraulic impacts and 
secure environmental permits.  The costs of future floodplain management will be absorbed in the 34 
maintenance operations of NTTA and the City of Dallas.  Section 2.4.8 of the SDEIS provides additional 
details on this subject. 36 
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13.  Cultural Resources 
 2 
Cultural Resources 13-1.  Archeological sites 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Pages 4-80 and 4-81 of the DEIS indicate that the Texas 4 
Historical Commission has concluded that the area within floodway levees has little potential for 
containing preserved prehistoric archeological deposits.  Explain whether this conclusion is based solely 6 
on the work of Dr. Skinner, and whether there is evidence to call his credibility into question.  Within the 
past five years, Native American skeletal remains have been found on shell lens sites along the Trinity 8 
River in Dallas, and such areas may be expected to be numerous and can yield important cultural 
resources.  Sizeable excavations such as are contemplated in the floodplain area are expected to 10 
encounter prehistoric cultural resources.  
 12 
Response:  The conclusion that the area within the floodway is unlikely to contain archeological deposits 
is based on investigations of this area to date and the dramatic alteration of the landscape that went into 14 
the creation of the floodway.  As indicated in Section 4.7.1 of the DEIS, the sites where prehistoric 
archeological deposits are considered most likely to be encountered are associated with the old natural 16 
channel of the Trinity River.  Closer examination of such areas would need to occur if a Build Alternative 
is identified as the preferred alternative.  The conclusions in the DEIS are based upon the investigations 18 
of Dr. Skinner, including field reconnaissance and literature reviews, and have been reviewed and 
approved by the Texas Historical Commission.  There is no apparent basis for questioning the quality of 20 
his report in relation to the proposed project.  The results of additional archeological investigations based 
on ongoing field excavations have been included in the SDEIS. 22 
 
Cultural Resources 13-2.  Historic bridge remains 24 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS inadequately documents the remains of historic 
bridges which crossed the Trinity River within the study area.  Why are visible bridge remains, as well as 26 
less obvious remains, not accounted for in the DEIS? 
 28 
Response:   This comment presumably refers to the remnants of the Cadiz Street Viaduct that was built 
in 1932.  For purposes of the National Historic Preservation Act, the architectural character of this bridge 30 
was modified by the construction of IH-35E northbound on top of it.  Consequently, it was not treated as a 
historic structure in the review by the Texas Historical Commission, nor is it discussed as such in the 32 
DEIS.  All known bridge remains in the study area that are eligible for historical protection have been 
included in the discussion on historical properties (Section 4.7.2).  34 
 
Cultural Resources 13-3.  Views of bridges 36 
Statement # 6 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project will interfere with views of bridges. 
 38 
Response:  Presumably this comment is with reference to the historic bridges in the study area that are 
listed in Tables 4-29 and 4-31 of the DEIS.  The Build Alternatives for the proposed project will pass near, 40 
under, or over these structures.  After a preferred alternative has been identified, additional investigations 
may be required.  The type and amount of work required, if any, would be coordinated with the State 42 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, as well as the Texas Antiquities Code.  Potential adverse impacts to cultural resources 44 
(archeological/ historical) would be assessed, in consultation with the SHPO, for the proposed action 
during review of the FEIS.  This may include refinement of the project design to further avoid and 46 
minimize impacts to historic resources.  In addition, Section 4(f) evaluations (i.e., under 49 U.S. Code § 
303) will be undertaken as needed in order to further assess the avoidance or minimization of adverse 48 
effects to historic properties.  Chapter 5 of the SDEIS contains a draft Section 4(f) evaluation, and the 
FEIS will include a final Section 4(f) evaluation.  The mitigation commitments in Section 7.10 of the DEIS 50 
include steps that may be taken to minimize visual impacts to historic bridges.  These steps emphasize 
avoiding any design that would obscure views, and adopting designs that complement historic bridge 52 
structures.     
 54 
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Cultural Resources 13-4.  Private land development  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS indicates that cumulative impacts to cultural 2 
resources is likely due to new development on private lands.  However, we do not have an idea of what 
those impacts could/would be. 4 
 
Response:   SDEIS Section 4.24.2 has been substantially revised, and provides new information and 6 
analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s concerns about the adequacy of 
information available in the DEIS. 8 
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14.  Noise 
 2 
Noise 14-1.  Value for quiet 
Statement #:  12 / Summary of Comment:  The effects of the levees and trees make those portions of the 4 
floodway that are away from bridges extraordinarily quiet.  The floodway is one of the most peaceful 
places in the city if one is not near the existing bridges, and should be listed in category A (“land where 6 
quiet is of extraordinary value”) as shown in Table 4-43 of the DEIS.  
 8 
Response:  TxDOT’s Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise define a Category 
A Land Use Activity Area as follows: “Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance 10 
and serve a public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose.”  The guidelines further state, “An example of a Category A land 12 
would be an amphitheater where a quite environment is of extreme importance.  Few properties qualify as 
a Category A area.”   For the purpose of Land Use Activity Area classification, the Trinity River Greenbelt 14 
Park is classified as Category B, “Public areas, recreational areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.”  The proposed uses of the 16 
floodway land under the City of Dallas Urban Vision Plan fall under public areas, recreational areas, 
active sports areas, and parks. 18 
 
Noise 14-2.  Baseline noise studies 20 
Statement # 3, 11, 12 / Summary of Comment:    Describe any noise studies conducted, especially within 
the floodway levee system.  As this area is planned for further recreation and environmental restoration 22 
purposes, increased highway noise will have serious negative impacts on these valuable resources now 
and in the future.  Measured baseline noise data should be in the DEIS, especially for areas that are 24 
distant from existing bridges.  If one were to measure the noise level near the river channel and 2000 feet 
away from any existing bridge, certainly the noise level is much lower now than it would be if a road were 26 
built inside the levee within 500 to 1000 feet of that same spot.  A comprehensive baseline noise study 
should be made, and should include complete cross-sectional noise readings every few thousand feet 28 
along the whole corridor.  This would allow determination of where along the road noise barriers would be 
needed and how high they would need to provide mitigation.  30 
 
Response:  The noise analysis for the Trinity Parkway DEIS was accomplished in accordance with the 32 
TxDOT’s (FHWA approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise.  The 
FHWA’s traffic noise modeling software was used to calculate existing and predicted traffic noise levels at 34 
receiver locations that represent the land use activity areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be 
affected by traffic noise and that may potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement.  A 36 
noise receiver location is defined as a specific location of an outdoor area where frequent human activity 
occurs.  The Trinity River Greenbelt Park (Trinity Park within the limits of the Dallas Floodway) has a 38 
designated primary use as floodplain and flood control, with a secondary use as park and open space.  
Currently, human recreational activity within the levees is sporadic and generally consists of the 40 
occasional hiker, bird watcher, or canoeist.   
 42 
Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B are benched (elevated) on the riverside of the levee.  Based on the 
noise analysis, the predicted noise level at the riverside toe of the roadway embankment was typically 62 44 
decibels, and diminished with distance away from the proposed roadway.  This does not approach, equal, 
or exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criterion of 67 decibels for residential and park receiver locations.  46 
Where the proposed roadway dips down to go under existing bridges, there would be a floodwall 
constructed adjacent to and on the river side of the roadway.  The floodwall would act as a noise wall, 48 
further reducing traffic noise levels in the floodway 
 50 
At the time of the final NEPA documentation (FEIS/ROD), recreational facilities determined to be 
“planned, designed, and programmed” within the Trinity River Greenbelt Park, would be included in the 52 
noise analysis and receive full consideration for project noise abatement if a noise impact is identified.  
Additionally, proposed future recreational facilities or other development within the Trinity River Greenbelt 54 
Park would be planned concurrently with the roadway project.  Concurrent planning allows officials 
responsible for planning recreational facilities in the floodway to ensure, to the maximum extent possible, 56 
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that new activities within Trinity Park floodway are planned or constructed with the predicted noise 
environment in mind. 2 
 
Noise 14-3.  Noise impact chart 4 
Statement # 11 / Summary of Comment:    The statement in the chart on page 4-134 of the DEIS that 
Trinity Park will have no noise impact is not true; this would only be true if present noise levels were only 6 
increased by 10 decibels.  
 8 
Response:  The comment is incorrect.  The FHWA defines a noise impact as occurring at a receiver 
location when either the Absolute or Relative  criterion is met:   10 
Absolute criterion:   the predicted noise level at a receiver approaches, equals or exceeds the FHWA 
Noise Abatement Criteria.  "Approach" is defined as one decibel below the Noise Abatement Criteria.  For 12 
example, a noise impact would occur at a Category B (residential or park) receiver if the noise level is 
predicted to be 66 decibel or above.   14 
Relative criterion:  the predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level at a receiver 
even though the predicted noise level does not approach, equal or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.  16 
“Substantially exceeds” is defined as more than 10 decibels.   
 18 
As stated in Comment/Response 14-2, the predicted noise level at the riverside toe of the roadway 
embankment was typically 62 decibels, and diminished with distance away from the proposed roadway.  20 
This does not approach, equal or exceed the FHWA Absolute Criterion for residential and park uses.  The 
Relative Criterion of a greater than 10 decibels increase over existing noise levels does not apply to lands 22 
that are currently undeveloped or where there are no existing areas of frequent human activity; areas 
within the floodway fall under this description. 24 
 
