CHAPTER 6
PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

SH 121 -1H 30 to FM 1187
Final Environmental Impact Statement

9 Jaydey)d



6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

6.1. Summary and Analysisof Public Meetings

Throughout the development of this project, there has been extensive public involvement with
citizens, property owners and affected local governments regarding the proposed facility. Several
opportunities for public comment have been afforded through public meetings, citizen advisory
groups, a SH 121 Task Force and two formal Public Hearings.

On May 2, 1973, the first Public Hearing for the proposed SH 121 was held cooperatively by the
City, Tarrant County, NCTCOG and THD. Approximately 450 people attended the Hearing, alarge
majority of which favored the recommended “Route A” as the preferred alignment. For reasons that
were discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project History of this document, little progress was reported between
the years 1974 and 1980.

In July 1980, the NCTCOG RTC authorized a study of the Southwest Fort Worth sub-area. One year
later, a CAC and a technical committee were established to carry forth the objectives of the study.
The CAC was composed of elected officials and citizen representatives and the technical committee
included staff members from NCTCOG and five sub-area cities. This study culminated with
publication of the Southwest Fort Worth Subarea Study published by NCTCOG and the City,
Appendix E.

Following years of project development and analysis of aternatives, a public meeting was held at the
First Baptist Church of Crowley on November 12, 1987, to discuss the SH 121 alignment from IH 20
to SH 174. Approximately 107 people attended the meeting at which five aternative alignments
were presented for discussion and public input. The project received strong support in genera, with
amajority favoring the proposed “A1” dignment (Exhibit 1.4) that would construct SH 121 al the
way south to US 67.

On April 12, 1988, public meeting notices for SH 121 from IH 35W to FM 1187 were sent out to
appropriate State representatives and Senators, County Commissioners, the County Judge, NCTCOG



and elected officias from the City. Lega notices were published in The Fort Worth Star Telegram
on April 15 and May 6, 1988. Display advertisements were also placed in the newspaper.

A public meeting was subsequently held on May 17, 1988. Aswith a proposed SH 121 from IH 20
to SH 174 or US 67 in Johnson County public meeting, five aternative alignments were presented
for a northern section. The project limits were from IH 35W to IH 20. There were 120 people in
attendance at this meeting, with equal support/opposition to the “Green” and “Red” aignments
(Exhibit 1.5). In the months following the meeting, severa letters were received by TxDOT
reiterating the public’'s support for the proposed “Green” aignment and strong opposition to the
“Red” dignment. Some individuals expressed disappointment over a perceived lack of notification
concerning the meeting and requested that another opportunity for public comment be held.

The DEIS for a proposed SH 121 from IH 20 to SH 174 or US 67 in Johnson County was approved
for public involvement by the FHWA on October 12, 1989. A Public Hearing was scheduled and
held on January 21, 1993, at the First Baptist Church of Crowley. In light of comments received by
TxDOT on the proposed SH 121 from IH 35W to IH 20 regarding public notification of upcoming
Hearings, classified advertisements were placed twice each in The Fort Worth Star Telegram, The
Cleburne Times Review and The Burleson Star. Adjacent property ownerswere individually notified
by certified mail. A large mgjority of those who attended the Hearing were in favor of the proposed
alignment, which deviated only dightly from the originally proposed “Red” alignment (Exhibit 1.6).

Even with political and community consensus for the proposed SH 121 from IH 20 to SH 174 or US
67 in Johnson County, further project development was stalled once again due to limitations in
funding sources. The SH 121 Task Force was formed in 1993 to pursue a feasible means of getting
the project built. Over 30 community meetings and briefings to elected officials took place between
June and October of 1994 to review preliminary aternative designs and proposals for a northern
section of SH 121. This effort resulted in the decision to consider development of the SH 121 asa
tollroad.



A public meeting was held on January 25, 1995, at the City of Cleburne Civic Center to inform the
public about progress on the SH 121 project. Over 50 people attended the meeting. On April 12,
1995, a delegation of the project’s local sponsors and members of the SH 121 Task Force appeared
beforethe TTA (currently the NTTA) Board of Directorsin Dallas. At that meeting, the TTA Board
of Directors passed Resolution 1531, which authorized staff to work with the SH 121 team in
preparing a scope for the financial feasibility studies.

At a June 13, 1995, Board of Directors meeting in Fort Worth, the TTA adopted severa resolutions
with regard to the SH 121 project. Among others, an authorization to execute ajoint venture contract
with the local sponsor consultant to perform preliminary engineering and traffic revenue studies was
signed.

On June 4, 1998, a public meeting was held jointly by the NTTA and TxDOT, at the Overton Park
United Methodist Church in Fort Worth. 30-day and 15-day notices were published in The Fort
Worth Star Telegram, informing the public of the upcoming meeting. Approximately 150 people
attended the meeting, at which the proposed facility was shown and presented as a tollroad project.
Exhibits of the proposed aignment were displayed and technical and environmenta presentations
were given. Following the presentations, the floor was opened for a question and answer session. A
copy of the meeting handouts, individual presentations, as well as a summary of recorded questions
and comments from the meeting are available for review at the TXDOT Fort Worth District Office,
2501 SW Loop, Fort Worth, Texas, 76133. A mgority of the comments received, both at the
meeting and in writing following the meeting, were in support of the project. Those opposed to the
project cited issues such as noise pollution, impacts from lighting and lack of adequate attention to
rail/transit options as primary concerns.

Resolution No. 2482 passed on December 8, 1998, the Fort Worth City Council voted 7-2 in favor of
the proposed SH 121 project and passed a resolution authorizing an interlocal agreement between the
City, NTTA and TxDOT concerning the development of the proposed SH 121 (Appendix C).
Approximately 300 people were present at the City Council chambers, taking this last opportunity to

influence the Council’ svote. The City’s endorsement of the project reaffirmed their commitment to:



e Acquire, or assist in the acquisition, of all required ROW (except at the 1-30 and 1-20/SH 183
interchanges)

Provide support in the preparation of EIS

Work collaboratively to address possible funding shortfalls

Assist the NTTA in obtaining necessary approvals, permits and further agreements

Relocate and/or extend City-owned utilities as necessary; to permit connection to City storm
water drainage systems, etc.

Resolution No. 2482 to appoint a CAC to the City Council was aso passed on December 8, 1998.
The CAC would serve to ensure that “adequate citizen involvement continues prior to the final
approvd of the schematic design by the City” (Appendix C). The first of a series of meetings was
held on March 17, 1999.

On December 11, 1998, ajoint meeting of the Intermodal Transportation Steering Committee and the
Trangportation Committee of Fort Worth’s TMA, Downtown Fort Worth, Inc., was held at the Fort
Worth Club Tower. Representatives from the NTTA and NCTCOG presented a briefing on the SH
121 project and answered questions and concerns raised by the committee.

The Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce aso presented an opportunity for citizen's concerns heard
regarding the project by hosting two meetings on February 24, 1999, at the Southwest Regiona
Library Auditorium. Invitations to the meeting were sent to al owners and business managers aong
Vickery Boulevard. Following presentations by the NTTA and the technica consultant,
representatives from FHWA were on hand to respond to ROW and relocation related issues. Severa
of the business owners and operators in attendance that would be displaced by the project had
concerns about the timing of the project and the extent of Federal relocation assstance. A mailing
list was compiled after the meeting for al those interested in receiving TxDOT's brochure on

procedures for ROW acquisition and relocation assi stance.

The first meeting of the CAC, held on March 17, 1999, took place at the Will Rogers Memoria
Center in Fort Worth. An overview of the history of the SH 121 project, IH 30 to FM 1187, was
presented. Issues and concerns to date were discussed by committee members. The project schedule
was al so discussed and a draft mission statement for the CAC was presented. The principa focus of

public comments dealt with questions regarding the configuration of the facility (the northern



terminus, the number of lanes, access road locations and toll plazas). Questions were aso raised
regarding the anticipated benefit of the proposed facility. No objectionsto the project were voiced.

A total of seven committee meetings were held, culminating in the presentation of recommendations
to the City Council in October 1999. In addition, the City Council was brought up to date on the
project in a briefing presented by City staff on February 1, 2000.

In April of 2000, the City created a PRT to review the preliminary geometric design as proposed by
NTTA and TxDOT. By the end of April 2000 the PRT presented their observations and
recommendations to the City resulting in the City’s decision to pursue further detailed study of the
PRT's recommendations. In May of 2000 the City formed a PDT responsible for the oversight of the
detailed study and for the purposes of retaining an outside consultant team to perform the study. This
study would re-examine the SH 121/IH 30 interchange from the City’s perspective and develop

additiona aternatives in cooperation with the public.

Over the course of the next six months the City's consultant team evaluated the previous alternatives,
developed additiona alternatives and presented their findingsto the PDT and the public. Workshops
and public meetings were held once a month between August and October 2000 to solicit comment
and direction from the PDT and public. Information provided to the public a these meetings
included basic preliminary roadway geometric design criteria, alternative plan options, potentia
aesthetic mitigation measures, traffic projections occurring within the corridor with and without the
project and a genera explanation of the NEPA process. The meetings were structured to encourage

comment through the use of break out groups staffed with facilitators to lead the discussions.

In December 2000 the PDT made its recommendations to the Fort Worth City Council. These
recommendations included the "A1R1" SH 121/IH 30 interchange alternative, referred to as
Alternative A, modifications to the proposed typica section of the facility, as well as aternative
interchange plans a several of the various grade separations occurring along the corridor. The City
Council approved the recommendations and presented their findingsto NTTA and TxDOT at theend
of December 2000.



Upon review of the PDT recommendations, NTTA and TxDOT determined that certain integral plan
elements of Alternative A violated safety and design criteria.  In an effort to address the PDT's
recommendations, NTTA and TxDOT developed an additiona aternative comprised of the desirable
plan elements from the previoudy developed aternatives. This "Combination Alternative”, referred
to as Alternative C, was developed during the spring of 2001.

On June 4 and June 7, 2001, public meetings were jointly conducted by the NTTA and TxDOT to
discuss the current aternatives being studied. The location of the June 4 meeting was the Will
Rogers Memoria Center-Amon G. Carter Exhibits Hall and that of the June 7 meeting was the
Trinity Valley School. Three aternatives were presented to the public and both written and verbal
comments were solicited. The three aternatives presented included Alternative A (the PDT's
recommended aternative), Alternative B (the CAC's "Modified" Alternative) and Alternative C (the
"Combination" aternative). Overal the project was met with minimal opposition. Public comment

focused on the various plan aternatives throughout the project corridor.

The comments received from the previous public meetings were summarized and used to determine
the public’'s recommended plan aternative for the proposed project. The input of the public was
incorporated into the three alternative plans and the resulting alternatives were presented in the fina
set of public meetings. The meetings were jointly conducted by the NTTA and TxDOT on
November 27 and December 3, 2001. The November 27 meeting was held at the Trinity Valley
School and the December 3 meeting at the Will Rogers Memoria Center-Amon G. Carter Exhibits
Hdl. Once again, public comments were solicited regarding recommended plan eements for
Alternative A, Alternative B and Alternative C.

Copies of the approved DEIS were distributed to Federal, State and loca government. FHWA
concurred with the document findings and approved as satisfactory for further processing on
December 19, 2002.

A Public Hearing was held for the subject project on Tuesday April 22, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. in the
Round Up Inn Room of the Amon G. Carter Jr. Exhibits Hall, Will Rogers Memoria Center, 3400



Burnett-Tandy Drive in Fort Worth, Texas, to present project information and receive comments
concerning the proposed construction of SH 121 from IH 30 to FM 1187. Notices announcing the
Public Hearing were published in The Fort Worth Star Telegram January 26 and February 9, 2003,
Alliance Regiona Newspaper January 31 and February 12, 2003, The Burleson Star February 2 and
February 9, 2003, The Crowley Star Review January 30 and February 13, 2003 and The Cleburne
Times Review January 26 and February 9, 2003. Copies of the Public Hearing notice were mailed to
property owners adjoining the project.

At the April 22, 2003 Public Hearing, an agenda with relevant project information and a list of
TxDOT contacts was made available. Schematic overview maps were aso made available to the
public aong the walls of the auditorium. A film that introduced the proposed SH 121 to the public
was available adjacent to the meeting room for viewing continuoudy before and during the Public

Hearing.

Attendance at the hearing was composed of 25 representatives of TXDOT, four representatives of the
FHWA, six representatives of the City, one representative of Tarrant County, one representative of
Johnson Country, eight representatives from NTTA, two representatives from congressiona el ected
officias, 29 consultants, two shorthand court reporters and 143 interested citizens. A total of 227
individuals attended the Public Hearing. The mgjority of citizens who attended the Public Hearing
resde in the area of the project, athough a substantial number of those attending do not live in the
immediate project area. A total of six public officids or their designated representatives were
formally recognized at the Public Hearing and four of those officias offered comments. All spokein
favor of the project.

A total of 19 individual citizens spoke at the Public Hearing to present ora statements for the record.
Of the 11 who signed up to speak, seven made statements, two were caled but did not make
statements, one delivered a written statement and one made a statement to a court reporter outside of
the hearing room. A total of 13 citizens with a generd interest in the project signed up to speak. Of
that number, 12 made statements and one made a statement to a court reporter outside of the hearing

room. The court reporter located outside of the hearing room took seven ora statements; the



transcript of these statements may be found in the Public Hearing documentation contained in
Volume 2 of thisFEIS.

During the Public Hearing, the Mayor of the City presented Resolution No. 2923 which adopted the
PDT recommendations, Alternative A, as the City’s locally recommended alternative with
modifications (Appendix C). Comments were received during a 10-day comment period following
the Public Hearing. A tota of 64 written comments were received during this comment period.

In response to the City’ s locally recommended alternative as presented at the Public Hearing, NTTA
and TXDOT developed an additiona aternative, called the C/A dternative. This dternative evolved
from the City’ s desire to include the intent of the Alternative C/A interchange design at IH 30 and to
move the mainlanes and Stonegate Boulevard interchange north of the electrical transmission line.
The City’s recommended aternative would maintain the PDT efforts where possible, plus extending
Arborlawn Drive ingtead Bellaire Drive across SH 121, while avoiding ROW impacts to existing and
ongoing development south of 1H 20.

NTTA and TxDOT have diligently analyzed the project based on concerns expressed during the
Public Hearing process. This resulted in revised studies based on updated data, an expanded
discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts and an overall improvement in the readability of the
document. Documentation of the Public Hearing on the DEIS (including court reporter transcripts of
verbal statements, written comments and responses to comments) is contained in Volume 2 of this
FEIS.

It has been determined that there are no changes to the project that would result in substantia
environmental impacts not previously considered in the DEIS nor is there new information relevant
to environmental concerns that would result in substantial impacts not evaluated in the DEIS. Asa
result of this “hard look,” NTTA and TXxDOT recommended proceeding to this FEIS. The FHWA

concurred with this approach.



Due to public interest in this project, the City has requested additional public involvement as this
project advances. While not traditionally provided at the FEIS stage, NTTA, TxDOT and FHWA
have agreed to provide an additional Public Hearing after the FEIS is made available to the public.
Before the execution of the ROD, a summary of this additional Public Hearing and analysis of
comments received there would be made available to the public. Mgor comments not previoudy
addressed in the FEIS will be noted in the ROD.

In August 2003, the City adopted Resolution No. 2982, which created the SH 121 CAG . The CAG
has been charged by the Mayor and City Council to develop a Nature and Character Plan for the SH
121 corridor. The Nature and Character Plan would establish recommendations for aesthetic
elements such as landscaping buffers, wall treatments, gateways for the arterial intersections, trails,
natural elements, public art, toll plazas, lighting and signage.  The CAG would present the Nature
and Character Plan to the City Council for adoption. Following receipt of the ROD detailed design
of SH 121 would begin. At that time the City' adopted Nature and Character Plan recommendations
would serve as a basdline for incorporation of aesthetic elements into the detailed design of SH 121.
Continuing input from the CAG viathe City would occur during the detailed design of SH 121.
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7.0 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

As gtated in Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need, the purpose of this proposed project isto:

e Improve regional mobility,

e Increase people and goods carrying capacity,

e Alleviate further overburdening of the local transportation system.