Noise 14-4.  Predicted impacts in parks 26 
Statement # 12 / Summary of Comment:  Table 4-45 of the DEIS indicates that there is no predicted 
noise impact in almost all of the parks listed and in other parks in the study area.  That does not appear 28 
accurate.  
 30 
Response:  Table 4-45 describes the existing and predicted future noise levels at nearby parks and 
amenities and discusses the potential traffic noise impact of the proposed project to these parks based on 32 
Absolute and Relative Criteria (see Comment/Response 14-3).  The table accurately describes the 
existing noise levels and the predicted future noise levels at these parks if Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 34 
3C, 4A, 4B, or 5 were constructed.  
 36 
Noise 14-5.  Decibel limits for parks 
Statement # 12 / Summary of Comment:  Where the existing noise level is 42 decibels (page 3-128 of the 38 
DEIS) it should be preserved for the benefit of future park users.  Certainly, the noise should in no case 
be increased relatively by more than 10 decibels throughout the whole parkland and not more than 56 40 
decibels on an absolute criterion basis, except where it is already higher than that.   
 42 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  Refer to Comment/Response 14-2 regarding future noise 
analysis to be concurrently planned with the Trinity River Greenbelt Park. 44 
 
Noise 14-6.  Reevaluation of noise analysis  46 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Table 4-45 on page 4-134 of the DEIS states, with 
reference to the Trinity River Greenbelt Park, . . .”a project’s noise analysis should evaluate noise levels 48 
where frequent human activity occurs.  Because of infrequent human use, there are no noise impacts to 
the Trinity Park.”  Additionally, it is stated. . .”To avoid noise impacts that may result from future 50 
development of activities adjacent to the project, local officials responsible for land use control programs 
should ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that new activities within Trinity Park are planned or 52 
constructed with the following predicted noise environment in mind.”  The noise effect analysis presented 
gives the impression that should the tollroad come first, the future uses of the floodway should be 54 
modified to be compatible with the noise the tollroad would generate.  However, an effect assessment 
should be based upon a comparison to future conditions.  As the City of Dallas has spent significant 56 
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investment of time and funds into designing an expansion and creative use of the floodway for recreation, 
the noise effect analysis should be discussed in light of the proposed future adjacent land uses.   2 
 
Response:  TxDOT’s Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise, as approved by 4 
FHWA, state that existing undeveloped land for which development is “planned, designed, and 
programmed” may be re-categorized accordingly (e.g., Category D - undeveloped lands to Category B - 6 
residential or park) and evaluated for noise impacts and mitigation.  This guidance document also 
indicates that a definite commitment must have been made to develop the land before it may be re-8 
categorized.  At the time of the final NEPA documentation (FEIS/ROD), recreational facilities determined 
to be “planned, designed, and programmed” within the Trinity River Greenbelt Park, would be included in 10 
the document noise analysis and receive full consideration for project noise abatement if a noise impact is 
identified.  12 
 
Noise 14-7.  Impact on natural environment  14 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The increase in noise could also have a significant 
impact to the natural environment, so this increase in noise should be evaluated to determine its impacts 16 
on the existing ecosystem.  Additionally, this point has been understated to the Public and is not evident 
in the Executive Summary. 18 
 
Response:  According to FHWA approved TxDOT Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway 20 
Traffic Noise, a project’s noise analysis should evaluate noise levels where frequent outdoor human 
activity occurs.  Currently, there are no established federal criteria for evaluating the effects of highway 22 
traffic noise on the natural environment. 
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15.  Parklands 
 2 
Parklands 15-1.  Negative impacts on recreation  
Statement # 1, 6, 10, 24, 25, 27, 33 / Summary of Comment:  The proposed project will have a negative 4 
impact on the recreation potential of the Trinity River Greenbelt.  Having the Parkway inside the levees 
will keep the green space from becoming a world class asset; it will interfere with walking and with animal 6 
life, would reduce the available plants and trees; and increase noise and air pollution.   
Statement # 33 / Summary of Comment:  The river area is the only natural feature in Dallas, and provides 8 
open space with the potential for trails and recreation of all types.  The citizens of Dallas want to see the 
river area developed for its open space and recreational values such as the City of Fort Worth has done; 10 
a freeway along the river is a disgrace to the river.  We should be investing in livable communities and 
attracting local new development with the City of Dallas.  Nobody wants a tollway in a floodway. 12 
Statement # 73 / Summary of Comment:  Throughout the development of the DEIS, preservation of 
natural areas and the promotion of a natural greenway along the Trinity River Corridor have been 14 
relegated to a secondary status by public officials.  Since taxpayers’ money will be expended on the 
preferred alternative, air and water quality improvements as well as preservation of natural areas are 16 
public interest goals which should be as high a priority as transportation.   
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  Noise impacts on floodway park users would be very significant 18 
as would visual impacts, thus reducing the value of the floodway for park and recreation uses. 
 20 
Response:  Comments noted and considered.  The natural resources within the floodway are valuable to 
the community and should be preserved and developed.  The floodway has achieved its original purpose 22 
so well that it is now viewed by many for its potential as a resource for recreation and habitat.  The 
floodway alignments for the proposed project would also use a portion of this area to achieve the public 24 
purpose of enhanced traffic mobility.  As discussed in Section 3.1.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed Parkway 
has been closely coordinated with recreation and ecosystem restoration proposals in the City of Dallas 26 
Balanced Vision Plan.  The action by the Dallas City Council to support Alternative 3B, after reviewing 
community input, is an indication that local leaders value the multi-use development of the floodway.  If 28 
the decision is made to build the Trinity Parkway within the floodway, the FHWA will continue to work 
cooperatively with the City of Dallas and USACE to ensure that environmental impacts are minimized.  In 30 
addition, building a Floodway Alternative could assist the City of Dallas toward creating the lakes 
envisioned in the Balanced Vision Plan (e.g., by excavating the soil necessary for the roadway from the 32 
area identified for the lakes).  This sort of close coordination of floodway projects would showcase the 
resources of the floodway to people who travel along the Parkway and would facilitate greater access for 34 
recreational users.  
 36 
Parklands 15-2.  Positive impacts on recreation  
Statement # 16 / Summary of Comment:  If the highway is located within the floodway, people using the 38 
tollway will provide a form of security for park users. 
 40 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  
 42 
Parklands 15-3.  Potential versus actual impacts  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-90 of the DEIS says the “City of Dallas Park 44 
and Recreation Department (PARD) indicates no negative impacts to any existing parks/recreational 
areas,” but in Table 4-32 negative impacts are listed. 46 
 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  Table 4-32 lists the parks and recreation areas that may 48 
be subject to “potential” impacts.  The City of Dallas PARD has performed an independent review of the 
parks in the study area and provided a finding of “no expected negative impacts.” 50 
 
Parklands 15-4.  Lack of details on access 52 
Statement # 86 / Summary of Comment:  The floodway toll road alternatives significantly adversely affect 
access to planned parks and lakes.  The DEIS suggests only one or two pedestrian access ramps on the 54 
east side of the floodway may be initially constructed.   Costs of these ramps are estimated from $6 
million to over $12 million, but the DEIS does not detail the source of funding for them.  The DEIS 56 
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indicates some intersections and connecting highway ramps would be elevated above the floodway, but 
does not provide specifics as to the placement of these ramps. 2 
Statement # 88 / Summary of Comment:  Has public access (pedestrian and other non-motorized) to the 
proposed parks and lakes been conclusively shown to be feasible, or is the roadway configuration 4 
realistically a continuous obstacle? 
 6 
Response:   Section 4.7.3.2 of the DEIS provides current details of programmed vehicular access ramp 
improvements into the floodway area in Table 4-33 (page 4-95), and programmed neighborhood 8 
pedestrian access improvements in Table 4-34 (page 4-96).  The statement regarding “one or two 
pedestrian access ramps” is not correct.  The costs for these improvements is included in the cost 10 
estimates provided in the DEIS, and would be funded with the initial stage of the project.  The specific 
placement of all of the access points is shown on the schematic plans (see Plates 2-1 through 2-8 in 12 
Chapter 2 of the DEIS).   
 14 
Parklands 15-5.  Lack of compensatory plan 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-21 of the DEIS states that a plan for compensatory 16 
replacement of park properties will be presented in the FEIS.  An initial compensatory plan should be in 
the DEIS. 18 
 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  The level of detail necessary to compare the 20 
environmental impacts of various Build Alternatives is present in the DEIS and SDEIS.  It is in keeping 
with accepted NEPA practices to defer the preparation of more-detailed mitigation plans until after a 22 
preferred alternative is identified and additional design work is prepared.  
 24 
Parklands 15-6.  Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (L&WCF)-funded park  
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  In reviewing the proposed project in relation to possible 26 
conflicts with the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) and the Urban Park and Recreation 
Recovery programs, there is a possibility that L&WCF Project 48-00134 (Trinity River Greenbelt) could be 28 
adversely affected.  You should consult directly with the L&WCF official for Texas to determine any 
potential conflicts with Section 6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act (Public Law 88-578, as amended).  This section 30 
requires Secretary of the Interior approval before any property acquired or developed with assistance 
from the L&WCF may be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses.   32 
 
Response:   TPWD, the agency that administers the L&WCF in Texas, was contacted regarding the 34 
L&WCF project identified in the comment, and TPWD advised that the project is located west of Bachman 
Lake Park.  This places the L&WCF project approximately two miles northwest of the northern terminus of 36 
the proposed Trinity Parkway. 
 38 
 
 40 
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16.  Visual Resources 
 2 
Visual Resources 16-1.  Impacts on views from levees 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 3-129 of the DEIS indicates that the only topographical 4 
relief in the study area is associated with the flood control levees, but there is no discussion about the 
relative impacts of the different Build Alternatives on the views from the levees.  The views from the levee 6 
tops offer the best viewing position for wildlife and the diversity of vegetation types (particularly 
wildflowers in the Spring) along the floodway, and the DEIS did not acknowledge this.  The DEIS should 8 
characterize the view shed associated with the levee system, as well as the visual impacts of the Build 
Alternatives within the levee system. 10 
 
Response:  The importance of the levees as visual vantage points is recognized in the DEIS beyond the 12 
excerpt in the comment.  For example, the discussion of visual resources included several photographs 
taken from levees.  Most importantly, the visual assessment of the Trinity Parkway study area included 27 14 
key observation points that are located throughout the study area and are representative of land use 
types, including transportation corridors.  The selection of these observation points was based on citizen 16 
input from the Citizen Advisory Work Group and represent the best visual vantage points in the study 
area.  Notably, nine of these observation points were located on the tops of floodway levees (see Plate 4-18 
20 of the DEIS).  The Visual Impact Analysis is summarized in DEIS Section 4-16.  As shown in the 
SDEIS Visual Impact Assessment Table 4-46, the Floodway Alternatives (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B, and 5) 20 
have impacts on levee top vantage points ranging from moderate to strong.  While the roadway can be 
effectively screened from view of a park user (in the floodplain), the view of Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, 22 
4B, and 5 would be impractical to screen from a viewer on top of the adjacent levee.  The viewer could 
see over the road, but nevertheless the road would remain in the foreground. 24 
 
Visual Resources 16-2.  Greater exposure to natural views 26 
Statement # 54 / Summary of Comment:  Alternative 3B should also be evaluated in terms of its role in 
helping citizens to relate to the riverine environment.  The criteria used by the Urban Design Study in 28 
recommending Alternative 3B used a criterion that placed value on the ability of drivers and passengers 
to see and experience forests, wetlands, lakes, and parks in the floodway.  By experiencing these 30 
resources on a daily basis, citizens develop a greater caring for those facilities and environment.   As a 
result, in the long run, the environmental effects will be enhanced by greater caring and concern by 32 
citizens for the river, the wildlife habitat, and other visible resources.   
 34 
Response:  The advantage of a floodway Build Alternative would be greater exposure of the public to the 
Trinity River Corridor, an area the City of Dallas has undertaken to further develop for its recreation and 36 
aesthetic resources.   
 38 
 
 40 
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17.  Water Quality 
 2 
Water Quality 17-1.  Short- and long-term impacts 
Statement # 1 / Summary of Comment:  The project will have a negative impact on water quality. 4 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  The placement of new roadway within the floodway may 
adversely affect water quality within the Trinity River, both short and long term.  Short-term impacts 6 
include soil disturbance from construction that accelerates erosion and increases sediment load in runoff 
entering the river.  Sediment entering waterways through runoff is a primary source of impairment to 8 
surface waters.  Long-term effects include contaminants in runoff associated with vehicle traffic and road 
maintenance (e.g., petroleum products, pesticides, and fertilizers) directly entering the floodplain.  The 10 
existing levee system would exacerbate these effects by shunting runoff directly to the river.  Additionally, 
a portion of the existing wetlands and vegetation within the floodway that currently filters pollutants would 12 
be replaced with roadway and related fixtures, increasing the potential adverse effects to water quality. 
 14 
Response:  The expected impacts of the proposed project on water quality are described in Section 
4.12.3 of the DEIS.  Short and long term mitigation measures are discussed in Section 7.2 of the DEIS.  16 
Road construction and operations require mitigation measures to prevent short-term and long-term 
degradation of water quality in surface waters.  The principal water quality impacts associated with the 18 
construction of the project are those caused by soil erosion, sedimentation, and siltation.  Other possible 
impacts include accidental fuel and oil spills and release of waste from the construction site.  These 20 
potential impacts would be minimized by implementation of erosion control and spill prevention strategies 
during the construction phase in accordance with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality – 22 
Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Construction Activity. 
 24 
Regarding long-term effects, during roadway operations, the major water quality issue is pollutant 
deposition on the roadway and other surfaces and subsequent flushing by runoff.  The FHWA is 26 
committed to implementing storm water management practices to control the discharge of pollutants to 
the maximum extent practicable, as required by the Clean Water Act and the federal and state storm 28 
water regulations.  Proposed measures to minimize impacts to water quality include compliance with 
Section 401 and Section 404 permit requirements, Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 30 
requirements, and the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  
Moreover, efforts would be made to prevent long-term water pollution by reducing fertilizer and pesticide 32 
use during the installation and maintenance of landscaping. 
 34 
Water Quality 17-2.  Preserving fish populations 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  The evaluation of water quality associated with the Trinity 36 
River on pages 3-99 to 3-105 in Section 3.5.5 of the DEIS is generally accurate, noting it is contaminated 
by discharges of effluent and urban runoff.  While the contamination of the Trinity is evident and has 38 
extended to the fish community, a recent study by the USFWS has found a resilient fish assemblage 
within the portion of the river traversing the floodway.  A fish survey conducted in 2004 resulted in a high 40 
Index of Biological Integrity rating for the river in Dallas.  This would indicate that the fish community 
within the river may be recovering from a history of severe water quality problems and emphasizes the 42 
need to protect and improve surface water quality.  An important aspect of the proposed project should be 
to ensure that anticipated effects do not degrade the water quality within the Trinity River. 44 
 
Response:  As noted in Comment/Response 17-1, the FHWA is committed to carrying out the measures 46 
necessary to prevent degradation of the Trinity River.  This would include taking steps to ensure that 
runoff from the roadway will be handled such as to support the apparent positive trend in aquatic 48 
biodiversity in the flood channel. 
 50 
Water Quality 17-3.  Best management practices  
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Repeated references to best management practices (BMPs) to 52 
prevent soil erosion and protect water quality is misleading.  BMPs are not effectively implemented or 
maintained (e.g., silt fences are consistently broken and unrepaired).  Describe how BMPs will be 54 
monitored to ensure proper installation and prompt repair. 
 56 
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Response:  The FHWA is committed to implementing management practices to control the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, as required by the Clean Water Act and the federal and 2 
state storm water regulations.  Such regulations include the inspection and maintenance of all applicable 
BMPs, such as those BMPs outlined in Section 7.2 of the DEIS.   4 
 
Water Quality 17-4.  Mitigation with pesticides and fertilizers 6 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-112 of the DEIS indicates that appropriate application of 
pesticides and fertilizers will help minimize impacts to water quality.  Describe the appropriate uses and 8 
types of pesticides and fertilizers for the proposed project. 
 10 
Response:  Pesticides and fertilizers potentially play a role in improving water quality by encouraging the 
rapid growth of soil stabilizing plants (and removal of less-desirable plants, in terms of preventing soil 12 
erosion).  The types/amounts of pesticides and fertilizers that may be used for a given site vary according 
to evolving industry products and recommended practices.  The term “appropriate use” would mean site-14 
specific applications of pesticides and fertilizers in quantities to prevent excessive applications of either.   
 16 
Water Quality 17-5.  Mitigation measures  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: Mitigation measures and locations to address long-18 
term impacts to water quality are not disclosed.  Will the project have long-term runoff/debris/pollutant 
abatement measures? 20 
 
Response:  The discussion of roadway runoff impacts and abatement measures is included in Sections 22 
4.12.3 and 7.2 of the DEIS.  Additional information on preliminary mitigation measures affecting water 
quality is in Appendices H (Preliminary § 404(b)(1) Guidelines Analysis) and J (Preliminary § 404 24 
Mitigation Plan) of the SDEIS.  Specific abatement measures will be incorporated in the preferred 
alternative, in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System/Texas Pollutant 26 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES/TPDES) and Section 404 permit requirements, in the FEIS.  The 
project will have long-term runoff/debris/pollutant abatement measures (e.g., street sweeping, debris-28 
capturing grates), and the form of these measures will be determined in connection with the preparation 
of more detailed designs for the preferred alternative.   30 
 
Water Quality 17-6.  Accidental spill response 32 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS is not sufficiently specific on how toxics released 
from accidental spills will be contained, as well as what pollution prevention measures will assure the non 34 
point roadway pollutants will not adversely affect water quality.   
 36 
Response:   The spill prevention and containment techniques of local emergency and rescue services 
would be utilized in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations during incidents.  Note that on 38 
page 4-118 of the DEIS (bottom full paragraph), it is pointed out that the final design of the facility would 
incorporate features to help minimize the risk of contamination of water from an accident involving 40 
hazardous or toxic spills.  A prohibition on the use of the roadway by heavy trucks is also being 
considered in this regard.   42 
   
Water Quality 17-7.  Water quality surveys of wetlands 44 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Describe any water quality surveys for any of the extensive 
wetlands in the study area, and particularly within the floodway.  If not studied, explain how existing water 46 
quality conditions can be characterized if these highly regulated and valuable water features are not 
evaluated. 48 
 