The recommended aternative should meet the purpose and need of the proposed project and include
additiona desired benefits such as providing a financialy viable means to implement the proposed
project. The recommended aternative should aso complement local future land use plans and

incorporate public input in so far asisfeasible and practicable.

Five build aternatives were studied in this FEIS: Alternative A resulted from the City’s PRT and
PDT recommendation in 2000; Alternative B resulted from the City’s CAC recommendation in
1999; Alternative C was developed by NTTA and TxDOT in response to safety and established
design concerns related to the preliminary design of Alternative A in 2001; Alternative D resulted
from agency studies and public input in 1998. A combination aternative (Alternative C/A) was
presented by the City on April 22, 2003 during the comment phase of the DEIS Public Hearing as
detailed in a City Council resolution. The Build Alternative C/A discussed in this document was
developed in response to public input and incorporates much of the City’s suggestionsin so far asis
feasible and practicable.

The environmental consequences of implementing each Build dternative were evaluated against the
ability of each of the Build dternatives to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project.
Because of existing land use and local land use plan development patterns within the proposed
project area, the proposed Build aternatives are essentialy confined to the same horizontal alignment
with the vertical profile varying among the aternatives. Because the various Build alternatives share
the same basic horizontal aignment, implementing any of these Build dternatives would in some
areas result in similar environmental consequences. The mgjor differences among environmental
consequences of the Build alternatives is that if Alternative B or D were implemented, potential

impacts to cultura resources (for example the North Holly Water Treatment Plant) could occur and



implementation of Alternative A would result in more single family housing displacements than the

other alternatives.

Because environmental consequences of implementing any of the Build aternatives are similar, the
information gained during the comment phase of the DEIS Public Hearing was a valuable
component in determining a recommended aternative. The recommended aternative which meets
the purpose and need of the proposed project and while incorporating public input, has been
determined to be the Build Alternative C/A.
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8.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

Section 101(b) of the NEPA requires that Federal agencies incorporate into their project planning all
practicable measures to mitigate adverse environmental impacts resulting from a proposed action.
The following section summarizes concept-level mitigation measures that have been identified as
appropriate to minimize adverse environmental impacts for the recommended alternative. Agency
coordination and contacts with individual property owners would continue throughout the detailed
design phase of the project. During that time, mitigation measures would be developed in more
detail. Final mitigation would be incorporated into the detailed engineering plans and specifications
for this project. Mitigation measures are described for the recommended Alternative C/A for adverse
impacts to resource categories to the degree that can be anticipated at this point in project

development.

8.1. Visual Impacts/Context-Sensitive Design

8.1.1. Overview

Context-Sensitive Design is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders
to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic
and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. The process of developing a
transportation project involves influences and impacts that extend beyond the ROW lines. Context-
Sensitive Design seeks to integrate these aspects and seek input with the affected communities to

meet transportation needs and user expectations.

The following subsections cover Context-Sensitive Design in relation to contextual parameters.

8.1.2. Contextual Parameters

The intermingling of various types of land use along the SH 121 corridor can create complex
contextual issues. In dealing with these issues, the various components of the corridor were
identified to enable a clear understanding of the intricate details of its context. Along the

approximately 15 mi long corridor, there are many land use types including residential, commercial



and industrial as well as other transportation facilities that have interchanges with proposed SH 121.
Specific discussion on the existing visual conditions and proposed visua impacts are discussed in
Chapter 5.23, Visual Impacts of this document.

The primary vehicle for determining the contextual parameters that would influence the aesthetic
design of transportation facilities is the public participation process that is planned to be carried into
the detailed design phase. This processis intended to have a strong influence on decisions regarding

overal aesthetics and landscaping plans for the project.

Since its inception, discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project History, this project has been a good example of
context sengtive design (CSD). Initiating preliminary design in 1970, an intergovernmental
interdisciplinary team was formed, to consider a route for SH 121 extending from IH 35W through
the southwest quadrant of Fort Worth. The team consisted of Texas Highway Department design
engineers, Fort Worth city staff design professionals from severa departments, Tarrant County staff,
and the transportation director for North NCTCOG. In addition, the City had a planning consultant
a the time working on a downtown master plan. Consulting landscape architect and planner

Lawrence Halprin assisted on this project.

Among other CSD recommendations by Halprin was locating SH 121 through an old iron foundry
just west of FWBG. This would create more park space for insulating the garden from outside
influences. In addition, that route led to an area for a good highway interchange with IH 30 near
Montgomery Street. He recommended aso that the highway route then curve to the southwest to
follow dong the north side of the railroad yard, to avoid creating a second transportation corridor,
without further splintering of the area, and with very few residences displaced. Those key CSD
concepts, with others, were integrated into the preliminary geometric layout that moved forward into

the 1973 Public Hearing, with good public endorsements occurring.

In the 1980s, a concept for creating a Cultura District was promulgated by the City, integrating the
museums, the Will Rogers coliseum, the stock show buildings and grounds, exhibit buildings and the
theaters, with the botanic garden and parks. This Cultural District concept resulted in consultants for
the City developing a plan for a new route that lay across the river from the east edge of Trinity Park



near the Clear Fork of the Trinity River channel. This new route crossed under the Lancaster Avenue
and West 7th Street bridges, partly superceding Forest Park Boulevard, and reaching IH 30 near the
existing Forest Park Boulevard interchange. The change in route being tentatively accepted by the
Texas Highway Commission, the previous IH 30 crossing concept at Montgomery Street was
dropped. This route, however, appeared later as an alternative route presented in a public meeting
held in 1988.

To the west from the Forest Park Boulevard intersection point, the parallel space between therailroad
and Vickery Boulevard would become the location for SH 121, using the Haprin concept farther to
the east, integrating the two highways and the railroad into a single transportation corridor. The
gpace lying between IH 30 and the railroad would utilize extra width, almost all to the south of 1H 30
for the linear interchange concept of recommended Alternative C/A for SH 121 and IH 30.
Alternative C/A crossing of the Clear Fork of the Trinity River near University Drive would fit in
between and preserve the historic bridges for the railroad and for Vickery Boulevard, as part of the
CSD concept.

Even after dropping the part of the route north of 1H 30 at this time because of the expense, this CSD
interchange concept would be developed. Rather than moving closer to Sunset Terrace, much of the
traffic would move away from the neighborhood on the new roadways, reducing noise level and

visual intrusions.

Between Forest Park Boulevard and Summit Avenue, Alternatives B and D would include flyover
direct connections to the north, connecting to Forest Park Boulevard near the bridge carrying
Lancaster Ave overhead. The terminus of these flyover connections would be near the North Holly
Water Treatment Plant, a historic property that might be affected. Recommended Alternative C/A
does not include such a connection, so that the design of Alternative C/A at Forest Park Boulevard
should be considered to be a CSD eement of the project.

West of Forest Park Boulevard opposite the Mistletoe Heights neighborhood, the eevation for SH
121 would be approximately the same levd as the railroad. Existing connections of IH 30 to
Rosedale Street would be left intact, except for revising the span lengths near the middle of the



bridges, but would remain at the existing profile elevation. With such a CSD concept, the existing
earth berms and walls along the north side of Mistletoe Heights would remain intact, shielding the
neighborhood, with the added construction for SH 121 being largely hidden beyond the railroad.

Farther to the southwest, the space between Vickery Boulevard and the railroad transitions out
immediately west of the existing Hulen Street bridge over the railroad. As a CSD measure, the SH
121 location would cross the railroad in the same area as Hulen Street, avoiding the potentia

displacement of homes west of Hulen Street and north of Vickery Boulevard.

In addition, the SH 121 profile constitutes adoption of another CSD concept. The profile of the
existing Hulen Street railroad crossing is high due to a former railroad requirement for clear sight
distance from the yard operation tower. Such a railroad requirement is no longer needed, due to
adoption of video cameras to assist yard operation. Alternative D would pass above the existing
Hulen Street bridge, as the smplest design, which would create a very high level bridge above the
neighborhood, but the recommended alternative C/A switches the levels. Even though the design
that switches the profiles would be more complex, these CSD concerns would lead to the
recommended C/A profile being set a the minimum clearance above the yard rails, with a
reconstructed and widened Hulen Street bridge being overhead, with only a few feet of additional
height.

The aignment proposed in 1973 continued southwest from the railroad, across vacant land, crossing
the Clear Fork of the Trinity River about 4,000 ft downsteam from Bryant Irvin Road. Due to the
extended delay of funding for the project, Overton Woods addition became developed on the south
bank between the river and Bellaire Drive, extending up to the tentative ROW line.

Other developments farther south aso grew into and across the origina route. The advanced
planning engineer for SH 121, in consultation with the Wedgwood Sector Planning Council,
recognized that many changes south of IH 20 were needed, and saw the opportunity to change
alignment to alimited extent between IH 20/SH 183 and the railroad. The existing interchange of IH
20 and SH 183 had been designed for later addition of SH 121 in the same area, to use overlapping



open spaces in afive leg interchange, so the location and design across the interchange was retained
asaCSD conceptua measure.

North of the interchange, al of the remaining vacant land is owned and being held for future
development by a private family entity. In conjunction with a planner for the property owners, with
family members participating, a new route location was selected using CSD concepts, to be more
compatible with future development. Crossing the river about 1,500 ft upstream from the west end
of Overton Woods addition, the revised route then continued south to the earlier planned IH 20/SH

183 interchange area.

The entire route was moved farther to the west in the area south of I1H 20. There were four still
undevel oped properties abutting along a north-south line in the area south of Oakmont Boulevard. In
an attempt to arrive at an alignment using CSD concepts, the City planning director coordinated joint
action with the advanced planning engineer, along with planners for the property owners, to establish
an alignment compatible with planning of these subdivisions and suitable for an exemplary roadway.
The aignment needed to be on an intricately fitted curve, but tentative ROW lines were set
successfully so that there would be no useless remainders from these properties. Each property
owner was then expected to be able to proceed with developing the properties, moving gradually
toward the ROW over time and agreed to preserve the roadway ROW.

In many areas along the project, the usual CSD concept now would include a buffer zone 80 ft in
width outside the minimum usual ROW needs, to allow landscaping and/or earth bermsto help make
the highway more nearly compatible with the existing and future abutting homes. The earlier CSD
effort south of Oakmont Boulevard almost succeeded in providing good clearance, except that one of
the developers moved faster than the others. A row of homes has been built in the area where a
frontage road would have been had the origina freeway design concept been carried out. This area
is approximately where the buffer strip would be under the present usual CSD concept.

In the Hulen Bend addition, acquiring the buffer strip would displace the most recently built strip of
homes, a total of about 45 single-family homes. As a CSD measure, Alternative C/A would leave



the houses in place, and refrain from acquiring the usual buffer strip, and would erect a traffic noise
barrier in the minimum usual ROW, as described in Section 5.11, Noise Impacts.

In response to land planning concerns in the area one to three miles from the south end of the project,
the alignment would be shifted for Alternative C/A, as a CSD measure, to alow better future

development opportunities desired by property owners.

Other limited area CSD measures would be used throughout the project, as detailed design work
proceeds, developed in coordination with the CAG.

8.1.3. Public Involvement

The involvement of loca groups and organizations during the planning process helps create better
solutions that would be mutualy beneficid for everyone. Throughout the development of this
project, there has been extensive public involvement with citizens, property owners and affected
local governments regarding the proposed facility. Many opportunities for public comment have

been afforded and more opportunities for public involvement are planned for the future.

Due to public interest in this project, the City has requested additiona public involvement as this
project advances. While not traditionally provided at the FEIS stage, NTTA, TxDOT and FHWA
have agreed to provide an additional Public Hearing after the FEIS is made available to the public.
Before the execution of the ROD, a summary of this additional Public Hearing and analysis of
comments received there would be made available to the public. Major comments not previousy
addressed in the FEIS will be noted in the ROD.

In August 2003, the City adopted Resolution No. 2982, which created the SH 121 CAG. The CAG
has been charged by the Mayor and City Council to develop a Nature and Character Plan for the SH
121 corridor. The Nature and Character Plan would establish recommendations for aesthetic
elements such as landscaping buffers, wall treatments, gateways for the arterial intersections, trails,
natura elements, public art, toll plazas, lighting and signage.  The CAG would present the Nature
and Character Plan to the City Council for adoption. Following receipt of the ROD detailed design



of SH 121 would begin. At that time the City’s adopted Nature and Character Plan
recommendations would serve as a basdine for incorporation of aesthetic elements into the detailed
design of SH 121. Continuing input from the CAG via the City would occur during the detailed
design of SH 121.

8.1.4. Corridor Image

With a new facility throughout the corridor, it would be important to give the many varying facets a
unified look. Careful design of signage, lighting, etc. would help to establish a complimentary
appearance among the build ements of the project. Input from the CAG via the City during the
design phase would help achieve a unified look.

8.1.5. Bridgesand Interchanges

When seen at high speeds along the project, a bridge serves as a momentary focal point, giving
motorists clues about the community above and/or adjacent. Although the bridges along the corridor
are of the same design, digtinctive elements on bridges can serve as landmarks, helping drivers
determine their location. The overpass, whether viewed from the surface street or from the cross
street below, helps identify the image of the project. Seen a much dower speeds, the detail in the
columns and abutments can enhance that image. Attention to the underside of the bridge and its
connection to the abutments and columns would provide visua clarity and organization, thus
enhancing the overall appearance of the project.

Roadway interchanges are landmarks that signify thresholds from one area to another. Interchanges
create substantial opportunities along the project to celebrate an area’s identity with plantings or
public art. They can become gateway experiences that reflect the adjacent land use or community.
Moreover, interchanges can be dividers between distinct land uses. The unique structure of
interchanges also creates specia opportunities to implement landscape elements at a grander scale
than is allowed by the narrower spaces aong the project. Input from the CAG viathe City during the
design phase would help identify goals for detailed design.



8.1.6. Walls

The retaining wall as seen from the roadway side would be passed by quickly and would serve to
reduce visua clutter, enabling the motorist to focus on the task at hand. On the frontage road, the
wall would be passed by more dowly and may be viewed more closely. In either circumstance, the
wall should be designed to be attractive and a cohesive element of the overall project design. Input
from the CAG viathe City during the design phase would help identify goals for detailed design.

8.1.7. Landscaping

As a design lement, landscaping would be essential to soften the potential harshness of the project
and can create continuity and visua relief along the entire project. Input from the CAG viathe City
during the design phase would help identify goals for landscaping detail. Landscape treatments
would be limited to the project ROW. Landscaping would be in accordance with EO 13112 on
“Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficia Landscaping” by seeding and
replanting the ROW with native species of plants where possible. A mix of native grasses and native
forbs would be used to re-vegetate disturbed areas within the ROW. Trees and shrubs would be
added in open areas as appropriate for functional definition and enhancement. Landscaping would
follow the TXDOT Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual, but could be modified as appropriate
to accommodate input from the City. NTTA has developed System-Wide Design Guidelines to
provide aesthetic continuity on the tollroad projects that they operate and maintain. These guidelines
include landscaping, which is considered an integral element in the roadway design. The System-
Wide Design Guiddines could be modified as appropriate to accommodate input from the City.

Buffer zones would be provided along the alignment generally between Hulen Street and SH 183 as
well as between Overton Ridge Road and Altamesa Boulevard. In addition, widened medians would
be provided generdly between Stonegate Boulevard and Arborlawn Drive as well as Oakmont
Boulevard to south of Altamesa Drive. No defined landscaping/planting/maintenance plan for the
buffer zones and medians has been devel oped.



8.1.8. Lighting

Continuous lighting of the main lanes, lighting of toll plazas, lighting of intersection and interchange
areas and partia lighting of frontage roadsis proposed for SH 121. As part of the environmental and
public participation process for the project, NTTA and TXxDOT have considered minimizing potential
increases in light intrusion to designated historic areas. In response to neighborhood concerns over
lighting levels elsawhere, NTTA performed lighting studies resulting in more cutoff and minimal-
glare fixture use throughout the project in accordance with Texas Health and Safety Code, Chapter
425. Spill light would be limited in areas where it is considered undesirable. Full consideration
would be given to energy conservation, reducing glare, minimizing light intrusion and preserving the

natural night environment.