Response:  The State of Texas, through the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, is responsible 50 
for monitoring and regulating water quality of all major water bodies in the state.  As stated in Section 
3.4.6 of the DEIS (see top of page 3-86), wetlands in the study area are primarily shallow depressions 52 
that seasonally flood and then dry out.  No water quality data is available and no detailed water quality 
study is planned for these features.  The tables on page 3-104 of the DEIS contain the latest available 54 
water quality data for the Trinity River.  The DEIS examines reasonably available information at a 
sufficient level of detail to assess relative impacts of the various alternatives studied.   56 
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Water Quality 17-8.  Comparisons between alternatives  2 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  Pages 4-108 to 4-112 in Section 4.12.2 of the DEIS 
identifies direct impacts to water quality in the form of pollutants carried by storm water runoff for the 4 
various alternatives.  While the assertion that impacts would be nonexistent from the No-Build Alternative 
is evident, each of the Build Alternative is generalized to have the potential to contribute contamination 6 
from roadway runoff constituents.  The DEIS neglects to make comparisons between Build Alternative 
outside the floodway levees (Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 5) and Build Alternatives inside the floodway levees 8 
(Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4) which could reveal each alternative’s potential to impact water quality from 
runoff pollution.  We recommend that the FEIS make a full comparison of each Build Alternative’s 10 
potential for introduction of pollutants into the floodplain and affecting water quality within the Trinity River. 
Statement # 81 (DOI) / Summary of Comment:  The discussion of secondary impacts on page 4-160 12 
(Section 4.24.1) of the DEIS fails to differentiate anticipated impacts to water quality and fish and wildlife 
resources between the Build Alternatives.  This difference may be important, especially between those 14 
alternatives that are proposed within the floodway.  In order for an informed decision to be made 
regarding impacts to these resources, the potential secondary impacts between all Build Alternatives 16 
should be evaluated. 
Statement # 85, 86 / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS fails to provide detailed analysis of methods of 18 
control, estimates of impacts and mitigation measures, and fails to specify the costs associated with the 
Floodway Alternatives related to water pollution impacts, control, and mitigation. 20 
 
Response:  The Build Alternatives outside the floodway levees discharge to the Trinity River via existing 22 
drainage outfall systems operated by the City of Dallas.  The Build Alternatives within the floodway would 
also discharge to the Trinity River via outfalls constructed as part of this project.  All of the Build 24 
Alternatives are expected to generate similar runoff characteristics.  It is expected that mitigation 
measures and costs will also be similar, considering the level of design detail at this stage of the process.  26 
In contrast, socio-economic impacts that are more difficult and costly to mitigate, such as displacements 
of residences and businesses, and are believed to play a more central role in differentiating between the 28 
Build Alternatives.  Control of contaminants from storm water runoff during construction of a roadway and 
after the roadway is in operation is highly regulated at the state and federal levels.  There is very little 30 
basis upon which to differentiate the Build Alternatives in terms of water quality impacts.  Any differences 
become further obscured when viewed in relation to other transportation, industrial, and land 32 
developments in the CBD and the region that are expected to affect the Trinity River Basin.    
 34 
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18.  Wetlands 
 2 
Wetlands 18-1.  Temporary and long-term impacts 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain the basis for the statement on page 4-118 of the DEIS 4 
indicating that the long-term beneficial effects of new wetlands in floodplains would offset temporary 
adverse impacts resulting from the taking of wetlands.  It is usually impossible to replace the functions, 6 
habitat, and all other values inherent in naturally occurring wetlands.  This is a particular concern with 
regard to the loss of habitat for migratory birds in a region that is already at carrying capacity.  Describe 8 
how migratory birds will survive the loss of habitat while new wetland habitat areas are established.  
Simply replacing wetlands acre-for-acre does not take into consideration the difference in quality of the 10 
habitat provided.   
 12 
Response:  The full discussion of impacts to wetlands is in Section 4.8 of the DEIS, rather than the 
referenced page 4-118 which is a discussion of floodplain encroachment.  Additionally, the SDEIS 14 
provides new information on wetlands in Section 3.4.6.  The requirements of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act for wetland mitigation will be satisfied by focusing on replacing wetlands on the basis of 16 
functions and value, rather than on a strict acreage basis (see the materials in Appendices H and J of 
the SDEIS).  As many of the wetlands in the study area were either created by or have recovered from 18 
sand/gravel mining operations or excavations linked with the construction of the Trinity Floodway, there is 
a substantial basis for expecting that mitigation will be successful. 20 
 
Wetlands 18-2.  Inadequacy of investigation 22 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Wetlands to be disturbed by the project are not described 
adequately, and actual mitigation measures to be used are not in the DEIS.  The DEIS should have 24 
included a wetlands mitigation plan. 
 26 
Response:  Additional information on wetlands mitigation has been included in Appendices H and J of 
the SDEIS. 28 
 
Wetlands 18-3.  Candidates for study 30 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain the basis for the following statement on page 4-118 of 
the DEIS:  “The wetland areas proposed to be taken by this project are not likely candidates for scientific 32 
study.”  Wetlands in the study area support highly diverse vegetation and animal life and are proximate to 
local schools and universities, so they should be candidates for study. 34 
 
Response:  The referenced statement was meant to reflect that, from a historical perspective, many 36 
wetlands within the study area are not naturally occurring (see Comment/Response 18-1).      
 38 
Wetlands 18-4.  Nomenclature clarification  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Plate 3-16 of the DEIS should be re-titled to “Waters 40 
of the United States.”  The legend should be clarified to identify items that are waters of the United States. 
 42 
Response:   The plate title and legend have been clarified in the SDEIS as requested. 
 44 
Wetlands 18-5.  Ongoing mapping review 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The USACE – Regulatory Branch is still in the 46 
process of verifying the jurisdictional determination for waters of the U.S. and wetlands.  Therefore the 
information in the DEIS may not be accurate, depending on Regulatory Branch comments. 48 
 
Response:   A  revised jurisdictional waters delineation that was approved by the USACE is included in 50 
Section 3.4.6 of the SDEIS.   
 52 
Wetlands 18-6.  Delineation subject to approval  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Section 4.8 of the DEIS describes the impacts that 54 
may result from the construction and operation of the proposed alternatives.  Please clarify in the 
introduction to this section that the applicant is still in the process of finalizing the delineation and 56 
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determination of waters of the United States and that the information used in the DEIS is provided solely 
for comparison purposes. 2 
 
Response:   Section 4.8 in the SDEIS indicates that a revised delineation of waters of the U.S., including 4 
wetlands, was approved by the USACE and included in Section 3.4.6 of the SDEIS. 
 6 
Wetlands 18-7.  Quality of aquatic resources   
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Based on the preliminary data provided in Section 8 
4.8 of the DEIS, it appears that Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 5 would result in fewer impacts to waters of the 
U.S. than Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4. It would be beneficial to provide additional qualitative details 10 
regarding the potential impacts of each alternative aside from total area of impact.  It would be helpful to 
include substantive information on the quality of the aquatic resources and the method of determination of 12 
quality to help the reader judge which alternative would have the least adverse overall effect on the 
aquatic environment. 14 
 
Response:   The requested details have been provided in Section 3.4.6 of the SDEIS, and the impacts 16 
analysis in Section 4.8 of the SDEIS incorporates the new information (see Comment/Response 18-1). 
 18 
Wetlands 18-8.  Functional values and locations  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  No functional values/locations for mitigation are 20 
included.  Levels of impact are disclosed, but levels/significance of mitigation are not disclosed. 
 22 
Response:  The revised delineation of wetlands includes an analysis of functions and values in the 
materials referenced in Comment/Response 18-1. 24 
 
Wetlands 18-9.  Wetland delineation project number  26 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:   With reference to the third paragraph on page 3-85 of 
the DEIS, the USACE project number should be changed to 200000308. 28 
 
Response:   This has been changed from 20000308 to SWF-2000-00308 according to the new USACE 30 
regulatory program project number format. 
 32 
Wetlands 18-10.  Significant wildlife resources 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  Commenter has observed that a great diversity of bird 34 
species make use of the floodway.  During a site visit, it appeared there was a significant acreage of 
wetlands that was not listed in the wetland delineation for the DEIS.  Commenter noted an understanding 36 
that wetland delineations were being revised and that these revisions may adjust the acreage figures in 
Table 4-35 (page 4-98 of the DEIS).  Commenter agreed that the medium quality wetlands, which make 38 
up 80% of all wetlands in the study area, have significant functions that include wildlife habitat, water 
quality enhancement, and flood storage.  A Floodway Alternative (e.g., Alternative 3B) may be chosen, 40 
provided that the significant unavoidable wetland impacts are offset by compensatory mitigation.  Such 
mitigation could likely be done within the floodway where there are large areas from which wetlands could 42 
be created.  The elevations of the existing wetlands are known from the wetland delineation and could be 
used to plan created wetlands.  If the correct elevations are chosen, there is a good chance for success. 44 
 
Response:  The FHWA concurs with the points in the comment.  The delineation of wetlands has been 46 
approved by the USACE and a detailed mitigation plan will be part of the Section 404 permit from the 
USACE (see Comment/Response 18-1).  Wetland mitigation under the Section 404 permit process is 48 
expected to be based on the elevations of existing wetlands. 
 50 
Wetlands 18-11.  Irregular bottom contour 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  In creating mitigation wetlands, it is important to create an 52 
irregular bottom so there is good interspersion of plants and open shallow water.  Wetlands plants from 
impacted areas can be used to as seed source or transplant stock.  Desirable wetland plants found in the 54 
project area include crow-foot sedge (Carex crus-corvi) and other caric sedges, flatsedge (Cyperus 
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species), smartweed (Polygonum species), spikerush (Eleocharis species), switchgrass (Panicum 
virgatum), and water primrose (Ludwigia peploides).   2 
 
Response:  The FHWA agrees with the points in the comment, and would follow such guidelines in the 4 
creation of wetlands, should a Floodway Alternative be identified as the preferred alternative.  Specific 
information on wetland mitigation may be found in Appendices H and J of the SDEIS. 6 
 
Wetlands 18-12.  Staging and borrow areas 8 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  To avoid unnecessary wetland impacts during 
construction, staging areas and borrow areas should avoid wetlands were practicable.  Heavy equipment 10 
should avoid all wetlands not permitted for impact.  These recommendations should be added to the list 
of best management practices on page 7-16 of the DEIS. 12 
 
Response:  Agreed.  In the SDEIS, the points in the comment have been added to the referenced 14 
section.  Coordination is ongoing with the USACE as to locations for borrow areas (see Letter dated May 
10, 2005 in Appendix G-6 of the SDEIS).  Several staging areas located outside of the floodway are 16 
being considered. 
 18 
Wetlands 18-13.  EPA input on Section 404 permit 
Statement # 9 (EPA) / Summary of Comment:  EPA noted that its comments are consistent with the 20 
regulations governing impacts to wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Assuming a 
Section 404 permit will be required, EPA indicated that it would review the application and make further 22 
comments, as necessary, to ensure that the least environmentally damaging “practicable” alternative is 
selected.  24 
 
Response:  EPA’s involvement on the Section 404 permit application process would be welcomed. 26 
 
Wetlands 18-14.  Conversion of emergent wetlands  28 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on  page 4-104 of the DEIS 
states, “The riverside alignments (Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4) would potentially convert a large amount of 30 
emergent wetlands to un-vegetated open water, which would result in some loss of habitat quality.  
However, these habitat types are relatively abundant throughout the floodway and are relatively easy to 32 
re-establish.”  This statement is technically correct, but wetland impacts should be considered within the 
eco-region, where there has been an overall loss.  Additionally, with the changes to hydraulics and 34 
structure within the floodway, re-establishment of these wetlands may be more difficult and costly than 
implied. 36 
 
Response:   The DEIS addresses impacts to wetlands both on local and regional levels.  While the DEIS 38 
makes the point that the wetland types impacted are abundant in the floodway, it does not attempt to 
refute that the eco-region has sustained impacts to wetlands.  Details as to the historical trends in the 40 
creation of wetlands within the floodway are provided in Section 4.24.2.8 of the DEIS (see, in particular 
paragraph 2a) and elsewhere in the cumulative impacts analysis.  This analysis also considers the 42 
development and status of wetlands within the Blackland Prairie eco-region (see page 4-196).  Given that 
these wetlands are gradual depressions or in some instances excavations, it is anticipated that recreating 44 
these features should be practical in a flat floodplain that experiences, and should continue to experience, 
frequent overbank flooding. 46 
 
Wetlands 18-15.  Mitigation plan  48 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Section 6 on page 7-31 of the DEIS states:  “. . . A 
wetland mitigation plan would be prepared prior to project construction.  This plan would be developed in 50 
collaboration with the USACE and the USFWS.  Location of replacement wetlands and methods to 
restore impacted wetlands would be included in the mitigation plan.  The wetland mitigation plan would 52 
document the impacts of the proposed Trinity Parkway and its mitigation requirements.”  The impacts and 
required mitigation of each alternative should be developed now for all alternatives to give the public and 54 
agencies the whole picture of the impacts, mitigation required, and location of the mitigation for the 
project.  Without this information, the evaluation of the alternatives is incomplete. 56 
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Response:   Section 4.8 and Appendices H and J of the SDEIS contain additional information about 2 
impacts to wetlands and mitigation implications for Alternatives 3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B.   The delineation 
of wetlands has been approved by the Fort Worth District of the USACE since the DEIS was prepared, 4 
and this will serve as the baseline for comparing the relative impacts of the Floodway Alternatives.  The 
FHWA continues to work cooperatively with the USACE to identify appropriate mitigation measures, 6 
including the number of acres of wetlands that require mitigation and the location of potential sites for 
creating wetlands either within the floodway or elsewhere.   8 
 
Wetlands 18-16.  Mitigation banking on USACE lands  10 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The fourth paragraph on page 4-13 of the DEIS 
states, “…Wetland mitigation banking may also be considered for compensation to impacted wetland 12 
resources.”  That may be true for the transportation projects, but it is not true for the Corps of Engineers 
projects.  Wetland mitigation will be done on project lands. 14 
 
Response:  The section in which the quoted sentence occurs (Section 4.2) has been removed from the 16 
SDEIS.  The preliminary wetland mitigation plan in Appendix J of the SDEIS clearly focuses mitigation 
efforts on creating wetland areas within the study area.  Wetland mitigation banking, however, may also 18 
be considered for compensation to wetland resources impacted by the Parkway project. 
 20 
Wetlands 18-17.  Mitigation bank locations  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS suggests potential use of mitigation banking 22 
to address wetland and vegetation impacts, but does not identify where the banks are located. 
 24 
Response:   Mitigation banking is mentioned as a possible strategy for mitigation of wetland losses in 
DEIS Sections 4.2.6 and 7.3.   The mitigation banking strategy is listed among several available 26 
strategies, and the final determination as to strategy will be made in consultation with the USACE 
regulatory staff.   28 
 
At this time and in accordance with NTTA’s May 10, 2005 letter to the USACE (included in Appendix G-6 30 
of the SDEIS), compensation for vegetation and wetlands losses would be accomplished by developing 
mitigation areas within the Dallas Floodway as outlined in Appendix J of the SDEIS.  If additional 32 
mitigation is required, existing wetland mitigation banks may be considered.  Candidate sites could be 
existing and proposed wetland banks available in the Dallas-Fort Worth service area, such as the Trinity 34 
River Mitigation Bank.   
 36 
Wetlands 18-18.  New seasonal wetlands  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS indicates that seasonal wetlands would be 38 
converted to open-water habitat.  Would similar or higher quality seasonal wetlands be created 
elsewhere? 40 
 
Response:   The City of Dallas Balanced Vision Plan for the Trinity River Corridor proposes to create 42 
open water lakes and constructed wetlands.  The proposed wetlands would be of similar function and 
value to existing wetlands, and would be located in the overbank areas of the Dallas Floodway, generally 44 
between Commerce St. and Westmoreland Road.  Subsequent to the DEIS, the FHWA has proposed to 
the USACE (i.e., in a letter from NTTA dated May 10, 2005) to re-create wetlands in a specified area on 46 
the east overbank between Hampton Road and Westmoreland Road.  NTTA would have responsibility for 
creating this wetland area, which would be compatible with the overall Balanced Vision Plan for the City 48 
of Dallas.   
 50 
Wetlands 18-19.  Precautions to avoid wetlands  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Paragraph 4.82 on page 4-97 of the DEIS states 52 
precautions would be taken to avoid unnecessary impacts to wetland and aquatic areas without 
identifying the types of precautions which would be taken. 54 
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Response:  The SDEIS (Section 3.4.6) provides detailed mapping of wetland areas in the project 
corridor and compilations of affected wetlands areas for each Build Alternative.  See Comment/Response 2 
18-15 through 18-18 for further responses regarding wetland mitigation.  Precautions regarding 
unnecessary impacts to indirectly-affected wetlands (outside of the road embankment footprint) have 4 
been developed in consultation with the USACE Regulatory Branch as part of the Section 404 Permit 
Application and SDEIS (see Appendices H and J).  In concept, bridges would be used to span open 6 
water bodies, such as the sump drainage outfalls, and appropriate best management practices (“BMPs”) 
would be used for construction in locations where piers or culverts directly impact wetlands or open water. 8 
 
Wetlands 18-20.  Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, clarification  10 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Sections 3.4.6, 4.8, and 7.4 of the DEIS should be 
re-titled to “Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands.”  This revision would provide clarification that 12 
wetlands are a type of waters of the United States. 
 14 
Response:   The Section 3.4.6 title has been revised as, “Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands.”    The 
Section 4.8 title has been revised as, “Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands.”  The Section 16 
7.4 title has been revised as, “Measures to Minimize Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands.”   
 18 
Wetlands 18-21.  Definition of waters of the U.S., including wetlands  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first and second paragraphs of Section 3.4.6 of 20 
the DEIS should be replaced with the following:  “The USACE regulates certain activities in waters of the 
U.S.  For the purposes of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, waters of the U.S. are defined at 33  CFR 22 
328.3 as: 
a. All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in 24 

interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; 
b. All interstate waters including interstate wetlands; 26 
c. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, 

sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, 28 
degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such 
waters; 30 
1) Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes; or  
2) From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or 32 
3) Which are used or could be used for industrial purposed by industries in interstate commerce; 

d. All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the definition; 34 
e. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs 1-4 above; 
f. The territorial seas; 36 
g. Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in 

paragraphs 1-6 above.”  Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to 38 
meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act (other than cooling ponds as defined in 40 CFR 
123.11(m) which also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the U.S. 40 