The design of the project would follow the Highway Illumination Manual, which provides
procedures, guidelines and information concerning highway illumination. The design of the project
would make every effort to apply the Manud’s design criteria to select proper lighting (either
continuous or safety lighting) for the project. As defined in the Manual, continuous lighting is
defined as lighting that provides relatively uniform light on al main lanes, direct connections and
complete interchange lighting of al interchanges. Frontage roads are not normally continuoudy
lighted. The lighting units may be conventiona [uminaries but no high mast lighting would be used
within 1,000 ft of SH 121/IH 30 interchange. Safety elements would be used to the extent necessary

to provide for safety enhancement and the orderly movement of traffic.

With regard to the proposed SH 121 construction connection near Summit Avenue, the existing high-
mast lighting would be removed to congtruct the proposed project and is proposed to be replaced
with low-mast lighting.

8.2. Land Uselmpacts

The project is consistent with the Fort Worth Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted by the Fort
Worth City Council Development strategies are recommended by the Plan in relation to the project.



8.3. Primeand Unique Farmlands

Completion of Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Part VI, for land south of IH 20
resulted in atotal Site assessment score of 32. If the assessment score is less than 60, no further soil
evaluation is required. There was no unique farmland found from IH 20 north to the Hulen Street
Bridge and no farmlands within this area had been designated as having Statewide or loca
significance. There is approximately 1.7 mi of prime farmland that follows the Clear Fork of the
Trinity River, but this soil has not been under cultivation for some time and is currently zoned
commercia. There are no unique soils found within the PSC and no farmlands have been designated

as having Statewide or local significance.

8.4. Environmental Justice and Social | mpacts

The construction of SH 121 would not negatively impact school districts, recreation areas, churches,
police and fire protection nor would the project disproportionately adversely impact any socia
groups such as minorities, the elderly, low income or the handicapped.

8.5. Relocation Impacts

The relocation program for the SH 121 project would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and 49 CFR Part 24, as
amended. Resources would be made available without discrimination for relocation assistance for
resdential and business displacements. Titles VI and VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, the HUD
Amendment Act of 1974 and Public Law 91-646 of the Federal Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 protect those displaced. Specificdly, theses Acts help
ensure that, no person may be required to move unless appropriate housing would be available.

8.6. Economic Impact

The improved accessibility is expected to have a positive influence on future development of land
adjacent to the PSC, as well as that of established businesses. Therefore, the project is expected to

have a positive economic impact.



8.7. Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

Temporary impacts to existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities are expected to occur during the
construction phase of the project; however, long-term impacts would not occur. A temporary detour
would be provided for the trails abutting the proposed project at the crossings of the Clear Fork of the
Trinity River during certain construction operations in the interest of public safety.

8.8. Section 4(f) Impacts

The recommended alternative would not require takings from publicly owned parks, recreation,
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuge lands, or historic properties.  Temporary impacts to existing
bicycle/pedestrian facilities are expected to occur during the construction phase of the project;
however, long-term impacts would not occur. A temporary detour would be provided for the trails
abutting the proposed project at the crossings of the Clear Fork of the Trinity River during certain
construction operationsin the interest of public safety.

8.9. Air Quality Impacts

The Mobility 2025-2004 Update including the Build dternative of this project meets the
transportation needs of the future.

8.10. Traffic Noise Impacts

Noise abatement measures such as. traffic management, aternation of horizontal/vertica aignments
and the construction of noise barriers have been considered for the recommended alternative. Noise
barriers have been proposed in three locations.  Construction of noise barriers was investigated for
all noise-impacted receptors along the project. In order for noise barriers to be constructed, they

must be both feasible and reasonable;

e Feashility relates to physical and acoustical restraints. Barriers are feasible where terrain,
access, safety or other physical constraints do not preclude them and where they are able to
achieve a substantial noise reduction. A reduction of eight to 10 dBA would be considered
substantial.

e Reasonableness of noise barriers depends on a number of factors including the barrier cost



per residence benefited. Costs exceeding $25,000 per noise receiver benefited would not be
considered reasonable. Additional details on the locations of these proposed walls are located
in Chapter 5.11.4, Noise Abatement.

Visua screens could be placed at locations that do not qualify for traffic noise barriers, such as a the
Sunset Terrace Neighborhood. These visua screens would provide some traffic noise reduction for
the Sunset Terrace Neighborhood.

8.11. Water Quality Impacts

8.11.1. Surface Water Quality

Where appropriate, these erosion and sedimentation control structures would be in place prior to the
initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction.
Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to maintain a natural water quality
buffer and minimize the amount of erodible earth exposed at any onetime. Upon completion of the
earthwork operations, disturbed areas will be restored and reseeded.

In December 1996, the EPA issued the City and TXDOT an NPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit
for its M4, (Phase |). The EPA has delegated the program to TCEQ. The project would comply
with the conditions of the M $4 permit.

8.11.2. Groundwater Resour ces

Due to the nature of the underlying aguifers, no groundwater contamination is expected to occur
from the congtruction and use of SH 121. The project would not cross the recharge zone of any

underlying aquifers.

8.11.3. Per mits
Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and Wetlands | mpacts

Following selection of the Preferred Alternative in the ROD, detailed design of the project would
begin and detailed on-the-ground jurisdictional waters of the United States delineation and project



impacts assessment would be completed. In accordance with the CWA Section 404 (b)(1)
guiddines, design of the project would include measures to avoid and minimize impacts to
jurisdictional areas. Unavoidable impacts to jurisdictiona areas would be compensated for during
the 404 permitting process by providing mitigation for unavoidable losses of waters (functions and
values) of the United States as required by any pertinent Section 404 permit administered by the
USACE. The Section 404 permitting process would be conducted during preparation of the detailed
design. Mitigation would be proposed at no less than a one-to-oneratio. It is estimated that Section
404 NWPs would authorize impacts to jurisdictional areas. In addition, as a result of impacts to
jurisdictional waters associated with the construction of this project, Tier | Erosion Control, Post-
Construction TSS Control and Sedimentation Control devices would be required under the TCEQ
Section 401.

Construction General Permit

Because this project would disturb more than 1 ac, a TCEQ Phase || TPDES Construction Genera
Permit would be required. This would be accomplished by filing a NOI to comply with the TPDES
stating that a SW3P would be in place during congtruction of the project. No long-term water
quality impacts are expected as a result of the project. Soil erosion and sediment-laden runoff from
construction areas would present the most likely temporary impacts to streams and the river within
the PSC. Impacts would be minimized through the implementation of erosion and sediment control
practices (i.e., silt fence, rock berm and drainage swaes) from the TxDOT Standard Specifications
for the Construction of Highways, Streets and Bridges Manual. Other erosion and sedimentation
control measures would likely include seeding and mulching disturbed aress, fiber mats, netting,
dikes, dams, rock construction entrances, minimizing exposure of unprotected soil, temporary
sedimentation ponds and proper construction of river and stream crossings. During construction of
the proposed SH 121, the surface area of erodible soils that would be exposed at any one time would
be limited. Where appropriate, these temporary control structures would be in place prior to the
initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout construction. Clearing of the
vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to maintain a water quality buffer. Upon
completion of earthwork operations, disturbed areas would be restored and reseeded according to the
Department’s specifications for “Seeding for Erosion Control.” The contractor would take



preventive measures to minimize and control the spill of fuels, lubricants and hazmats during
construction.  Proper areas for spills disposals and materials storage would be designated and
identified and would be protected from run-on and run-off. No long-term water quality impacts are
expected as aresult of the project.

In addition, as a result of impacts to jurisdictional waters associated with the construction of this
project, Tier | Erosion Control, Post-Construction TSS Control and Sedimentation Control devices
would be required under the TCEQ Section 401. At least one Erosion Control device would be
implemented and maintained until construction is complete. Erosion Control devices to be used
include temporary vegetation, blanketsmatting, mulch and sod. In addition, a least one
Sedimentation Control device would be maintained and remain in place until completion of the
project. Sedimentation Control devices to be used include sand bag berms, silt fences, triangular
filter dikes and rock berms. Also, at least one Post-Construction TSS Control device would be
implemented upon completion of the project. Post-Construction TSS Control devices to be used
include retention/irrigation, extended detention basins and vegetative filter strips.

8.12. Floodplain and Floodway I mpacts

No major changes to streams and floodplains elevations are proposed. The proposed roadway would
be designed to have adequate freeboard to prevent encroachment of water on the pavement in the
regiona (100-year) flood event. Presidentia EO 11988 requires Federa agencies to avoid the long-
and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to
restore and preserve the natural and beneficia vaues served by floodplains. In implementing the
EQ, itisFHWA’s palicy to:

e Encourage prevention of uneconomic, hazardous or incompatible use and development in the
floodplain.

Avoid longitudinal or other substantial encroachments where practicable.

Minimize impacts that adversely affect base flood plains.

Restore and preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain values.

Avoid support of incompatible floodplain devel opment.

Be consistent with the intent of the Standards and Criteria of the National Flood Insurance
Program and local floodplain management.



8.13. Wild and Scenic RiversImpacts

There are no designated wild or scenic rivers within the PSC or vicinity.

8.14. Coastal Barriersand Coastal Zone Impacts

There are no coastd barriers or coastal zones located within the PSC or vicinity.

8.15. Threatened or Endangered Species

No impact on endangered/threatened speciesislikely to occur.

8.16. Trees, Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

Vegetation clearing and disturbance within the ROW would be limited to the minimum needed to
construct and maintain the roadway. A 30 ft clear zone from the edge of pavement, where no
obstruction is alowed, is required for the Recommended Alternative. In accordance with EO 13112
on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, landscaping would
be limited to seeding and replanting the ROW with native species of plants where possible. A mix of
native grasses and native forbs would be used to re-vegetate the ROW within the 30 ft clear zone.
The planting of native shrubs and trees would be alowed out side of the clear zone where

appropriate.

The vegetation and trees within the PSC do not provide specid habitat value for endangered or
threaten species. No vegetation types exist in the PSC that fit the descriptions of rare vegetation
series (S1, S2, or S3 series levels) as described by the TXDOT — TPWD MOU. No habitat types
requiring mitigation per the provison (4)(A)(ii) of the TXDOT — TPWD MOU would be impacted
by the proposed project.



8.17. Historic Resources I mpacts

8.17.1. Archeological Sites

One prehigtoric site (41TR170) was discovered during a March 1999 TxDOT survey of the project
area. Based on TxDOT findings, the site is recommended as potentialy eligible for listing in the
NRHP and as a SAL. TxDOT has committed to further testing of the site in coordination with the
THC to determine the site's formal NRHP and SAL digibility status. The testing would be the
responsibility of TXDOT and would be completed after the ROD during the PS& E design stage. In
the event a potential archeological resource is encountered during congtruction, construction
activities would cease and the resource would be evaluated per the TXDOT / THC MOU. The entity
responsible for complying with the MOU would be the one within whose physica jurisdiction (as
defined by the Interlocal Agreement among the City, NTTA and TxDOT) the impact to the potential
resource would occur. All Section 106 requirements would be fulfilled prior to the beginning of

construction for this project.

8.17.2. Historic Buildings and Structures

Consultation with THC has been findized for al dternatives. Alternatives B and D have been
identified as having potential impacts at the North Holly Water Plant, Lancaster Bridge and the
Mistletoe Heights Neighborhood Historic District as either direct takes or indirect impacts. Those
impacts would lead to a Section 4(f) evduation. Alternatives A and C were developed to avoid
impacts, such as the visua impacts to neighboring residential areas and historic resources, that were
identified through the public involvement process. THC has concurred that Alternatives A and C
would have no adverse effect on the historic properties. Consequently, Alternative C/A would have
no adverse effect on the historic properties. By implementing Alternative A, C or C/A versus
Alternative B or D, taking of property from the North Holly Water Plant is eliminated, the visual
intrusion on the Lancaster Bridge is eliminated and the visual intrusion that the direct connection to
Forest Park Boulevard may have had on the Mistletoe Heights Neighborhood Historic District or the
Sunset Terrace neighborhoods is eliminated. The Recommended Alternative C/A would have no
adverse effect on any historic property.



8.18. Construction Impacts

Condtruction of the proposed SH 121 project would have specific temporary affects related to air
quality, noise, water and traffic. In addition, construction detours are at the IH 30 and IH 20
interchanges. Construction detours might be needed at other locations. Temporary impacts such as
increased traffic, increased noise and increased vehicle emissons might occur because of these
detours. However, these impacts would be temporary and would be minimized. Proper planning
and implementation of specific mitigation procedures would reduce or €iminate the impacts realized
during construction of the facility. The following are some of the impacts likely to be encountered

during construction.

8.18.1. Construction Air Quality

Temporary air pollution from dust generated during the construction phase might create a nuisance to
nearby residences, schools, churches and businesses adong the PSC. Dust generated from
construction activities would be controlled by sprinkling water on areas where intensive traffic
occurs on non-paved areas, such as haul roads, equipment parking and cut and fill areas. Disposal of
brush, vegetative spoil resulting from clearing operations and the control of dust during the
construction phase would be in accordance with the TCEQ’s Regulation 1, Rule 101 and Rule 104,
respectively. Inspectors would be required by Federal contract to implement the applicable standards
relating to dust suppression during the entire construction phase of the project. The inspectors would
be responsible for putting into effect those pollution controls necessary to ensure compliance with the

provisions of the contract.

8.18.2. Construction Noise

It is not practical to predict noise levels at a particular location during the construction of the
proposed facility. Heavy machinery, the major source of noise during construction, is constantly
moving in unpredictable patterns. There is a possibility that certain construction operations could
produce temporary noise levels high enough to interfere with nearby noise sendtive activities.
Provisions would be provided in the plans and specifications to require the contractor to make every

reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work hour



controls, equipment muffler systems, etc. To further reduce the potential impact of construction
noise, the project would require that motorized equipment shall be operated in compliance with all
applicable local, State and Federa laws and regulations relating to noise.  Construction equipment
would be required to have mufflers constructed in accordance with the equipment levels permissible

within and adjacent to the project construction site.

8.19. Secondary and Cumulative Project | mpacts

Along IH 30 near Summit Avenue to Hulen Street, secondary effects are not anticipated for proposed
SH 121. The nature of the urban area would not change with project implementation. The
traditional transportation corridor would be used to the greatest extent possible and virtualy no
vacant land exists within this corridor for development.

From Hulen Street to the project’s southern terminus at FM 1187, the proposed SH 121 would pass
through vacant land. Future land use plans show a continuation of the development trends of the past
40 years with mostly residential and commercia uses. The proposed SH 121 project would make the
southwest section of Fort Worth and Tarrant County more accessible and would reduce traffic on the
majority of existing streetsin the southwest quadrant, thus relieving traffic congestion and improving
air quality. These positive cumulative effects would benefit the southwest quadrant of the City and
the county.

No cause and effect relaionship exists between the proposed SH 121 and secondary development.

Such devel opment would occur with or without SH 121 implementation.

8.20. Hazardous M aterials

It is not anticipated that any of the Sites described in Chapter 5.22, Hazardous Waste Sites would
impact the development of the proposed facility. There would be no change to the environment
along the project corridor related to hazardous waste conditions or established sites. Precautions and
remediation measures would be necessary during the construction phase to ensure that all means are

utilized to identify and remove any hazardous waste encountered while work is proceeding.



These conceptual mitigation efforts would be incorporated into the ROD and the details for dl
mitigation would be worked at during detailed design and with continued public involvement
throughout the CAC/PDT.