 
Response:   The requested change has been added to the third paragraph of Section 3.4.6, after the 42 
first sentence, as shown in the SDEIS.  The remainder of the third paragraph has been deleted from the 
SDEIS.   44 
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19.  Wildlife Habitat  
 2 
Wildlife Habitat 19-1.  Grassland habitat impacts 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The sheer size of grasslands (over 2000 acres) within the 4 
floodway makes this habitat type of great importance to local wildlife.  Grasslands, particularly prairies, 
are even more threatened as a habitat type than are bottomland hardwood forests.  The floodway 6 
contains an incomparable amount of open grassland in a heavily urbanized area that support a wide 
variety of bird, mammal, and pollinating insect species.  Loss of grasslands will result in a proportionate 8 
loss of animals that rely on grasslands to support their life cycles.  Overemphasis on riparian and upland 
woodlands and aquatic habitats ignores the overwhelming majority of existing wildlife habitat in the 10 
project area.  Explain what the project will do to mitigate impacts to this valuable habitat type.  Describe 
any studies connected to this project to actually survey the grasslands of the floodway to evaluate their 12 
function, values, and species composition.  Provide an estimate of the acreage of grasslands that would 
be destroyed by the alternatives within the levees. 14 
 
Response:  As described in Section 3.4.3 of the DEIS, the majority of lands within the floodway are 16 
composed of the Floodplain Grasslands habitat type, consisting of upland grasses, scattered wetland 
depressions, with trees common along portions of the river channel and scattered throughout the 18 
floodway.  The City of Dallas conducts semi-annual mowing and other maintenance activity within the 
floodway to preserve its flood control function (see Section 3.4.3 of the DEIS).  Other areas are subject to 20 
periodic mowing, but generally of less frequent nature.  Because this area is continuously disturbed from 
mowing as part of regular floodway maintenance, it is not considered to be a sensitive habitat for plant or 22 
wildlife species.  
 24 
This habitat type is important within the floodway primarily because of its abundance.  Its quality as 
habitat for wildlife is compromised because of mowing activity as described above, and because it 26 
consists mostly of non-native grasses (i.e., Bermuda grass and Johnsongrass).  Remnants of prairie 
vegetation in the floodway are nearly nonexistent because upland areas, prior to construction of the 28 
floodway, had been cultivated for crop production.  Impacts to this vegetation type from the proposed 
Build Alternatives are quantified in Section 4.9.2.2 of the SDEIS.  While most of the impact acreages 30 
would become impervious surfaces, landscaping of the adjacent areas within the right-of-way would be 
re-vegetated with a mix of native grasses and native forbs.  Areas thus treated will improve the plant 32 
biodiversity and habitat quality, even though the mowing regimen will remain.  Note that under the 
Memorandum of Understanding between TxDOT and TPWD regarding wildlife habitat, the sort of 34 
grassland that exists in the floodway is not considered an “unusual” or “special”  habitat feature that would 
require mitigation.  Nevertheless, during project development, the FHWA would design, use, and promote 36 
construction practices that minimize adverse affects on unregulated wildlife habitat such as floodway 
grasslands. 38 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-2.  Impacts from DART to MLK  40 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: The DEIS indicated that 7.0 acres of forested habitat 
would be impacted by Build Alternatives within the project area.  The riverside levee alternatives 42 
(especially alternatives 3A and 3B) could impact additional forested and floodplain resources within the 
DART RR/ (Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe) AT&SF to MLK reach. 44 
 
Response:   The impacts to vegetation resources have been reevaluated for each of the Trinity Parkway 46 
Build Alternatives, based on the most current right-of-way footprints.  The revised acreage figures are in 
Section 4.9 of the SDEIS.   48 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-3.  Impacts to wildlife beyond habitat loss 50 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  The impacts to wildlife beyond disturbance of vegetated habitat 
needs to be addressed in the DEIS.  For example, the DEIS does not discuss the impacts to wildlife of the 52 
following toll road aspects:  lighting during the hours of darkness; noise; vibration; water pollution from 
highway runoff.  Wildlife is a major attraction of the floodplain area and maintaining viable habitat for 54 
wildlife will become even more valuable in the future. 
 56 



TRINITY PARKWAY  Appendix G-2 / Page 85 

Response:  Comment noted and considered.  The DEIS notes the types of indirect impacts mentioned in 
the comment in the discussion of vegetation and wildlife habitat in Section 4.9.2.1.  The relative 2 
magnitude of these impacts is reflected in the acreage of habitat expected to be lost to support the 
various Build Alternatives.  Acreage of habitat affected by a project is also linked to indirect impacts, as 4 
such impacts attenuate as distance from the source of light/noise/vibration increases.  Water quality 
impacts are addressed in Comment/Response 17-1. 6 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-4.  Vegetation ordinance 8 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-30 of the DEIS refers to a City of Dallas Vegetation 
Ordinance.  Explain what Dallas City Code is being referenced and the particulars of the code. 10 
 
Response:  This has reference to the tree preservation provisions in Division 51A-10.130 of the City of 12 
Dallas Ordinances.  This ordinance defines the size and species for protected trees and prescribes the 
process for obtaining a tree removal permit and the requirements for replacement of protected trees. 14 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-5.  Wildlife lists 16 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Explain why lists of wildlife are based on reference material 
which is over 30 years old.  Is the reference for Table 3-16 on page 3-78 of the DEIS accurate, and is this 18 
the true source of information?  Have the preparers of the DEIS actually physically surveyed the study 
area to verify the presence or absence of wildlife species?  20 
 
Response:  The referenced lists of wildlife in the DEIS were coordinated with state and federal agencies 22 
with wildlife expertise.  There is no reason to question the reliability of information used to characterize 
the types of wildlife that may be considered “common” to the study area.  Additional surveys were not 24 
warranted for the purpose of confirming the presence of these common wildlife species, and impact 
assessments in the DEIS presumed that these species occupy their preferred habitat in the study area.  26 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-6.  Grassland mowing  28 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The last paragraph on page 3-75 of the DEIS states 
the following with reference to grassland in the floodplains, ”The majority of the lands within the Dallas 30 
Floodway are composed of this habitat type, consisting of upland grasses, scattered wetland 
depressions, with trees common along portions of the river channel and scattered throughout the 32 
floodway.”  A better distinction would be to identify there are areas that are subject to intensive mowing 
on a frequent schedule, for example the levees and the 50 foot toe on either side, and the native 34 
grasslands that lie within the floodplain that are subject to periodic mowing, but generally of less frequent 
nature.  These less disturbed grasslands have significantly more value to wildlife resources that utilize the 36 
river, wetlands and the riparian corridor composed of trees that line the banks of the existing channel and 
additional scatter riparian trees within the floodway. 38 
 
Response:   In the SDEIS the following sentences has been inserted after the above-quoted sentence:  40 
“The City of Dallas conducts mowing and other maintenance activities within the Dallas Floodway and on 
the levees to preserve its flood control function. Typically, the levees and adjacent 50-foot strips are 42 
subject to mowing on a frequent schedule.  Other areas are subject to periodic mowing, but generally of 
less frequent nature.”  The remainder of the paragraph begins with, “The mowing program prevents the 44 
gradual succession . . .” and continues unchanged to the end of the paragraph. 
 46 
Wildlife Habitat 19-7.  Habitat functions in wetlands  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-99 of the DEIS states that “wetland surface 48 
storage is likely the primary function lost under alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4.”  What about the wildlife 
habitat values that would be lost? 50 
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Response:   The FHWA agrees that the wetlands provide wildlife habitat.  As part of the approval of the 
wetland delineation, a functional analysis was prepared.  Section 3.4.6 of the SDEIS includes an analysis 2 
of habitat functions, and Table 4-35 in the SDEIS provides additional information on impacts to wetlands. 
 4 
Wildlife Habitat 19-8.  Mitigation policy clarification 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-14 of the DEIS states:  “Areas of known habitat would be 6 
denoted on the construction plans, and may be replaced if impacted.”  Why is the word “may” used?  
Does this mean it may or may not be replaced, and what determines whether or not there will be a 8 
replacement? 
 10 
Response:  The referenced paragraph has been modified in the SDEIS to clarify that the project sponsor 
would replace areas of lost habitat, if practicable.  As greater detail on the precise impacts of the 12 
proposed project is acquired, necessary and appropriate mitigation for habitat losses will be worked out 
cooperatively between the FHWA and TPWD.   14 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-9.  Planting of trees  16 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Paragraph 2g on page 7-29 of the DEIS (“Mitigation 
Measures”) includes the following statement:  “. . , the planting of trees associated within the Dallas 18 
Floodway would be determined after considering input from USACE and the desires of the City of Dallas.”  
The statement should read as follows:  “. . . considering requirements from USACE and the desires . . .” 20 
 