8.21. Conclusion

This chapter has presented a conceptual mitigation description based on public input, Citizen's
Advisory Committee input and Project Development Team input to date. The Record of Decison
would include the fina refined description of the conceptua mitigation presented in this FEIS. The
final refined description of the conceptua mitigation would be based on public input following the
Public Hearing on the FEIS and continuing input from the CAG via the City of Fort Worth.
Mitigation for impacts to regulated areas such as jurisdictiona waters of the US would be
coordinated with the USACE in a permit application process. This coordination would occur during
final project design when impacts to these areas can be better estimated.
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9.0 AGENCY COORDINATION AND COMMENTS

9.1. Agency Coordination

From the very early stages of the proposed SH 121 project, severa local, State and Federa agencies
have had the opportunity to comment on various aspects of the proposed facility. TxDOT led early
project coordination, in cooperation with NCTCOG, the City and Tarrant County. More recently,
with the development of the project as a toll facility, the NTTA has assumed overdl responsbility
for the project.

Coordination was initiated with the EPA April 13, 1999. Based on the EPA’'s May 12, 1999
response letter, TXDOT would continue this coordination with the EPA during finalization of the EIS
process. Coordination was initiated with the USACE April 13, 1999. Based on the USACE's May
13, 1999 response letter, TXDOT would continue this coordination with USACE during the
finalization of the EIS process and during Section 404 of the CWA permitting process. TXDOT
initiated coordination with the FWS on June 5, 2002 pursuant to 50 CFR 402.01. A BA was
submitted to FWS at this time. FWS responded on June 12, 2002 with the determination that the
recommended project is not likely to adversely affect listed species. THC concurrence for
archeological resources for the project was obtained June 12, 2002. Prior to construction, Site
41TR170 would be tested and coordinated. THC concurrence for historic structure resources for the
project was obtained June 12, 2002. THC has requested that TXDOT consider minimizing or
avoiding increases in traffic, noise and light pollution in designated historic areas. TxXDOT has
committed to THC's requests in a September 9, 2002 letter. The THC acknowledged this
correspondence on September 18, 2002. All coordination |etters are located in Appendix F.

It is the responsibility of all Federal agencies to consult with Native Americans on issues of cultura
heritage that may affect them. Impacts to cultural and historic resources must also be considered
during the NEPA process. Substantia provisions governing tribal consultation are found in Section
106 of the NHPA. In 1999, Congress modified the NHPA to include additiona tribal consultation
for Federd projects. The revised Section 106 regulations require agencies to consult with tribes that



currently reside or have ancestral history in the project area. No distinct Native American tribeswere
found to currently reside or demonstrate ancestral history in the proposed SH 121 project area.

In May of 2000, the FHWA sent out letters to known, potentially affected Native American tribal
organizations in order to determine if information was available regarding sensitive areas of concern
in the proposed SH 121 vicinity. There was one response received from the Tonkawa Tribal Council
dated May 22, 2000 indicating that the Tonkawa Tribe had no knowledge of any specificaly
identified burial or sacred sitesin the SH 121 area.

In the event that a historic or prehistoric cemetery is uncovered, then TXDOT Cemetery Guidelines
would apply. Unearthing human remainsis a sensitive issue and requires compliance with both State
and Federd laws. The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
outlinesthe efforts TXDOT must make to repatriate human remains with Federally recognized tribes.

9.2. Major Investment Study

A Maor Investment Study (M1S) was required for all corridors where a transportation investment is
anticipated to have regiona impact, such as the proposed SH 121. The MIS isintended to foster a
cooperative and collaborative decison-making process involving State DOTs, MPOs, transit
operators, the FTA and FHWA. By performing integrated and thorough analyses in the planning
stage of project development, potentially redundant steps can be reduced or eiminated in future
stages.

Given the level of community and agency involvement exhibited throughout this project’s
development, the requirements and objectives of the MIS process have been met. As evidenced by
the media and newspaper coverage directed toward this project, local interests have continued to be
heard in a public forum. Beyond the immediate scope of the project, its inclusion in NCTCOG's
Mobility 2025 Plan Update, as well as the Mobility 2025-2004 Update further demonstrates heavy

public input and region-wide participation.



Public outreach and involvement activities were critica components of the 18-month development
process of Mobility 2025 Plan Update. A series of technical workshops were held with local
governments and other planning agencies to provide technica review of travel forecadts, the
evaluation of dternatives and plan recommendations. Numerous presentations were provided to
elected officials including the RTC, the NCTCOG Executive Board, County Commissioners Courts
and City Councils throughout the region. Other transportation agencies, including DART, FWTA
and TXDOT were regularly briefed at different stages of the plan development. Fifteen public
meetings were held throughout the region, where the community was invited to ask questions or
provide comments, which were al reviewed and incorporated into the plan as much as possible.
Over 3,500 interested citizens and businesses were notified of the public meetings. Other outreach
activities included the creation of an internet web site for Mobility 2025 Plan Update, presentations
to civic and transportation advocacy groups and working closely with the media.

The identification of potentia tollroads as a viable means of reducing the gap between transportation
needs and available funds was a high priority throughout NCTCOG's Mobility 2025 Plan Update
planning process. As such, it has been the policy of RTC to move forward as expeditioudy as

possible towards the implementation of these projects.

At ameeting attended by representatives from the NCTCOG, on August 29, 1997, it was determined
that the project would be designated an “ Option 3" MIS (concurrent MISNEPA followed by aFina
ElS) because a complete range of dternatives had been studied through previous EIS and public
involvement activities. The decision to reject a “freeway” facility along the southwest corridor was
supported by amgority of the loca community, elected officials and affected agencies. Alternatives
for SH 121 such as trangt, ral, HOV lanes, TSM/TDM improvements, bicycle/pedestrian
improvements, parking management, ETR programs, etc., have been addressed in the regional CMS.
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Federal Highway Administration
C.D. Reagan, Division Administrator
Salvador Deocampo, District Engineer
Anita Wilson, Urban Programs Engineer
Tom Bruechert, Environmental Coordinator

Barbara C. Maley, AICP, Environmental and Transportation Planning Coordinator

North Central Texas Council of Governments
Michael Morris, P.E., Director of Transportation
Dan Kessler, Assistant Director of Transportation
Dan Rocha, Senior Transportation Planner
Mitzi Ward, Transportation Planner

Ken Cervenka, P.E., Principal Transportation Engineer
Dan Lamers, P.E., Principal Transportation Engineer

Michael Burbank, Senior Transportation Planner
North Texas Tollway Authority

Jerry Hiebert, Executive Director

Chris Anderson, P.E., Director of Planning

Mark Bouma, P.E., Director of Engineering

Fredrick Addison, Counsel
TxDOT District Office, Fort Worth, Texas

Maribel Chavez, P.E., District Engineer

Charles Conrad, P.E., Deputy District Engineer

Randy Bowers, P.E., Project Manager

Judy Anderson, P.E., Transportation Engineer

Robert Hall, District Environmental Coordinator

Burton Clifton, P.E., Advanced Planning Director
TxDOT Headquarters Office, Austin, Texas

Dianna F. Noble, P.E., Director, ENV

Michelie Skinner, Project Manager, ENV

Michael Shearer, Noise Specialist, ENV
Consultant Team

Lockwood, Andrews and Newnam, Inc.

307 West 71 Street, Suite 1250

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

LopezGarcia Group
1825 Market Center Boulevard, Suite 150
Dallas, Texas 75207

Hicks & Company
1504 West 5™ Street
Austin, Texas 78703

Carter and Burgess

777 Main Street
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
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LIST OF FEIS RECIPIENTS

Others

City of Burleson

City of Cleburne

City of Crowley

City of Fort Worth

City of Joshua

Fort Worth Independent School District
Fort Worth Public Library

Historic Fort Worth, Inc.

Johnsen County

North Central Texas Council of Governments
Tarrant County

Texas Historical Commission
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LOCAL PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS

Attachment 1:

Attachment 2:

Attachment 3:

Attachment 4:

Attachment 5:

Attachment 6:

Attachment 7:

City of Fort Worth, Mayor and Council Communication No. G-6454.
Approval of Minute Order 83516 Providing for the Construction of SH 121
from TH 35W to FM 1187 (Southwest Freeway).

City of Fort Worth Resolution No. 1886 in Support of a Study of Toll Road
Financing of all or Portions of the SH 121 Extension from [H 35W n the City
of Fort Worth to US 67 in the City of Cleburne.

City of Fort Worth Resolution No., 2474 Authorizing an Agreement Between
the City of Fort Worth, The North Texas Tollway Authority and the Texas
Department of Transportation Concerning Development of the Southwest
Parkway.

Mayor and Council Communication No. C-17178 Resolution Authorizing
Southwest Parkway Interlocal Agreement Between the City of Fort Worth,
Texas Department of Transportation and the North Texas Tollway Authority.

City of Fort Worth Resolution No. 2482 Creating a Citizen Advisory
Committee to the City Council Relating to the Southwest Parkway (SH 121)
Project.

City of Fort Worth Resolution No. 2923 a Resolution Adopting the
Recommended Locally Preferred Alternative for the Southwest Parkway (SH
121) and Transmitting the Recommended Locally Preferred Alternative to the
Texas Department of Transportation for the Texas Department of
Transportation’s Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
SH 121.

City of Fort Worth Resolution No. 2982 a Resolution Creating the Citizens’
Advisory Group and Establishing its Charge for the Southwest Parkway (SH
121).

City of Fort Worth Resolution No. 3009 a Resolution Appointing the
Membership of the SH 121 Citizen’s Advisory Group.
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Mayor and Council Communication

DATE foreacees sumsect:  APPROVAL OF KINUTE ORDER 83516 racE
10-8-85 Gogase - . |PROVIDING FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF S.H, 13t 2
- FROM J-35W _TO FM 1187 (SOUTHWEST FREEWAY) '*—

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Counc{l accept the attached Minute Order 83516
as outlined below. ‘ :

BACKGROUND

Tn Janvary 3, 198¢ (MsC G-5864), the City Council formally endorsed the -
Southwest Freewdy end @ related {mplementatfion strategy. CGn December 11, 1984,
(M:C 6-6185), the Council approved the hiring of & consultant to perform &
feasib{ifty stmd{ of the eastern aligmment as proposed by City staff. This
alignment did, in fact, prove feasible and that fact has been accepted by
appropriste State Highway Commission authority. The Highway Commissfon, meeting
fn regular sessfon on August 29, 1985, approved an order canceling the
previously approved Raute A presented in 2 public meeting on May 2, 1973 and
further provided for in Minute Order 68084, and ordered the Engineer-Director
to tender Minute Order 83516 containing the following basic provisions:

Providing the City and/ar County will:

- 1. Furnish 311 necessary right-of-way clear of chbstructions and free of -
cost to the State from Hulen Street south to FM 1187, with
ecquisition procedures to be {n accordance with federsl and - state
laws governing same; and

- 2. Uonate to the State &11 of the right-of-way required for this project .
that {s on property owned by the City (not acquired for public road
roposes) {mmed{ately upon approval of a geometric layout and being
urnished o right-of-way map and {nstruments of conveyance. The City
. - vetains the right to use the donated R.O.M. until needed for
- construction purposes. s

3.  -Secure a1l necessary right-of-way and adjust utflities €rom Hulen
_ Street, northeast to Interstate Kighway 35W, according to palicles of
the State Department of Highways and Peblic Transportation, with
acquisition procedures to be fn accordance with Federal and State
laws governing the ecquisition policies for acquiring real property.
Re{mbursement to the City or County will be 4n accordsnce with
Article 6702"1' Sec. ‘0301. Subsec. C., V.A.C.S-, as amended. The
. - City and/or County ma2y request the State to assume responsibility of
acquisition under the "Alternate Procedure” authorized by the State
Highwsy and Public Transportation Commission by Minute Order 80312,
The City and County will contribute ten percent (108} of the
right-of-way cost fn a manner prescribed by the State Department of
Highways and Publ{ic Transportation. :

4. Provide for constructfon of approved frontage wroads from Hulen
Street south to Farm ¢o Market Roed 11B7.

»
//

s




sigfre [ mwencr”APPROVAL OF MINUT  GER 83516 e
10-8-85 HEebaL pnavw:gs FOR THE CONSTRUC) .+ OF SH. 141 2 2
ROM 1-35¢ 10 F 1IAR7 (SOUTHWEST FREFWAYY — — % ——

§. Secure authority to aobtain acceptable and necessary earth
construction materfal at no cost to the State from the channel of the
Kest Fork of the Trinity River, as needed to construct embankment in
an ecanomical manner.

The State Department of Highways end Public Transportation will:

1. fProceed: with route, 1location and design studfes, = {ncluding
engineering, soctial, economic, and environmental studies, and hold
appropriate public meetings and hearings to establish a route and
design that {s consistent with the goals and objectives of the
community. - )

2. Provide Relocatfon Assistence as wmay be required and dét_emined to be
eligible under the Relocation Assistance Program. ° ' :

- 3. Provide for construction of main lanes, necessary frontage roads and
- interchanges between Interstate Highway 35W and Hulen Street, and
construction of main lanes from Hulen Street to. Farm to Market Road
1187, 811 as required by traffic. and as funds become avéilable. .

. - E - f - -
4. Haintain the facil{ty upon completion of construction,

The State Oepartment of Highways and Publfic Transportatfon will control
location and desigri of the entire project and will retain the right to inspect,
spprove or disapprove 811 engineering work, construction plans, specificstions
and construction. : I P o

The State”Department of Highways &nd Public Transportation will not be bound to
a fim cosmitment to future construction schedules ‘due to -the ‘many related
factors over which the Department has no control.,. = - "= % ¢ L.

The City will probably ask the S.0.H.P.T. to assume responsibilfty for R.QO.W.
acquisition - from Hulen Street northeast - to 1-35. under- the “alternative
procedure” described above {n order to avoid edding & large 'number of temporary
staff. The task of acquiring the R.0.W. south of Hulen Street will be
_substential. Although the City expects to get substantial land donations from
‘developers, ‘the cost for excess R.0O.W. required for. fnterchanges and grade
separations, and R.O.W. from small holders will be quite large. This winute
order places the responsibility for utility relocation south of Hulen on the
City/County -without any possibilfty of partial reigbursement from State or
federsl funds. The dollar amounts required for R.O.M. and utility relocation.

cannot be determined at this time, but will be significant. * -~ APPROVED: BYl
DAI:d) - L o ~ CITY COUNCIL

‘ ‘ o .- OCT 15 1985
UBLITIED #DR THE :’: —— - ' : : : lgﬂ ; J._./,f‘ﬁ{q o

oR - R
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

AND PURLIC TRANSPORTATION

MINUTE ORDER

.-' 1 1
-I‘R ﬁi._r__--......_.. County Page of 3 Pags

Dixtrict No. _-_.,_2.______

WHEREAS, in TARRANT COUNTY, Minute Order 68084 dated October 4, 1973 designated a
STATE HIGHWAY extending from Interstate Highway 35W and State Highway 121, southwest

to Farm to Narket Road 1187 and approved Route A as displayed at the public hearing
which was held on May 2, 1973: and

WHEREAS, appropriate local officials no tonger support all of said Route A;

KOH, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the previous approval of Route A in Minute Order
68084 be and 1s hereby cancelled and the Engineer-Director is directed to tender the
following proposal to the City of Fort Worth and Tarrant County:

Provided the City and/or County will:

1. Furnish 211 necessary right of way clesr of obstructions and free of cost
to .the State from Hulen Street, south to Farm to Market Road 1187, with
acquisition procedures to be in accordance with Federal and State laws
governing the acquisition policies for acquiring real property.

- 2. Donate to the State all of the right of way required for this project that
is on property ownad by the City (not acquired for publfc road purposes},
immediately upon approval of a geometric layout and being furnished a
right of way map and instruments of conveyance. The City retains the
right to use the donated right of way until needed for construction
purpases.



TARR{}T.‘_I. .......... County Page

District Na. __

3.

W STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

MINUTE ORDER

of

Z

Secure all necessary right of way and adjust utilities from Hulen
Street, northeast to Interstate Highway 354, according to policies of
the State Department of Highways and Pubiic Transportation, with
acquisition procedures to be in accordance with Federal and State laws

"governing the acquisition policies for acquiring real property.

Reimbursement to the City or County will be in accordance with Article
6702-1, Sec. 4.301, Subsec. C, V.A.C.S., as amended. The ity and
County may request the State to assume responsibility of adquisition
under the “Alternate Procedure® authorized by the State Hi hway and
Public Transportation Commission by Minute Order 80312. e City and
County will contribute ten percent (10%) of the right of way cost in
a manner prescribed by the State Department of Highways and Public
Transportation. - :

Provide for construction of approved frontage rbads from Hulen Street,
south to Farm to Market Road 1187.
: - |
Secure authority to obtain acceptable and necessary earth construction
material at no cost to the State from the channel of the H%st Fork of
the Trinity River, as needed to construct embankment in an leconomical
manner. -

Pagex
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w2 MINUTE ORDER "+t

The State Department of Highways and Public Transportation will:

1. Proceed with route, location and design studies, including engineering,
social, economic, and environmental studies, and hold appropriate public
meetings and hearings to establish a route and design that isg consistent
with the goals and objectives of the community.

2. Provide Relocation Assistance as may be reﬁuired and determined to
be eligible under the Relocation Assistance Program.

3. Provide for construction of main lanes, necessary frontage roads and
interchanges between Interstate Highway 35W and Hulen Street, and
construction of main lanes from Hulen Street to Farm to Market Road 1187,
all as required by traffic and as funds become available.

4. Maintain the facfiity upon completion of construction.

This action fs taken with the understanding that the State Department of Highways and
Public Transportation will control location and desi¥n of the entire project and will

retain the right to inspect, approve or disapprove all engineering work, construction
plans, specifications and construction. : :

This action §s also taken with the further understanding that the State Department of
Highways and Public Transportation cannot be bound to firm commitment to future

construction schedules due to the many related factors gver which the Department has
no control. '

Upon acceptance of the provisions of this Order by the appropriate officiais of the
City of Fort Worth and Tarrant County, the Engineer-Director is directed to enter
into any necessary agreements with the City of Fort Worth and Tarrant County for
development of plans for construction and to proceed with the work ocutlined herein.

This Order shall become operative upon acceptance by the City of Fort Worth’ and
Tarrant County and 1f not accepted within 90 days of the date hereof, the action con-
tained herein shall be automatically cancelled.

Submmitted by: //‘/ - Examined end recomunended by:
/ .o 4
Crts ALSLE |
(Tale) Program Engineer Approved Deputy Diecaroe
Esginerr-Duector
Approved:

Comumissioner Minute Mumber 83516
Commissioner Daie Pased AUC 29 8 5

Comsnissioner




ATTACHMENT 2

A Resolution rsownonwo /g2

IN SUPPORT OF A STUDY OF TOLL ROAD FINANCING
OF
ALL OR PORTIONS OF THE S.H.121 EXTENSION
FROM LH35W IN THE CITY OF FORT WORTH
TO US. 67 IN THE CITY OF CLEBURNE

WHEREAS, the City of Fort Worth and its citizens have repeatedly demonstrated their support for the
timely completion of the S.H. 121 Extension from LH. 35W in Fort Worth, Texas to U.S. 67 in Clebume, Texas
through resolutions and public testimony; and,

WHEREAS, public funding of major transportation projects continues to face significant obstacles; xnd,

WHEREAS, 5.H. 121 will compete for fanding with many other highly worthwhile transportation Projects
thronghout our State, and,

WHEREAS, there exists the potential for finsncing ofall or some portion of the S H. 121 Extension through
- the use of toll road financing should the Texas Tumpike Anthority determine the viability of such finencing for this
project; and,

WHEREAS, the Federal Intermodal Sarface Transportation and Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), sllows

for toll road bond funds to be augmented with federal transportation fiunds to build tofl roads under certain
conditions;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Coundil of the City of Fort Worth does hereby
respectfully request that the Texas Tumpike Authority take such ections and conduct such studies as may be required
to determine the viability of financing sll or any portion of the S.H. 121 Extension from LH. 35W in Fort Worth,

Texar to US. 67 in Cleburne, Texas with toll road bonds or with 2 combination of toll road bonds and federzl
transportstion funds, and, .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Fort Worth does hereby request that
the Texas Department of Transportation consider various project phases to expedite construction of the S.H. 121
Extension and assist the Texzs Tumpike Authority in detemmining the fessibility of toll rosd ﬁgmm or any

portion of the S.H. 121 Extension. CITY COUNCIL

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we hxve hereunto set our hand and czosed the great sea] of the Ci% of Fort
Worth to be affixed this Sth day of Febroary, 1993 FEB 3 193

" Kdy Granger, Mayor

City Sacretary of the

City of For}, Worih, Texas

Jewel Woods, Council Member

YLigir 4o jlhefo
iptn Meadows, Council Member
;Z P )Y 2%

CITY OF FORT WORTH

———
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A Resolution
Adogled Resowtion No. aH 7‘%

AUTHORIZING AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF FORT WORTH,
THE NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY, AND THE TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION CONCERNING DEVELOPMENT OF THE

' SOUTHWEST PARKWAY

WHEREAS, the timely extension of State Highway 121 south and west from
Interstate Highway 30 in Fort Worth to U.S. Highway 67 in Clebumne (the "Southwest
Parkway") is a crucial element in the successful development of the City of Fort Worth
(the "City™), as well as benefiting the surrounding region and the State of Texas: and

WHEREAS, the City acknowledges that the entire S.H. 121 (I35 W to U.S.
Highway 67) project is unlikely to be completed due to cost and issues related to routing
through existing neighborhoods, (some of which are historically significant) and physical
obstacles in the project section from I-35 W to approximately 1-30; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to delete from further consideration this segment of
the project (I-35 W to approximately 1-30); and

WHEREAS, the Southwest Parkway has been on the City's Thoroughfare Plan
since the 1860's; and

WHEREAS, the City commissioned an -intermediate level feasibility study to
consider whether various phases or segments of the Southwest Parkway could be
developed as a tumpike; and

WHEREAS, the City, other local goveming bodies and private sector interests
presented their study to the Texas Transportation Commission (the "Commission”) in
July 1995, and requested the participation of the Texas_Department.of Transportation
("TxDOT™) in the development and funding of some portion of the Southwest Parkway,
and by adopted minute order the Commission committed to support the development of
the Southwest Parkway; and

; WHEREAS, public funding of major tranSpoftaﬁon projects continues to face
significant obstacles, and the Southwest Parkway is competing for funding with other
worthwhile transportation projects; and

WHEREAS, the North Texas Tollway Authority (the "Authority”) is authorized to
build and operate “turnpike projects”, as-that term is defined in the Tumpike Act (Tex.
Transportation Code, Chapter 366) throughout Collin, Dallas, Denton and Tarrant
Counties; and

CITY OF FORT WORTH



WHEREAS, there exists the potential for expediting the completion of the
Southwest Parkway by financing a portion of that projects’ design and constnuction
costs through the use of tumpike financing if the Authority can establish that the
Southwest Parkway is a feasible tumpike project; and

WHEREAS, TxDOT has determined that the Southwest Parkway is necessary to
alleviate congestion and ameliorate air quality, and supports the development of the
Southwest Parkway as a tumpike project if the applicable legal requirements and other
conditions can be satisfied; and

WHEREAS, the Fort Worth City Council and the Tarrant County Commissioner's
Court have adopted resolutions requesting that the Authority take such actions and
conduct such studies as may be necessary to determine the viability of jointly
developing and financing the . Southwest Parkway with a combination of turnpike
revenue bonds, City funds, and federal and/or state transportation funds;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF FORT WORTH, TEXAS:

That the City Manager is authorized to execute an agreement between the City, TxDOT
and the Authority, which agreement shall:

(1)  Acknowledge the approval and support of the City and TxDOT for the financing,
design, construction, operation and maintenance by the Authority of the Southwest
Parkway as a turnpike project.

(2) Acknowledge the approval and acceptance of certain design assumptions in
connection with that portion of the Southwest Parkway extending from its interchange
with Interstate Highway 30 to the intersection with Alta Mesa Drive (the "Initial Tumpike
Portion"), which design assumptions may be utilized by the Authority in further
evaluating the feasibility of the Southwest Parkway as a turnpike project.

(3) Provide for the allocation of estimated project costs for the Initial Tumpike
Portion.

(4)  Set forth the obligations of the City, TXDOT and the Authority with regard to the
initial Tumpike Portion. , '

(5)  Provide for the creation of a Technical Work Group composed of representatives
of the City, TxDOT, the Authority, and the Federal Highway Administration, and such
other members representing affected governmental or quasi-governmental bodies as
designated by the City, TxDOT or the Authority (such other members being selected for
the purpose of providing technical assistance only and shall not have the authority to
bind the City, TxDOT or the Authority).

RN
0

CITY OF FORT WORTH



ADOPTED, this_J © day of M 1998

City Secreta

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Beiis 4 Aot

Assistant City Attome%

APPROVED
CITY COUNCHL

oEC 5 R

i t y
}, “gate L AT aian S
City Socratary of the
City ol Port Worth, Texas

CITY OF FORT WORTH




City of Fort Worth, Texas
YNaygor and Council Communication

DATE REFERENCE NUMBER LOG NAME PAGE
12/8/98 C-17178 20SWPKWAY fofo

SUBJECT RESOLUTION AUTHORIZATING SOUTHWEST PARKWAY INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF FORT WORTH, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF

TRANSPORTATION, AND THE NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY

RECOMMENDATION:

it is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached resolution authorizing the City Manager to
execute an interlocal agreement between the City, Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) and
the North Texas Toliway Authority (the Authority) conceming the development of the Southwest
Parkway (S.H. 121). _

DISCUSSION:

The proposed interiocal agreement between the City, TXDOT, and the Authority concems the extension
of State Highway 121 south and west from interstate 30 at Forest Park Boulevard, southwest of
downtown Fort Worth to U.S. Highway 67 in Clebume, also known as the Southwest Parkway.

The agreement supports the development of the Southwest Parkway as a tumpike project if the
Authority can establish its feasibility as such. The Authority has provided for the preparation of a
preliminary rate and revenue evaluation indicating potential feasibility for that portion of the Southwest
Parkway extending from its interchange with 1-30 to the intersection with Alta Mesa Drive (the "Initial
Tumpike Portion®). This is predicated upon the assumption of a design of two lanes in each direction
within a right of way of approximately 220 feet in width. The agreement approves these design
assumptions, subject to modification in response to the Environmental Impact Study and review of
design standards by the parties. The City may propose additional amenities and design features and
will have approval rights over design through the schematic design phase (which will incorporate both
structural and aesthetic elements) and the ability to review and comment subsequent to that phase.

Total estimated costs for the Initial Tumpike Portion is approximately $180 million. The Authority
estimates that the Initial Tumpike Portion could generate sufficient revenues to support the issuance of
$65-70 miliion in tumpike revenue bonds. The City commits to acquire, or cause to be acquired, all
required right of way (with the exception of right of way at the 1-30 and 1-20/183 interchanges). TXDOT
will provide for the construction of interchanges and provide other support including the preparation of
Environmental Impact Statements. The Gity, TXDOT and the Authority agree to work collaboratively to
address any remaining funding shortfalls, including investigation of funding from the North Central
Texas Council of Govemnments and/or the use of federal funding. '

in addition to providing right of way, the City also agrees to assist the Authority in obtaining necessary
approvals, permits and further agreements; to relocate city-owned utilities: to extend City-owned utilities
to the outside boundary of the right of way to facilitate utility service to toll plazas and other facilities; to
permit connection to City storm water drainage systems; and, with TXDOT, to provide for the operation,
maintenance, policing and regulating of service roads and other adjacent, intersecting and crossing
streets. ™\,




City of Fort Worth, Texas
YPNaygor and Council Communication

DATE REFERENCE NUMBER LOG NAME PAGE

12/8/98 C-17178 20SWPKWAY 20of2

[

SUBJECT RESOLUTION AUTHORIZATING SOUTHWEST PARKWAY INTERLOGAL AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF FORT WORTH, TEXAS DEPARTMENT oOf
TRANSPORTATION, AND THE NORTH TEXAS TOLLWAY AUTHORITY

The agreement provides for the creation of a Technical Work Group composed of representatives of the
parties. The Technical Work Group will review and comment upon the proposed standards, design
features, and aesthetic design of the project, and will conduct regularly scheduled meetings to discuss
the schematic design, and preparation of plans, specifications and estimates.

The agreement further provides for public involvement through a series of public meetings to be held by
the Authority during the schematic design process.

FISCAL INFORMATION/CERTIFICATION:

The Finance Director certifies that the execution of the attached intertocal agreement will not have a
material impact on City funds. City funding for its portion of the project is contingent upon the
establishment of project feasibility by the Authority and will be the subject of future agreements.

MG:j
Submitted for City Manager's FUND l ACCOUNT CENTER AMOUNT CITY SECRETARY
Office by: (to)
Mike Groomer 6140

Originating Department Head:

Hugo Malanga 7801 (from)
N

Additional Infortp\z:tion Contact:

Hugo Malanga 7801




ATTACHMENT 4

A Resolution

CREATING A CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE CITY COUNCIL
RELATING TO THE SOUTHWEST PARKWAY (SH-121T) PROJECT

NO. 482

WHERKAS, on December 8, 1998, the City Council approved an agreement with the
North Texas Toliway Authority and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT)
concerning the development of the Southwest Parkway; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Southwest Parkway is necessary to alleviate congestion and
ameliorate air quality; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Southwest Parkway requires federal, state, tollway and local
funding to provide for the design and construction of the project; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Southwest Parkway represents a combination of design
options, which are necessary to achieve construction of the project within the identified
revenues and to assure the completion of the project in a timely manner; and

WHEREAS, all parties to the agreement are committed to incorporating a high degree
of aesthetic and urban design standards to the extent reasonably possible; and

" WHEREAS, all parties to the agreement have agreed that the North Texas Tollway

Authority, TxDOT and/or the City of Fort Worth may propose additional amenities,
design features and standards, which may not necessarily have been included in initial
concepts; and

WHEREAS, all parties to the agreement have agreed that the final approval of the
schematic design must be made in writing by the City and TxDOT; and

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the Fort Worth City Council to assure that adequate
citizen involvement continues prior to the final approval of the schematic design by the
City.

CITY OF FORT WORTH
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1) A Citzen Advisory Committee is hereby created to provide the City Council with
recommendations and comments on the design of the Southwest Parkway (SH 121

T) project.

2) The Citizen Advisory Committee is to be appointed by the City Council and shall
work through the City representative to the Technical Work Group (comprised of
NTTA, TXDOT and City staff per the agreement) and within the work schedule of
the Technical Work Group, to assure the comments are received in a timely manner
consistent with the project construction time schedule.

3) The committee membership must be diverse and reflect a balance of community
interests ~ including neighborhoods, historic preservation, scenic preservation,
general business, and residential and commercial land development interests. The
members must be committed to ensuring the best design possible for building the
Southwest Parkway within identifiable, practical and available resources.

4) Upon approval by the City of the final schematic design, the Citizen Advisory
Committee shall cease to exist.

Adopted this 7 _diday of January 1999.

{lewoss G

Mayor Kenneth Barr

APPROVED
CITY COUNCIL

JAN 12 ¥®
b

City Secratary of the
Cltytgf Fort Worth, Texas

CITY OF FORT WORTH




THE STATE OF TEXAS {
COUKRTY OF TARRANT i

I. RUTH ALEXANDER, City Secretary of the C{ty of qut Worth,
Texas, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing s a true and

correct copy of Mavor and Councij Communication Ko  G.6458 ¢

duly presented and adopted by the City Council of the City of Fort Worth,

Texas, et a regular session held on the 154k day of

October v A. 0. 1985 , as same appears of
record in TI'"? (ity Council Hinute Book Page 407 & 408, Book B-3 1n

WITNESS MY HAND and the Official Seal of the City of Fort
Worth, Texas, this the 2lst day of prtaher A. D.

19 gs .
A /
/'J" | _fﬂ"(’L//{»{f/é L

City Secretary of the
City of fort Worth, Texas




A RESOLUTION

No. 24243

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE RECOMMENDED LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SOUTHWEST PARKWAY (SH-121T) AND
TRANSMITTING THE RECOMMENDED LOCALLY  PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE TO THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FOR THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION’S HEARING ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 5H-1217.