Response:  In the SDEIS, the referenced sentence has been removed.  22 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-10.  Tree replacement program 24 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-29 of the DEIS uses the phrase “trees associated within 
the Dallas Floodway” with reference to a tree replacement program.  Explain what is meant by 26 
“associated within” the floodway (i.e., associated with what?). 
 28 
Response:  In the SDEIS, the referenced sentence has been removed as noted in Comment/Response 
19-9.  The Dallas Floodway has a primary purpose of flood conveyance.  The discussion acknowledges 30 
that any mitigation within the floodway would need to be coordinated with the agencies (the USACE and 
the City of Dallas) responsible for maintaining its flood conveyance capacity. 32 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-11.  Tree enhancement plan 34 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-29 of the DEIS states:  “Depending on which alternative 
is identified as the preferred alternative, a tree enhancement plan would be developed . . .”  Explain how 36 
the selection of an alternative will affect this plan. 
 38 
Response:  The DEIS reports the impacts on forested acreage for the various alternatives in Section 
4.9.2.2.  The sponsor’s intent is to mitigate tree losses through a replacement program coordinated with 40 
the local community and the agencies involved, including TPWD.  The selection of a preferred alternative 
would affect this plan through the designation of tree planting locations.  The expectation is that some 42 
portion of the tree planting would be located along the selected alignment.  
 44 
Wildlife Habitat 19-12.  Upland, bottomland, and riparian habitats 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  Under a Memorandum of Understanding between 46 
TxDOT and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), bottomland hardwood habitat is 
considered a “special habitat feature” and riparian vegetation constitutes “unusual vegetation.”  Non-48 
regulatory mitigation for loss of these habitats should be mitigated by the proposed project on a one-to-
one ratio.  Although the hackberry-elm vegetation series is a secure habitat globally and with Texas, the 50 
upland woodland and riparian habitats within this urban setting are valuable resources for wildlife 
providing a natural refuge in an area that has been dramatically altered by development.  Loss of wooded 52 
habitat will potentially impact wildlife at a local level.  The re-vegetation plan committed to in the DEIS 
mentions the special provisions to plant similar species of the impacted riparian habitat within the study 54 
area along the Trinity River.  Upland woodlands, riparian habitats, and bottomland hardwood areas need 
to be included in the calculation of the area of wildlife habitat affected, and TPWD would like to be 56 



TRINITY PARKWAY  Appendix G-2 / Page 87 

involved in the development of the re-vegetation plan.  Planting a variety of mast-producing tree and 
shrub species beneficial to wildlife is encouraged. 2 
 
Response:  The impacts to bottomland hardwoods and riparian vegetation have been recalculated in the 4 
SDEIS, based on the most current right-of-way footprints  (see Section 4.9).  The FHWA agrees with the 
comment and expects to work cooperatively with TPWD as it develops site-specific mitigation plans for 6 
loss of any significant habitat resources. 
 8 
Wildlife Habitat 19-13.  Reseeding with native grasses 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  To enhance native grasses available to wildlife in the 10 
project area, Bermuda grass and other non-native species should be avoided to the extent possible in 
reseeding efforts within the right-of-way, though it is understood that certain grasses may be required on 12 
slopes to control erosion.   
 14 
Response:  The FHWA agrees with the comment and anticipates use of native grasses and forbs to 
accomplish re-vegetation projects, where appropriate (see page 7-14 of the DEIS). 16 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-14.  Mitigation measures  18 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  The mitigation measures mentioned in Section 7.3 of 
the DEIS should be followed to the extent feasible to address habitat fragmentation and reduction in 20 
wildlife habitat connectivity.   
 22 
Response:  The FHWA agrees with the comment. 
 24 
Wildlife Habitat 19-15.  Special habitat mitigation funding 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  The DEIS mentions potential mitigation that may be 26 
eligible for funding through the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT).  NTTA should seek funding 
from the USDOT Transportation Enhancement Program to implement practices that may benefit wildlife, 28 
such as wildlife underpasses, landscaping with native vegetation, and acquisition of scenic easements. 
 30 
Response:  The project sponsor will inquire as to the availability and constraints of the funding noted in 
the comment for structures or practices that would benefit wildlife.  It should be noted that the Floodway 32 
Alternatives (3A, 3B, 3C, 4A, and 4B) incorporate mainlane bridges over various existing drainage 
outfalls.  These bridges will function as wildlife underpasses. 34 
 
Wildlife Habitat 19-16.  Cooperative mitigation planning 36 
Statement # 37 (TPWD) / Summary of Comment:  TPWD is appreciative of the extensive planning and 
collaboration with local, state, and federal agencies to design a facility that can be incorporated into a 38 
multi-use environment.  TPWD looks forward to the results of a re-vegetation plan that will offset the loss 
of wildlife habitat in an urban setting.  This effort is commendable and hopefully other TxDOT districts will 40 
follow this example.  
 42 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  
 44 
 
 46 
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20.  Other Impacts 
 2 
Other Impacts 20-1.  Energy and resource requirements 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Where in the DEIS are there descriptions of the energy and 4 
natural resource requirements and conservation potential of the alternatives and mitigation measures?  
 6 
Response:   Section 4.19 of the DEIS provides a discussion of energy and natural resource 
requirements and impacts of the proposed project.   8 
 
Other Impacts 20-2.  Natural gas line relocation 10 
Statement # 35 / Summary of Comment:  There will be substantial costs for all Build Alternatives to 
relocate and reestablish natural gas service.  The gas company and its customers should not bear the 12 
expense to accommodate the proposed project.  The costs for the proposed project should include 
adequate funding to relocate utilities impacted by the proposed project. 14 
 
Response:  The costs associated with the relocation of utilities have been included in the cost estimates 16 
in Table 6-1 of the DEIS.  The figures in the table reflect expenses to relocate utilities that are currently 
located within their own right-of-way.  Utilities that are currently located within an existing road right-of-18 
way may bear their own costs of relocation, in keeping with customary practice. 
 20 
Other Impacts 20-3.  No farmland impacts 
Statement # 13 National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) / Summary of Comment:  Commenter 22 
(NRCS) concurs with the statements on page 3-88 of the DEIS concerning Prime and Unique Farmland.  
The soils of the project area are not classified as Important Farmland because the area is considered as 24 
previously converted to urban land or on floodplains.  In addition, the implementing regulations for the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act exclude from the definition of “Farmland” areas that contain over 30 26 
structures per 40 acres. 
 28 
Response:  Comment noted and considered.  
 30 
Other Impacts 20-4.  Heat island effects 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Pages 4-105 and 4-106 of the DEIS contain a cursory discussion 32 
of the effects of the project on microclimate.  The use of albedo values to determine whether local 
ambient temperatures would be affected by the toll road does not fully explain the interaction of solar 34 
energy with different materials, surfaces, and vegetation.  Vegetation is darker in color but has a 
moderating effect on local ground and air temperatures, whereas paved surfaces act as heat sinks by 36 
absorbing heat during the day and releasing it at night.  This heat island effect has already raised ambient 
local temperatures in the area, and has contributed to the formation of low altitude ozone.  Describe any 38 
studies undertaken to make comparative measurements of ground and air temperatures at representative 
sites in the study area in order to assess the impacts to microclimates and the existing heat island effect. 40 
 
Response:   As previously in Section 4.10 of the DEIS, the influence of urbanization, including roadway 42 
construction, on climate (local or global) is difficult to predict for many reasons.  As a result, a detailed 
microclimate study was not completed.  Section 4.10 provides general information concerning typical 44 
urban surface albedo values because the proposed action would be an urban structure (i.e., paved 
facility) situated in a major pre-existing urban environment.  As a result, the Trinity Parkway would absorb 46 
and reflect solar energy similar to other urban-type structures located throughout the study area and 
beyond.  When combined with existing conditions, the Trinity Parkway is believed to have no perceivable 48 
impact to microclimate.  
 50 
Other Impacts 20-5.  Hazardous waste sites 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-21 of the DEIS states that hazardous waste site 52 
assessments would be carried out as necessary to ascertain levels of contamination, remediation options, 
and associated costs.  Have any assessments, however preliminary, been carried out, and are there any 54 
estimates of remediation?  Explain why this information was not in the DEIS.   
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Response:  Section 4.17 of the DEIS provides an initial analysis of hazardous waste/material sites 
potentially affected by the Build Alternatives.  This analysis involved the identification of sites within or 2 
adjacent to right-of-way for each alternative that have a greater likelihood of potential contamination.  
During the preliminary design stage for each of the Build Alternatives, the project engineers attempted to 4 
minimize the total amount of right-of-way crossing the various landfills and other hazardous/regulated 
materials sites, thereby reducing the degree of impacts to these areas.  Hazardous/regulated material 6 
sites were identified along or within the right-of-way of the Build Alternatives, and relative abundance of 
these sites was used as a basis for comparing the Build Alternatives.  At this stage in the environmental 8 
review process, detailed estimates of remediation were not prepared on an individual site basis.  
However, general remediation costs are included in the cost estimate tables of Appendix D.  When the 10 
preferred alternative is identified and prior to right-of-way acquisition, it is expected that a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment [in accordance with the most current American Society for Testing and 12 
Materials (ASTM) standards] will be performed for right-of-way acquisitions and associated sites and/or 
facilities that have known or potential occurrences of hazardous materials.  Based on the results of the 14 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, sampling and analysis activities and potential remedial activities 
can be evaluated in more detail for the preferred alternative.   16 
 
Other Impacts 20-6.  Demolition of structures 18 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  Page 7-22 of the DEIS refers to the demolition of structures.  
Describe the structures referred to and their location. 20 
 
Response:  The DEIS refers to structures that would be removed from the right-of-way for the selected 22 
alternative.  A discussion of displacements relative to each of the Build Alternatives is in Section 4.5 of 
the DEIS, which includes the numbers, types, and locations of displaced structures. 24 
 
 26 
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21.  Cumulative Impacts  
 2 
Cumulative Impacts 21-1.  Project by project analysis 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Section 4.24.2 of the DEIS on “Cumulative Impacts” 4 
does a good job of listing the projects within the geographic area, but does not attempt to quantify or 
qualify the impacts (positive or negative) of each listed activity.  In order to understand the overall 6 
cumulative impacts of the projects, a project by project analysis / listing of the areas impacted and the 
effects need to be put together and displayed in the section of the report. 8 
 