WHEREAS, the proposed Southwest Parkway (SH-121T) 15 necessary to alleviate ¢ongestion, enhance
regional mobility, sustain economic development and enhance air quality; and

WHEREAS, the proposed SH-121T (Project) requires federal, state, tollway and local funding for the
design and construction of the project; and

WHEREAS, on December 8, 1998, the Fort Worth City Council authorized the negotation and
execution of an agreement with the North Texas Tollway Aunthority (NTTA) and the Texas Department
of Transportation (TxDOT) concerning the development of the Project; and

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2000, the City of Fort Worth (City) entered into an agreement with
NTTA and TxDOT (2000 Tr-Party Agreement) concerning the funding for the Project, as well as the
rights and obligations of the City, NTTA and TxDOT (Project Partners) for the design, construction and
operation of the Project; and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement contained an estimate of the total Project cost of $180
million, inclusive of night-of-way acquisition and the interchanges at [H-30 and 1H-20; and

WHEREAS, if the estimated total Project cost of $180 million is exceeded, the parties in the 2000 Tri-
Party Agreement have agreed that they will work collaboratively to address any remaining funding
shortfalls; and

WHEREAS, the estimated total Project cost in 2003 exceeds $300 miilion; and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement calls for a final agreement among the Project Partners
before the City will be committed financially to the Project; and

WHEREAS, all parties to the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement are commitied to incorporating a high degree
of aesthetic and urban design standards to the extent reasonably necessary; and

CITY OF FORT WORTH
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WHEREAS, the City established the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) and, subsequently, the
Project Development Team (PDT) to provide a process for stakeholder involvement related to the
schematic design of the Project and the desired features and themes; and

WHEREAS, the PDT, building on the community process started by CAC, recommended a Preferred
Design for the Project, as is delineated in the “Summary and Recommendations™ of the January 2001
Transportation Design Study Report, aitached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2693, accepted the recommendations of the PDT and
adopted them as the City’s Preferred Design for evaluation by TxDOT and NTTA as part of the
preparation of the Draft Environmental [mpact Statement {DEIS) for the federally mandated
environmental clearance process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). and

WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2693, also provided that the final design of the
Parkway must satisfy Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), TxDOT and NTTA engineering
standards for safety and operation, and that the City, NTTA and TxDOT weork cooperatively to identify
and obtain funding to construct SH-121T and to implement the Project at the earliest possible date; and

WHEREAS, the City Couneil, in Resolution No. 2693, urged TxDOT and NTTA to follow the
recommendations contained in the City’s Preferred Design (Alternative A} as closely as practical, absent
insurmountable environmental preblems or unacceptable conflicts with safety and engineenng
standards; and

WHEREAS, NTTA and TxDOT assessed Alternative A, accepting a substantial portion of the design
elements of Alternative A in the subsequent design alternative known as Alternative C; and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement provides that NTTA shall not proceed to the preparation of
plans, specifications and estimates (PS&E) for construction until the Schematic Design for the Project
has been approved by the City and TxDOT; and

WHEREAS, the City, the Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Streams & Valleys, Inc. have
partnered to conserve and enhance the Trinity River Corridors as a focal point for Fort Worth
Neighborhoods and as a means to link virtually every part of the City via the Trinity Trails System; and

WHEREAS, the City, the TRWD and Streams & Valleys, Inc. have worked cooperatively to develop
the Trinity River Master Plan Vision; and TRWD and Streams & Valleys, Inc. have developed a
program within that vision as it relates to SH-121T, as delineated by Streams & Valleys, Inc. and the
TRWD in the letter addressed to the Mayor of Fort Worth (Mayor), dated January 28, 2003, for the two
crossings of the Trinity River by SH-121T, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit B;
and for which the Mayor and City Manager have recommended that an appropriate level of funds be
commitied based on that which is necessary to complement the investment of NTTA and TxDOT, as 15
memoralized by the letter from the Mayor to Streams & Valleys, dated February 12, 2003, attached
hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit C, not to exceed that funding commitment as 1s
referenced in Paragraph 2 Page 4 of this Resolution; and in which TxDOT will partner with the City and
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TRWD to develop a transportation project that will compliment the Trinity River Corridor as stated in a
letter dated February 18, 2003 from Maribel Chavez, P.E., District Engineer, Fort Worth District,
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit D; and

WHEREAS, the City recognizes that NTTA is developing landscape and other design guidelines for its
tollway system; and

WHEREAS, the City has proposed to develop cooperatively with NTTA a comprehensive plan
{Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master Plan) for the Project in order to facilitate an overall
design theme, the Trinity River Master Plan Vision as it relates to the Project, buffer designs,
architectural details of bridges and other structures, neighborhood gateways, bridge span impact
mitigation, trail locations, landscaping and other aesthetic details, and lighting methods, so that the City
can effectively consider the Schematic Design for approval before the preparation of PS&E so as to
ensure that those design elements are implemented for the Project, as is provided for in the 2000 Tri-
Party Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the FHWA has approved the DEIS for public comment, as it was prepared by TxDOT
with input from NTTA and various resource agencies; and

WHEREAS, TxDOT will assess all comments regarding the DEIS that are received during the public
comment period in order to prepare a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS); and

WHEREAS, the FHWA will consider the FEIS to determine whether the Project should be cleared
environmentally; and, during the process of determining whether the Project should be cleared
environmentally, a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project will be considered; and

WHEREAS, the City is a partner in the development of SH-1217T as memonahized in the 2000 Tri-Party
Agreement because, in part, the City will be providing funding for the project, and because the project is
located in the City’s corporate limits; and because the City is a partner in the Project, the City should
recommend a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project; and

WHERFAS, after substantial public input, coordination with the City’s Project partners, and technical
evaluation, the City has determined that its Locally Preferred Alternative shali be the PDT
Recommendations, Alternative A, with modifications as adopted by City Council.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT
WORTH, TEXAS:

1) The City adopts the PDT Reconunendations, Alternative A, as the City’s Locally Preferred
Alternative with the following modifications:

a) Utilize the buffers as delineated in Alternative C; and

b) Utilize the “C/A Combo” design for the IH-30/SH-121T Interchange; and
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¢) Utilize the Trinity River Vision Master Plan design elements as delineated by Streams &
Valieys, Inc. and the TRWD in the letter addressed to the Mayor of Ft. Worth, dated
January 28, 2003, for the two crossings of the Trinity River by SH-1217, attached hereto
and incorporated by reference as Exhibit B; and

d} North of the Trinity River in the Stonegate Area, shift SH-1217T northwards towards the
UP Rail Yard, and shift future Stonegate Boulevard southward, in order to facilitate
better development opportunities between SH-121T and the Trinity River, including
enhanced conservation of the Trinity River Comridor, which also requires Stonegate
Boulevard to be constructed at grade; and

) In the Bellaire Area:

i) SH 1217 constructed as low and as close to grade as practical between the Trinity
River and SH 183/1-20 interchange;

it} Arborlawn Drive serves as the primary East-West roadway between Hulen Drive
and Bryant Irvin Road;

iii.)  Bellaire Drive extended to Arborlawn Drive upon construction of the Arbortawn
Drive extension to SH 121T;

iv.)  Arborlawn Drive constructed over SH 121T;

v.) A full diamend interchange constructed at the intersection ¢f SH 121T and
adjacent to Arborlawn Drive, as far north as practical to aid in the safe design of
the Bellaire Drive/Arboriawn Drive intersection;

vi.}  Land to be designated as “Parkland”™ purchased east of SH 121T adjacent to
Arhorlawn Drive/Bellaire Drive, an area at least 50 feet in width measured from
the right-of-way line along both sides of Arborlawn Drive from SH 121T to the
Bellaire Drive/Arboriawn Drive intersection and continuing 50 feet beyond that
intersection, to serve as an additional buffer;

vii.}  Construct a frontage road along the west side of SH 121T between the Arborlawn
Drive interchange and the SH 183/1-20 interchange;

viil.) Do not construct a frontage road along the east side of SH 1217T between the SH
183/1-20 interchange and the Arborlawn Dnive interchange;

ix.) Do not construct frontage roads along SH 1217 north of Arborlawn Drive; and

X.) Utilize uniform traffic control devices at the Arborlawn Drive/Bellaire Drive
intersection and encourage the use of Arborfawn Drive instead of Bellaire Dnive,

) Utilize direct connection ramps between SH-121T and SH-183; and
g) Do not reconstruct and lower Overton Ridge Boulevard nor Dutch Branch Road.
2) The City’s funding for the project shall include $8 million for design enhancements consistent

with a Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master Plan.

3 In order to realize the Trinity River Vision design elements delineated in the Trinity River Vision
Master Plan program referenced in Exhibit B, altached hereto, an appropriate level of funds shali
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4)

5)

6)

7)

be commitied by the City, based on that which is necessary to complement the investment of
NTTA and TxDOT.

The City shall provide its approval of the Project Schematic Design pursuant the 2000 Tri-Party
only if the Schematic Design incorporates the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan.

The City shall proceed with negotiations for the Final Agreement with NTTA and TxDOT only
after the Project Partners agree on and commit to a process for the development of the Corridor
Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan to be included in the Project Schematic Design,

The City shall establish a Citizens’ Advisory Group to provide a process for stakeholder
involvement related to development of the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan as well
as the completion and approval of the Project Schematic Design and the desired features and
themes consistent with the Locally Preferred Alternative.

The City Council hereby authorizes the Mayor and City Manager to transmit and present this
resolution to TxDOT during the public comment peried for the DEIS.

ADOPTED this 25’ day of Fe bewa ﬂ,2003

(Q\eum@m

Mayor Kenneth Barr

§§ROVED AS TO FORM
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CITY COUNCIL

FEB 25 2003
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A RESOLUTION
No KA

A RESOLUTION CREATING THE CITIZENS® ADVISORY GROUP AND
ESTABLISHING ITS CHARGE FOR THE SOUTHWEST PARKWAY (SH-121T)

WHEREAS, the proposed Southwest Parkway, SH-121T, (Project) is necessary to alleviate congestion,
enhance regional mobility, sustain economic development and enhance air quality; and

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2000, the City of Fort Worth (City) entered into an agreement with
NTTA and TxDOT (2000 Tri-Party Agreement) concerning the funding for the Project, as well as the
rights and obligations of the City, NTTA and TxDOT (Project Partners) for the design, construction and
operation of the Project; and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement requires a final agreement among the Project Partners
before the Project shall commence; and

WHEREAS, all parties to the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement have committed to incorporating a high degree
of aesthetic and urban design standards for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the City established the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) and, subsequently, the
Project Development Team (PDT) to provide a process for stakeholder involvement related to the
Schematic Design, aesthetic standards, urban design standards, as well as the desired features and

themes of the Project; and

WHEREAS, the PDT, building on the community process started by CAC, recommended a Preferred
Design for the Project, as is delineated in the “Summary and Recommendations™ of the January 2001
Transportation Design Study Report, which was adopted as the City’s mitial preferred design by the City
Council in Resohution No. 2693; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2923, adopted a Recommended Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) as the City’s Preferred Design recommendation for the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) under the federally mandated environmental clearance process
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); and

WHEREAS, the City, the Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Streams & Valleys, Inc. have
partnered to conserve and enhance the Trnity River Corridors as a focal point for Fort Worth
Neighborhoods and as a means to link virtually every part of the City via the Trinity Trails System; and
the City has committed an appropriate level of funds to impiement the Trinity River Vision Master Plan
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program elements as they relate to the crossing of the Trinity River by SH-121T, based on that which is
necessary to complement the investment of NTTA and TxDOT for those program elements, by
Resolution No. 2923; and

WHEREAS, the City recognizes that NTTA has developed and approved landscape and other design
ouidelines for its tollway system in order to apply those guidelines on all of its facilities; and

WHEREAS, the City has proposed to develop cooperatively with NTTA a comprehensive plan
(Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master Plan) for the Project in order to facilitate an overall
design theme, the Trinity River Master Plan Vision as it relates to the Project, buffer designs,
architectural details of bridges and other structures, neighborhood gateways, bridge span impacts, trail
locations, landscaping and other aesthetic details, and lighting methods, so that the City can effectively
consider and approve the Schematic Design to ensure that those design elements will be incorporated
into the plans, specifications and estimates (PS&E); and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-party Agreement provides that NTTA shall not proceed to the preparation of
plans, specifications and estimates (PS&E) for construction until the Schematic Design for the Project
has been approved by the City and TxDOT; and

WHEREAS, the features, themes, and enhancements delineated in the PDT recommendations as
modified in the City’s Locally Preferred Alternative, adopted by Resolution No. 2923, are critical to the
City’s support for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the City’s approval of the Schematic Design is dependent on the implementation of the
features, themes, and enhancements delineated in the PDT’s recommendations as modified in the City’s
recommended L.PA; and

WHEREAS, ongoing community input is critical to the overall success of the Project; and

WHEREAS, ongoing community input is fundamental for the City effectively and credibly working
with NTTA and TxDOT in the development of the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master
Plan and to ultimately providing City approval of the Project’s Schematic Design; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 2923 adopted by the City Council stated that “[t]he City shall establish a
Citizens’ Advisory Group to provide a process for stakeholder involvement related to development of
the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan as well as the completion and approval of the Project
Schematic Design and the desired features and themes consistent with the Locally Preferred
Alternative™;
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT
WORTH, TEXAS: ‘

) The Citizens’ Advisory Group (CAG) is hereby created to facilitate ongoing community input
for the Project.

2) The City Council hereby authorizes the appointment of 15 members for the CAG as follows:

a)
b)
c)
d)
¢)
f)

g)
h)
1)
)

k)

3) Committee Charge—the CAG shall:

a)

b)

d)

4) To assist the CAG in the administration of this charge, the City of Fort Worth shall enter imto an
agreement with NTTA to provide and fund landscape/urban design consultant(s) to assist the

The Mayor shall appoint one member who will serve as chairperson.

The Mayor shall appoint two additional members.

District 3 Council Member shall appoint two members,

District 6 Council Member shall appoint two members.

District 9 Council Member shall appoint two members.

The City Council shall appoint one member nominated by the Ft. Worth Chamber of
Commerce.

The City Council shall appoint one member nominated by Streams & Valleys, Inc.

The City Council shall appoint one member nominated by I-CARE.

The City Council shall appoint one member from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee.

The City Council shall appoint one member residing north of IH 20 nominated by the
League of Neighborhoods.

The City Council shall appoint one member residing south of TH 20 nominated by the
League of Neighborhoods.

Provide input for (i) the Project’s features and themes consistent with the Locally
Preferred Alternative adopted by the City Council in Resolution No. 2923 and other
relevant City Council Policy, and (ii) the development by the City and NTTA of the
Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan to be incorporated into the Project’s
Schematic Design, PS&E and ultimate construction, facilitated by the City’s SH-121T
Project Team; and

Work with the City’s SH-121T Project Team to provide periodic community updates
about (1) the project development process leading up to release of the FEIS and the
Record of Decision (ROD), and (i1) the development of the Project’s Schematic Design
as it relates to the Project’s features, themes, enhancements and mitigation; and

Provide a recommendation regarding the City of Fort Worth’s approval of the Schematic
Design per the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement; and

Prepare a recommendation regarding future CAG activities, if needed, during the
construction phase of SH-121T, including both preparation of construction plans and
actual roadway construction.
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City’s SH-121T Project Team 1n translating input from the CAG into the preparation of the
Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Plan.

5) Reporting process—the CAG shall provide:

a) A final report and recommendations to the City Council’s Capital Improvement &
Infrastructure Committee for the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan,
facilitated by the City’s SH-121T Project Team; and

b) A report and recommendation to the City Council regarding the City’s consideration of
the approval of the Project’s Schematic Design per the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement, in
coordination with the City’s SH-121T Project Team.

ADOPTED thls q v P dayof Q’é—#do/y 2003

APRROVED AS TO FORM

boceed 3w

City Attorney /

APPROVED
CITY COUNCIL
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A RESOLUTION
No.(% C?

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE
SH-121 CITIZEN’S ADVISORY GROUP

WHEREAS, the City Council created the Citizen Advisory Group establishing the framework for
appointment of membership, group charge, and reporting process in Resolution 2982.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT
WORTH, TEXAS:

1) The City Council hereby appoints the 15 members for the Citizen Advisory Group as follows:

a) The Mayor appoints Elaine Petrus as chairperson.

b) The Mayor appoints Brian Newby and Beth Rivers.

c) The District 3 Council Member appoints Vic Tinsley and Jack Baxley.

d} The District 6 Council Member appoints Mike Noskin and Kim Dignum.

e} The District 9 Council Member appoints Tom Reynolds and Michelle Key. o

f) The City Council appoints Ray Dickerson as nominated by the Fort Worth Chamber of
Commerce.

g) The City Council appoints Jim Beckman as nominated by Streams & Valleys, Inc.

h) The City Council appoints Jon Nelson as nominated by I-CARE.

i) The City Council appoints Louise Appleman as nominated by the Citizen’s Advisory
Committee.

J) The City Council appoints Judy Harman and Eva Bonilla as nominated by the League of
Neighborhoods. .

2) Committee Charge—the Citizen Advisory Group shall;

a) Provide input for (i) the Project’s features and themes consistent with the Locally Preferred
Alternative adopted by the City Council in Resolution No. 2923 and other relevant City Council
Policy, and (ii) the development by the City and NTTA of the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation
Master Plan to be incorporated into the Project’s Schematic Design, PS&E and ultimate
construction, facilitated by the City’s SH-121T Project Team; and
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b) Work with the City’s SH-121T Project Team to provide periodic community updates
about (i) the project development process leading up to release of the FEIS and the
Record of Decision (ROD), and (ii) the development of the Project’s Schematic Design
as it relates to the Project’s features, themes, enhancements and mitigation; and

c) Provide a recommendation regarding the City of Fort Worth’s approval of the Schematic
Design per the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement; and

d) Prepare a recommendation regarding future CAG activities, if needed, during the
construction phase of SH-121T, including both preparation of construction plans and
actual roadway construction.

4) To assist the CAG in the administration of this charge, the City of Fort Worth shall enter into an
agreement with NTTA to provide and fund landscape/urban design consultant(s) to assist the
City’s SH-121T Project Team in translating input from the CAG into the preparatlon of the
Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Plan.

5) Reporting process—the Citizen Advisory Group shall provide:

a) A final report and recommendations to the City Council’s Capital Improvement &
Infrastructure Committee for the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan,
facilitated by the City’s SH-121T Project Team; and

b) A report and recommendation to the City Council regarding the City’s consideration of
the approval of the Project’s Schematic Design per the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement, in
coordination with the City’s SH-121T Project Team.

ADOPTED this // day of W&z,zoos

-~

May5r Mike ¥oncrfe

P;IgROVED AS TO FORM
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J
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City Secretary
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NOV X 2003
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City of Fort Worth, Toxaa
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Texas Department of Transportation
Notice of Intent

Pursuant to 43 TAC §2.43 (e)(3), the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is issuing
this notice to advise the public that the scope of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the
proposed State Highway 121 (S.H. 121) project in Tarrant County, Texas, will be revised.

The project was initially planned to be studied in a single EIS with limits from Intersiate
Highway 35 West (I.LH. 35W) in Fort Worth, Tarrant County, to State Highway 174 (S.H. 174) in
Johnson County. A first Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the August 4, 1988, Federal
Register with the S.H. 121 EIS limits being proposed for the South Section of the project from
I.H. 20 to S.H. 174. A second NOI was published in the April 5, 1990, Federal Register with the
S.H. 121 EIS limits being proposed for the North Section of the project from 1.H. 35W 10 LH.
20. This third NOI will change the scope of the EIS. The resuit will be a change of the limits and
scope of the freeway project with portions that are proposed 1o be developed as a toll road where
it is determined to be economically feasible.

The limits of the EIS for the proposed project are now portions of the North and the South
Sections of S.H. 121 and will extend from Interstate Highway 30 (I.H. 30) in Fort Worth to Farm
to Market Road 1187 (F.M. 1187), all within Tarrant County. The previous documentation was
subdivided into a Draft EIS (DEIS) for the North Section with another DEIS for the South
Section. The DEIS for the South Section was completed and a public hearing was held but a
Record of Decision was not issued. The DEIS for the North Section was not completed and work
was suspended. The new EIS for the proposed facility will cover a part of the South Section from
LH. 20 t0o F.M. 1187 and part of the North Section from LH. 30 to LH. 20. Companion
documentation is being prepared separately for the remainder of the North Section of the
proposed facility from LH. 35W to LH. 30 in Fort Worth, Tarrant County, as well as the
remainder of the South Section of the proposed facility from F.M. 1187 in Tarrant County to
U.S. Highway 67 (U.S. 67) in Cleburne, Johnson County.

Numerous public involvement activities have taken place during the development of the
proposed project and will continue until a general consensus is reached on a preferred
alternative. Many alternatives and routes have been considered. Among the alternatives
considered for the proposed project are no-build, freeway development, and toll road
development. 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.

Agency Contact: Comments or questions concerning the proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to Randy Bowers, P. E., Design Engineer, Texas Department of Transportation, 2501
SW Loop 820, Fort Worth, Texas 76133, (817) 370-6746.

TRID>-9808200
Bob Jackson

Acting General Counsel
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WAIS Document Retrieval - Microsoft Internet Explorer

[Federal Register: May 14, 19%8 (Volume £3, Number 93} ]

[Notices]

{Page 26840-26841]

From the Federal Register Online via QPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID: friemy98-123)

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway administration

Environmental Impact Statement: Tarrant County, TX
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration {FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWZ is issuing a third notice to advise the public that
the scope of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed
State highway 121 (SH 121) Project in Tarrant County, Texas, will be
revised.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Walter C. Waidelich, District Engineer, Federal Highway Administration,
826 Federal Qffice Building, 300 E &th Street, Austin, Texas 78701
Telephone: {512) 916-5988 or Dianna F. Noble, Director., Environmental
Affairs Division, Texas Department of

[[Page 268411]

Transportation, 125 East 11th Street, Austin, Texas 7B701-2483
Telephone: (512) 416-2734.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The project was initially planned to be
studied in & single EIS with limits from Interstate Highway 35 West (IH
35W) in Fort Worth, Tarranr County, to State Highway 174 (SH 174) in
Johnson County. A first Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the
aAugust 4, 13588, Federal Register with the SHE 121 EIS limits being
proposed for the South Section of the project. A second NOI was
published in the April 5, 1980, Federal Register with the SH 121 EIs
limits being proposed for the North Section of the project. This third
NOI will change the scope of the EIS. The result will be a change of
the limits and scope of the freeway project with portions that are
proposed to be developed as a toll road where it is determined to be
econemically feasible. The limite of the EIS for the proposed project
are now portions of the North and the South Sections of SH 121 and will
extend from Interstate Highway 30 (IH 30) in Fort Worth to Farm-to-
Market Road 1187 {(FM 1187), all within Tarrant County. The previous
documentation was subdivided inte a Draft Envirommental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the North Section with another DEIS for the South
Section. The DEIS for South Section was completed and a public hearing
was held but a Record of Decision was not issued. The DEIS for the
North Section was not completed and work was suspended. The new EIS for
the proposed facility will cover a part of the South Section from IH 20
te FM 1187 and part of the North Section from IH 30 to IH 20. Companion
documentation is being prepared separately for the remainder of the

Page 1 of 2
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WALIS Document Retrieval - Microsoft Internet Explorer

North Section of the proposed facility from IH 359 to IH 30 in Fort
Worth, Tarrant County, as well as the remainder of the South Section of
the proposed facility from FM 1187 in Tarrant County to U.S. Highway 67
(G5 67) in Cleburne; Johnson County. )

Numerous public involvement activities have taken place during the
development of the proposed project and will continue until a general
consensus is reached on a preferred alternative. Many alternatives and
routes have been considered. Among the alternatives considered for a
proposed project are build nothing, freeway development, and toll road
develcpment.

To ensure that the full range of issues related to this proposed
action are addressed and all significant issues identified, comments
and suggestions are inviced frem all interested parties. Comments or
questions concerning the proposed action and the EIS should be directed
to the FHWA or TxDOT at the address provided.

{Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205,
Highway Research, Planning and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372 regarding intergovernmental
consultation on Federal programs and activities apply to this
program)

Walter C. Waidelich,

District Engineer.

[FR Doc. 98-12876 Filed 5-13-98; §:45 am;

BILLING CODE 4910-22-M

7/12/99
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The Xorth Central Texas Council of Governments

The North Central Texas Council of Governments fs a voluntary
association of cities, counties, schoel districts and special
districts within the sixteen-county Morth Central Texas region -
established tn January 1966 to assist 1local governments in
planning for common needs, cooperating for mutual benefit, and
coordinating for sound regional develapment.

The Counctl of Governments is an organization of, by, and for
local governments. Its purpose is tp strengthen both the
individual and collective power of local governments - and to
help them recognize regional opportunities, resgive regional
problems, eliminate unnecessary duplication, and make joint
regional decisions - as well as to develop the means to assist
in the implementation of those decisfons.

North Central Texas 1is a sixteen-county metropolitan regfon
centered around ODallas and Fort Worth. [t has a population of
3.9 million and an ares of 12,627 square miles. NCTCOS cur-
rently has 189 member governments. The membership includes 16
counties, 14] municipalities, 19 independent school districts,
and 13 special purpose districts.

NCTCDG's Department of Transportation and Energy

Since 1974 NCTCOG has served as the Hetropolitan Planning
Organization (MPG} for transportation for the Dallas-Fort Worth
area, NHCTCOG's Department of Transportation and Energy is
responsible for the regional planning process for all modes of
transportation, The Department provides technical support and
staff assistance to the Regional Transportation Counct] and its
technical committees, which compose the MPg palicy-making struc-
ture, In addition the Department provides technica) assistance
to the Tlocal governments of North Central Texas in planning,
coerdinating, and tmplementing transportatign decistons.

William J. Pitstick North Central Texas Council
Executive Director of Governments
P. 0. Drawer CO§
Arlington, Texas 76005-5888
(817) 640-2300

Gordon A, Shunk The NCTCOE offices are Jocated in
Director of Transportation Arlington in the Centerpoint Two
and Energy Offfce  Building, 616 Six Flags

Orive. Take Hwy, 360 exit off
I-30 (turnpike) and procead |5
mile southwest on $ix Flags Drive.

The preparaticn of this repart was fingnced in
part through grants for technical studies from
tha Urban Masy Transportation Aminfstration
and  the Federa] Higmeay Administration of the
U. 5. Department of Transportation.

April 19a4
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SUMMARY

The southwest quadrant of Tarrant County is one of the most rapidly growing
areas in the Daltas-Fort Worth region. Because of this anticipated demand and
the lack of a major radial roadway facility in this corridor, the Southwest

Fort Worth Subarea Study was initiated. This two- year study was Jjointly

sponsored by the Regional Transportation Councilt of the North Central Texas

Council of Governments (NCTCOG) and the City of Fort Worth.

The study recommends both short- and Tong-range transportation alternatives
for the subarea which includes the Fort Worth central business district; the
cities of Burleson, Edgecliff Village, Crowley, and Benbrook; and some nearby

rural areas in and just beyond Tarrant County. -

By examiniqg expeéted demographic, roadway, and transit ridership changes
between 1980 and 2000,  this study projects a 69 percent population increase
and a 60 percent employment increase for the subarea. Vehicle miles of travel
are expected to increase 105 percent, while presently committed increases in
overall freeway, arterial, and collector capacities amount to only 36 percent.
Peak-period vehicle speeds are projected to decrease 35 percent -- from 28 mph
in 1980 to 18 mph in 2000. Need for downtown parking spaces would increase 108
percent, while the transit outlook would improve -- with a 99 percent passenger

increase.

Growth-related traffic congestion has increased in this subarea during recent
years primarily due to the lack of a main traffic artery to provide radial
access to downtown Fort Worth. This results in increased delays and excessive

travel times as congestion worsens.



Fort Worth voters approved a portion of the study's short-range recommendations
in a May 1982 bond election. Projects were chosen for cost effectiveness,
positive mobility, energy, and air quality impacts. Included in this bond

package was a $1 million traffic signal system for the subarea.

The study findings represent involvement by many individuals and
organizations. Since mid-1981, two advisory groups have examined the future of
this subarea and reviewed short- and long-range transportation alternatives. A
Citizen/Policy Committee (composed of mayors, city councilmembers, and
community representatives) provided direction for the Staff Committee. The
Staff Committee, responsible for technical support,included staff from NCTCOG's
Transportation and Energy department and the five subarea cities. The
consulting firm of Barton-Aschman Associates assessed cost and engineeriﬁg
aspects of each alternative. The two advisory groups reviewed subarea goals
and projected land use, population growth, and travel. They also reviewed the

various options and endorsed the recommended alternative.

Transportation dimpacts of 18 alternatives, including an ‘“existing plus
committed” option, were evaluated. These 18 options were narrowed to 4
alternatives, by considering cost and transportation impacts. The study
further concluded that a combination of non-freeway options -- including
parkway concepts, arterial improvements, bus improvements, and a transit
quideway -- would not adequately serve future subarea transportation needs

alone.

The study recommends a radial freeway through the subarea to downtown, to be
constructed within the next 6 to 8 years. This 11.7 mile recommended freeway

would extend from the I.H. 35W/S.H. 121 interchange southwest to Sycamore



School Road. This route exhibits the most favorable performance and cost
impacts -- with minimal negative effects on residential or business
neighborhoods, parks, the Cultural District, and other community facilities.
Early funding of this alternative will avoid expected development pressures on
the right-of-way. Also recommended were immediate examination of funding

oeptions and a preliminary engineering study for the selected freeway alignment.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS AND PROJECT COMMITMENT

The Fort Worth City Council unanimously endorsed the Southwest Fort Worth
Subarea Study Findings on January 3, 1984. The Council also instructed the
City Manager to pursue potential funding from the State Department of Highways
and Public Transportation, Tarrant County, and other agencies and individuals
(Mayor and Council Communication, January 3, 1984). The Tarrant County

Commissioners’ Court endorsed the recommended alternative on January 30, 1984.

Several organizations have approved the recommended freeway alignment.
Organizations and boards that have formally endorsed the recommended route

include:

Southwest Quadrant Transportation Study Citizen Advisory Committee
Park and Recreation Advisory Board

Fort Worth Streams and Valleys Committee

Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce

Cultural District Committee

Fort Worth Independent School District

fort Worth Downtown, Incorporated

Fort Worth City Plan Commission

Sector One Planning Council

Tarrant County Water Improvement District No. 1
Fort Worth City Council

Tarrant County Commissioners' Court

The City of Fort Worth is presently negotiating with private developers and
land owners along the freeway alignment in order to determine the amount of

right-of-way which will be provided by private individuals as well as the



amount of construction costs that will be assessed to the Yand owners. For

example, it 1is anticipated that a share of cost for frontage roads will be

assessed to property owners.

BACKGROUND AND STUDY PURPOSE

The Southwest Fort Worth Subarea is and will 1ikely continue to be one of the
most rapidly growing areas of the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area. The
growth in population and employment couplied with the lack of radial access and
inadequate capacity from major arterials will result in severe transportation

problems.

The purpose of this study is to:

1. TIdentify the desired land use and redevelopment objectives for the
southwest quadrant.

2. Estimate the land use and population growth areas and rates.

3. Predict future transportation demand.

4. Evaluate all feasible transportatfon solutions including public transit and
private automebile solutions.

5. Select an alternative that best accommodates the transportation demand in a
cost-effective manner and promotes the land use and environmental

objectives.

In July of 1980, the Regional Transportation Council, the Metropolitan Planning
Organization for the Dallas-Fort Worth area, authorized study of the Southwest
Fort Worth Subarea. Planning funds were provided by the Federal Highway

Administration and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. This project



is contained in the 1980 through 1984 Unifijed Planning Work Programs for North

Central Texas.