Response:   SDEIS Section 4.24.2 has been substantially revised and provides new information and 10 
analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s concerns about the adequacy of 
information available in the DEIS.  The revised analysis includes discussion and data tables that seek to 12 
quantify, were possible from available information, cumulative impacts by focusing on specific indicators 
of resource condition.  The analysis follows the TxDOT guidance which uses an eight-step analysis to 14 
evaluate the combined effects of direct and indirect impacts of the Trinity Parkway Build Alternatives and 
foreseeable transportation and land/resource development that are independent of the Trinity Parkway. 16 
 
Cumulative Impacts 21-2.  Regulated mitigation strategies  18 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The third paragraph on page 4-196 of the DEIS 
states, . . . “Other planned transportation system improvements, flood control projects, and development 20 
projects (see Tables 4-53 and 4-54) would also be subject to the requirements of the above federal 
and/or state regulations ensuring their impacts were mitigated to insignificance, thereby reducing the 22 
cumulative effect of these projects.”  This argument was rejected by the Federal Court in the DFE lawsuit 
as being “conclusory . . . and fails to meet NEPA’s requirement that an agency take a “hard look” at the 24 
environmental consequences, including cumulative impacts that a project will have.” 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  With regard to Subpart 4.24.2 on page 4-162 of the 26 
DEIS, the cumulative effects analysis is very general and does not consider the specific impacts of the 
alternatives along with other reasonable foreseeable projects.  The cumulative impact regulation requires 28 
the incremental impact of the action be assessed, when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable action.  40 CFR 1508.7.  The cumulative impacts analysis is primarily conclusory remarks.  30 
Conclusory remarks do not equip a decision maker to make an informed decision about alternative 
course of action and do not meet the requirements of NEPA.  32 
 
Response:   The cumulative effects section has been substantially rewritten utilizing TxDOT’s latest 34 
guidance in this area.  The analysis presents specific data and discussion about direct and indirect 
impacts, and combines this with available data relating to foreseeable transportation and land/resource 36 
development projects.  Cumulative impacts are reported as potential or unmitigated impacts, and followed 
by a discussion of expected mitigation processes and measures.  Any new projects that are reasonably 38 
foreseeable have been reviewed and updated in the SDEIS (see Appendix L-4).    
 40 
Cumulative Impacts 21-3.  Single EIS for all regional projects  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390 (1976) is one of 42 
the leading cases involving cumulative impacts.  It is the first time that the U.S. Supreme Court 
considered whether an EIS could be deficient for failure to take a “hard look” at cumulative impacts.  44 
Kleppe stated that “when several proposals for coal-related actions that will have cumulative or 
synergistic environmental impact upon a region are pending concurrently before an agency, their 46 
environmental consequences must be considered together.”  It appears from reading the EIS that a 
number of interrelated road and bridge projects are being constructed in the same vicinity as the Trinity 48 
Parkway.  Further these projects connect the Trinity Parkway.  Under the rationale of Kleppe, these 
projects in the same geographic region which are pending before USDOT FHA should be considered in a 50 
single EIS. 
 52 
Response:   Comment noted and considered.  FHWA, as lead federal agency, disagrees with the 
assertion that other road and bridge projects in the vicinity of Trinity Parkway are interrelated and should 54 
be considered in a single EIS.  The Parkway project has logical termini and independent utility from other 
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transportation projects in the corridor, such as Project Pegasus (Canyon-Mixmaster), Southern Gateway 
(South R.L. Thornton), and Woodall Rodgers Extension.  There is no need or precedent for including 2 
these independent projects in a single EIS.  This decision is in keeping with the decision in Kleppe, which 
held that the agency was not required to prepare a regional EIS unless the agency was reviewing a 4 
proposal for actions that were regional in scope.  The Supreme Court in that case noted also that “. . . 
practical considerations of feasibility might well necessitate restricting the scope of comprehensive 6 
statements” (427 U.S. 390, 414).  While the Trinity Parkway is part of a regional plan to address 
transportation needs in the Dallas Fort Worth (DFW) area, the project nevertheless has independent 8 
utility, and is independent in terms of its purpose and need, timing, sponsorship, funding, and location, 
among other factors.  Consequently, the Parkway DEIS evaluates its relation to other independent 10 
transportation projects under Section 4.24 of the DEIS.  See also page 1-4 of the DEIS for a discussion 
of FHWA’s general criteria for the selection of logical termini for a transportation project under 23 CFR 12 
Section 771.111(f).     
 14 
Cumulative Impacts 21-4.  Conclusory statements  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  Page 4-182 addresses wetlands and states that other 16 
planned transportation system improvements would be subject to executive order and applicable 
regulations insuring the impacts are mitigated.  Such broad sweeping conclusory statements do not 18 
provide the type of cumulative impacts analysis required under NEPA.  The same type of conclusory 
statements are included for floodplains on page 4-184, water quality on page 4-188, air quality on page 4-20 
191. 
 22 
Response:  The discussion of cumulative impacts (SDEIS Section 4.24.2) has been substantially revised 
and provides detailed information and analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s 24 
concerns about the adequacy of information available in the DEIS.  This analysis outlines the potential 
impacts of the Trinity Parkway project as well as other foreseeable projects; this information is reported 26 
initially without reference to mitigation (see Table 4-60).  This reporting of possible “unmitigated” impacts 
is an indication of potential, or possibly temporary, impacts to resources, and forms the basis for 28 
subsequent discussion of reasonably expected mitigation.  An essential element of this discussion is the 
identification of regulatory controls that necessarily mitigate many of the impacts of proposed activities on 30 
a variety of resources including waters of the U.S., including wetlands,  air quality, water quality, and 
floodplains.  The cumulative effects analysis includes a survey of expected impacts of the Trinity Parkway 32 
within the context of expected impacts from numerous other foreseeable future projects within the Trinity 
River Corridor area.  This analysis follows CEQ and TxDOT guidance on cumulative impacts analysis, 34 
which requires a realistic review of impacts as well as mitigation (i.e., “net impacts”) when assessing 
cumulative effects of a project.  That is, it is reasonable and requisite to consider the regulatory programs 36 
that are in place, and to assume that regulatory agencies will perform the duties outlined by legislative 
and executive authorities.   38 
 
Cumulative Impacts 21-5.  Lack of supporting data  40 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The last two paragraphs on page 4-197 of the DEIS 
are conclusory without data to support the conclusions.  There appears to be no cumulative impacts 42 
analysis.   
 44 
Response:  The discussion of cumulative impacts (SDEIS Section 4.24.2) has been substantially revised 
and provides detailed information and analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s 46 
concerns about the adequacy of information available in the DEIS.   
 48 
Cumulative Impacts 21-6.  Assumed compliance  
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment:  The first paragraph on page 4-198 of the DEIS states 50 
that impact to biological resources would be avoided or minimized in compliance with existing federal 
statues.  Leaving the avoidance of impacts to compliance with existing statues does not meet NEPA 52 
criteria.   
 54 
Response:  The discussion of cumulative impacts (SDEIS Section 4.24.2) has been substantially revised 
and provides detailed information and analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to USACE’s 56 
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concerns about the adequacy of information available in the DEIS.  See also the response to Comment 
21-4 above.   2 
 
Cumulative Impacts 21-7.  Need to identify impacts  4 
Statement # 76 (USACE) / Summary of Comment: Section 4.24.2.10 on page 234 states that the 
magnitude and significance of negative impacts are expected to be limited and controllable.  This 6 
statement does not identify the impacts, it does not identify the environmental effects of the impacts or 
identify how the impacts will be limited or controlled.  It fails to meet NEPA disclosure criteria. 8 
 
Response:   The discussion of cumulative impacts (SDEIS Section 4.24.2) has been substantially 10 
revised and provides detailed information and analysis regarding cumulative impacts in response to 
USACE’s concerns about the adequacy of information available in the DEIS.   12 
 
Cumulative Impacts 21-8.  Include other studies 14 
Statement # 3 / Summary of Comment:  What other environmental studies are being prepared that are 
related to the Trinity Parkway project but are outside the scope of the DEIS?  Why would not other 16 
proposals, especially those that would affect the floodway’s hydraulic functioning, be included in the 
DEIS? 18 
 
Response:  Other known projects within the region that may combine with the proposed project to 20 
produce cumulative environmental impacts are described and analyzed in Section 4.24 of the DEIS, as 
updated in the same section in the SDEIS.  Known existing or planned and designed projects within the 22 
study area that would affect the floodway’s hydraulic functioning have been incorporated into the analysis.  
 24 



APPENDIX G-3 

PUBLIC HEARING MATERIALS 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



TRINITY PARKWAY   Appendix G-3 / Page 1  

APPENDIX G-3.  Public Hearing Materials 
 
This section contains written materials that were used in connection with the public hearing on March 29, 

2005.  The listing in Table G-4 outlines the items included in this appendix, and explains how the item 

was used to either announce the public hearing, or inform the public about the DEIS.            

 
Table G-4.  Description of Public Hearing Materials 

 
 

Item App. G-3 
Page # 

 

Remarks on Use of Item 

NTTA Newsletter and Notice of 
Public Hearing 

2 
Item was mailed to public officials and property 
owners potentially affected by the proposed Trinity 
Parkway project  

Receipt of Delivery 8 
Record of DEIS delivery to public locations to enable 
members of the community to review the DEIS 

Public Hearing Agenda and 
Information Packet 11 

These materials were handed to all members of the 
community that attended the public hearing  

Public Hearing Presentation Slides 23 
A copy of the slide presentation was given to those 
who attended the public hearing 

Public Hearing Photographs 41 
Representative displays that were available during 
open house and public hearing 
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