This subarea contains a land area of approxinately 180 square miles (see
Exnibit 1). The subarea includes the Fort Worth central business district, the
southwest quadrant of Fort Worth, and the cities of Benbrook, Crowley,
Edgec1iff Village, and Burleson. This subarea also represents the southwest

portion of Tarrant County.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The study began with the development of goals and objectives. From these study
requirements, 18 alternatives were developed for evaluation and were studied in
three phases. Exhibit 2 highlights the process used to determine the

recommended alternative.

Also obtained from goals and objectives were the evaluation criteria and
performance measures used in selecting the recommended alternative. Exhibit 3
documents these measures and 7illustrates the comprehensiveness of the

evaluation process.

The first phase of the evaluation procedure considered only the transportation
performance measures and reduced the original 18 alternatives to 10. This
decision was based on an alternative's ability to remedy anticipated congestion
levels. The second phase of study added cost considerations and eliminated six
additional alternatives because of Tlow benefit-cost ratios. The third and
final phase evaluated the final four alternatives and considered transporta-
tion, cost, and environmental factors. The recommended alternative is the

product of the Phase II1 evaluation.
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EXHIBIT 2

EVALUATION

GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

PROCESS

EVALUATION
CRITERIA
PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

o TRANSPORTATION

DEVELOP
ALTERNATIVES

18 ALTERNATIVES

V

TRANSPORTATION

PHASE 1
EVALUATION

10 ALTERNATIVES

COST

¢ TRANSPORTATION

PHASE 11
EVALUATION i

J/ 4 ALTERNATIVES

COST
ENVIRONMENT

PHASE 111
EVALUATION

RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE




EXHIBIT 3

CRITERIA USED IN PHASE III EVALUATION

Evaluation Criteria

Cost

Mobility

Environmental Impacts
Air Quality

Water Quality
Biological/Zoological
Yisual

Historic Bldgs.
Noise

Energy

Business/Residential
Neighborhood Impacts

e Household Displacements
e Business Displacements

e Disruption/Integrity

¢ Access
¢ Coliector Street Travel

CBD Impacts

Growth /Redevelopment/Economic

Impacts
Safety

Construction Disruption

Performance Measure({s)

Annual Capital Costs, Right-of-Way Costs,
and Operating and Maintenance Costs

Total Vehicle Hours of Delay, Vehicle
Miles of Travel, Level of Service,
Peak -Period Speeds, and Transit
Ridership

Annual Hydrocarbon Emissions

Runoff Surface Area {Sq. Ft.)

Extent Impacted

Extent Impacted

No. of Historic Bldgs./Extent Impacted
Noise levels (dB)

Annual Gallons of Fuel Consumed

No. of Households Displaced

No. of Businesses and Square Footage
Bisplaced

Extent Impacted

Extent Impacted

Collector YMT/Extent Impacted in
Specific Areas

CBD Auto Speed

Extent Impacted
Annual Property Damage

Duration in Days



NEED FOR ACTION

There are a variety of reasons behind the need for a transportation soclution
in the southwest quadrant of Fort Worth. Not only is the area experiencing
rapid growth, but a substantial portion of that growth 1is Tlocated in the
central corridor. It is this central corridor that has the greatest need for
improvement since there is currently nc available direct access route to the

CBD.

The southwest quadrant of Fort Worth is projected to experience a substantial
growth in population and employment by the year 2000. There were two different
levels of year 2000 development used in the evaluation of alternatives. The
first, referred to as Scenarioc 1, represents a conservative population grow;:h
estimate of 45.9 percent over the 1980 base year. Scenario 2 incorporates
recent rezoning and platting activity approved for the southwest quadrant.
This scenario results in a population growth estimate of 68.8 percent over the
1980 base year. Scenario 2 represents what is felt to be the most realistic
development scenario. The population and emptoyment values for 1980 and 2000

are shown in Exhibit 4.

The roadway and transit networks used to simulate the transportation conditions
in 2000 consist of the existing 1980 system and those projects that are
committed to be operative by 2000. By comparing 1980 conditions to those that
would exist in 2000, the need for action in the southwest quadrant of Fort

Worth is clearly demonstrated.



EXHIBIT 4

COMPARISON OF 1980 AND 2000 WEEKDAY SUBAREA PERFORMANCE

i i l
| | 2000 | Percent
E 1980 | Scenario 2 | Change
| ]
! i |
Demographic
Population ! 207,614 | 350,393 | £8.8 l
Employment | 142,636 | 228,042 | 59.9 |
I l | |
Roadway | l | l
f | l i
Peak-Period Speed (mph) | 27.7 ] 17.9 |  -35.4
Peak-Period Arterial Speed (mph) | 23.0 | 13.6 |  -40.9
Yehicle Miles of Travel | 3,668,000 | 7,515,000 | 104.9
Roadway Capacity | | | ]
(Vehicle Miles of Capacity) l 984,085 | 1,337,746 | 35.9 ]
Parking Spaces Downtown | 23,750 | 50,840 | 114.1
| | | i
Transit ! | f |
| ! l |
Yehicle Miles of Travel | 8,266 | 12,411 | 50.2 |
Peak Vehicles i 83 ! 163 i 96.4
Passengers E 17,644 | 35,048 | 98,6 |
Speed | 11.88 | 11.33 | -4.6 |
Operating Cost (1983%) l $18,134 f $31,011 I 71.0
Revenue (1983%5) ] $ 7,267 | $14,370 [ 97.7
Operating Ratio ] ac.1 | 46.3 | 15.5
| l i !

10



The following 1ist highlights the most significant performance changes between
the 1980 and 2000 freeway and arterial systems:

. Projected increase in vehicle miles of travel of 105 percent

. Projected increase in roadway capacity of 36 percent

. Projected decrease in peak-pericd speed of 35 percent

] Projected increase in needed downtown parking spaces of 108 percent

Exhibit 4 contains the subarea roadway performance measures for 1980 and 2000,
Along with the previously mentioned forecasts, the central corridor of the
southwest quadrant demonstrates high peak-pericd travel times. In 1980, a
person could travel 4.4 miles in 15 minutes. 1In 2000, it is projected that a
driver could only travel 2.9 miles in this same period. A summary of the

projected changes in the transit system follows:

» Projected increase in transit vehicle miles of travel of 50 percent
] Projected increase in the number of peak vehicles of 96 percent

. Projected increase in passengers of 99 percent

. Projected increase in operating cost of 71 percent

. Projected increase in revenue of 98 percent

. Projected improvement in the operating ratio of 16 percent

The population and emplioyment growth in the southwest quadrant resulis in

travel demand which far exceeds presently expected roadway improvements.

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The need for a transportation solution is clearly demonstrated by the
comparison of the 1980 and 2000 transportation system performance. However, in
order to determine the appropriate sclution, a comprehensive set of 18

alternatives wWas compiled for evaluation. To assist in the generation of

11



alternatives, a number of pianning documents and alignment plans were reviewad
for this subarea. In addition to these oprevious studies, additional
suggestions were-obtained from various citizen groups, including the Southwest
Quadrant Transportation Study Citizern Advisory Committee. The Fort Worth City
Council, Fort Worth City Plan Commission, Park and Recreational Advisory Board
and staff also provided input which helped in the formulation of the alterna-
tives. Computer-generated data also guided the formulation of alternatives.
The set of a]te;natives includes transit and roadway options in various
combinations. A1l of the alternatives fall under one of the following
descriptions:
» a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) strategy consisting of
signal progression, street widenings, intersection grade separations,
High-Occupancy-Vehicle lanes, and peripheral parking lots
] combinations of the above TSM alternative and three different
horizontal parkway alignments
. a tollroad
. four different horizontal freeway alignments of varying lengths

[ a passenger rail line or busway with a feeder bus system

The freeway alignments were considered in various sections in order to address

the appropriate location and phasing of freeway construction.

The alternatives evaluated in this study covered a wide spectrum. Every
feasible mode, whether it be bus, rail or aute, was included in the analysis.
Consequently, the recommended solution was not obtained without examining all

reasonable options.

12



RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The alternative that has been selected for implementation consists of an 11.7
mile freeway extending from the existing S.H. 121/1.H, 35W interchange 1in
downtown Fort Worth, southwest to Sycamore School Road. Exhibit 5 demonstrates
this alignment, Based on the anticipated traffic volumes, it is recommended
that the facility have six Tanes throughout its entire Tength and have frontage
roads from Hulen Street fo Sycamore Scheol Road. This recommended freeway
Creates very favorable impacts on transportation performance while minimizing
negative Jmpacts on residential and business neighborhoods, parks, and other
community facilities, [t s the least expensive option of the four freeway

alignments evaluated in Phase III.

There were a variety of criteria that were used to evaluate each of ihe
proposed alternatives. The proposed freeway alternative performs very well
with respect to mobility as demonstrated by the 40 percent improvement in
peak-period speed and the 156 percent improvement in peak-period corridor
travel time over the 2000 existing plus committed system. This freeway also
provides for a substantial decrease 1in the hours of delay experienced (46
percent). . As a result of the proposed freeway, the cost to save one hour of

delay is $0.74.

The capital cost of this alternative is $204.09 million. This cost includes
lanes, bridges, frontage roads, right-of-way, relocation, and retaining walls.
There are an estimated 43 residential displacements and 1,042,000 square feet of
non-residential displacements associated with this alignment. Of the four
freeway alignments that were considered, this proposed route has the highest

benefit/cost ratio at 4.8.

13
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The recommended freeway alignment demonstrates a substantial improvement 1in
safety, energy consumption, and air quality for the southwest guadrant of Fort
Worth. Because the freeway would provide access to an area where travel would
otherwise have to occur on arterial streets, the vehicle miles of travel on the
arterial streets would decrease and so would the number of automobile
accidents. The fuel consumption and vehicle emissions in the subarea would
improve significantly from the levels demonstrated in the 2000 system. This
improvement results from the more direct routes that would be available for
travel on the freeway as well as the improved speed and efficiency of vehicle
operation on the new facility. Because of the close proximity of this facility
to the western and northern portions of the Fort Worth CBD, increased access to

downtown is achieved through the use of direct ramping.

As is shown above, there are a number of criteria that can be highlighted to
demonstrate the positive performance of this recommended transportation
solution for the southwest quadrant of Fort Worth. By weighing all of these
criteria, it is evident that this proposed 11.7 mile, 6-lane freeway is the
best, most cost-effective solution to the transportation problems in the

southwest quadrant of Fort Worth.

SOUTHWEST FORT WORTH SUBAREA STUDY - MAJOR FINDINGS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS

The following eight recommendations were endorsed by the Fort Worth City

Council on January 3, 1984:
1. The southwest quadrant has excellent growth potential. Achieving quality

growth with a mix of Tow, medium, and high density development is in the

best interest of Fort Worth, Crowley, Benbrook, Burleson, and Edgecliff

15



Yillaqge. Through careful planning, such growth would have positive
economic and social impacts.

A freeway is needed within the next six-to-eight years to accommodate the
transportation needs in the southwest quadrant that will result from the
above mentioned growth. This study analyzed several non-freeway
alternatives. No one or combination of non-freeway alternatives adequately

serves future transportation needs.

Several freeway routes were studied and evaluated with respect to
engineering feasibility, traffic performance, cost, and environmental
impacts. The "“Freeway-Eastern Alignment" alternative is recommended
because of very favorable impacts on performance and cost, while minimiz{ng
negative impacts on residential and business neighborhoods, parks, the
Cultural District, and other community facilities. The “Freeway-Eastern
Alignment” produces benefits which best outweigh the direct and indirect
costs. A "Freeway-West Alignment" through the Cultural District was also
studied as a depressed facility. Compared to the eastern route, this
western -alternative would have practically the same traffic performance,
stightly more cost, but has some significantly higher environmental costs
primarily related to business displacement and impact on the existing and

future integrity of the Cultural District/Botanic Garden/Trinity Park area.
However, it should be noted that the negative impact of a depressed

"Freeway-West Alignment” is substantially reduced as compared to the same

alternative at grade and elevated through the Cultural District.

16



It is recommended that the 11.7 mile continuous “Freeway-East Alignment”
including the “South Alignment North of CBD," extending from I.H. 35/S.H.
121 southwest to Sycamore School Road be endorsed and scheduled for
construction in the six-to-eight year time frame. However, if financial
constraints necessitate construction phasing, it is recommended that the
8.3 mile stretch between 1.H. 30 and Sycamore Schocl Road be constructed as
a first phase while assuring that the right-of-way between I.H. 35/S.H. 121

and 1.H. 30 be protected for Phase Il construction.

The need to endorse, fund, and implement this freeway is urgent because of
heavy demand and also because the right-of-way is subject to development
pressures in the next few years which could preclude the project's
feasibility. Right-of-way purchase may be required in the near future }n

order to keep the project feasible.

Funding sources for right-of-way purchase and construction of this facility
should be pursued immediately. An assessment of possible City, County,
State, and Federal resources should be conducted. A tollroad facility may

be feasible and should be considered as a funding option.

It is recommended that the freeway include special design elements to
mitigate noise impacts, visual intrusion, etc. Small adjustments in route
alignment, grade, construction of noise barriers, amenities to bridge and

structural appearance and landscaping should be included as needed.

A preliminary engineering study should be conducted on the recommended
alternative. This phase of study is the next logical step in a series of

steps leading to implementation. Fort Worth, Tarrant County, Texas

17



Department of Highways and Public Transportation, and Texas Turnpike
Authority resources should be pursued in order to continue the process

leading to the implementation of the recommended alternative.

18



APPENDIX 1. 1980 AND 2000
COMPARISON

This section nichlights a comparison of the 1980 and projected travel
conditions for the year 2000. The data considers different population
scenarions-1980, 2000-Scenario 1, and 2000-Scenario 2 and different roadway
networks-1980 and 2000. The 1980 popultation is from the 1980 Census. The 2000-
Scenario 1 population represents a conservative estimate of growth in the
Southwest Quadrant. The 2000-Scenario 2 population demonstrates a more
substantial amount of growth in the Subarea, especially south of I.H. 820.
The roadway network used in the 1980 simulation represents what was on the
ground for that year. The 2000 roadway network includes the existing system
as well as those roadway projects that are committed to be in place by 2000.
Some of these committed projects are:

0 widening I.H. 30 from U.S. 80/U.S. 180 to I.H. 35W

[ extending I.H. 20 from S.H. 183 to I.H. 30

® widening I.H. 20 from S.H. 183 to U.S. 287

] widening I.H. 820 from U.S. 80/U.S. 18C to I.H. 20

L) widening 1.H. 35W from Spur 280 to I.H. 20

. extending S.H. 121 from I.H. 35W to S.H. 199

. widening Berry from 6th to I.H. 354

° extending Alta Mesa from McCart to I.H. 35W

. extending Hemphill from I.H. 20 to Risinger Road

19



7 Ol4BUAIG
-000¢

4B A

| 0l4euaddg
-000¢

juawAo|dug .
uopiejndog 2]

0861

000001

000 002

000 ‘00¢€

000 004

sasAojdwy Jo suosaayg

ealeqng u) juswAojdwz pue uopeindod

20



DISTRICT DEFINITION

e e "z i
SORTRSE ] T ﬂ _-'rl” 1 c3°
—_— ,” ) 3
WESTERN Wl iz r
= 4 AL :
UE srne U-—i | ARUNGTON a F g1 IS
= i monTs | e : i
3 1] ey 2 ™™
e i / ‘; 4‘ l-q £y
} 30UTH ]
WEST COUNTY o u}, Sioe | 2

é%

i
’

it

SQUTH COQUNTY

L AR o

21



POPULATICN BY DISTRICT

| | % I

| | | 2000 | 2000

| District | 1880 | Scenario 1l | Scenario 2
| | ! J

f | l |

[ 1 - Central Business District I 3,128 | 5,663 i 5,663
| i | E

| 2 - Arlington Heignhts {25,492 | 26,532 ! 26,532
l l | |

| 3 - Western Hills | 24,994 | 32,324 ! 32,324
E f | |

| 4 ~ Sector One { 28,338 | 37,700 I 37,700
| ] i l

| 5 - Southside | 41,282 | 42,825 | 42,825
] : | | [

| 6 - Sycamore | 12,734 | 16,292 I 16,292
| | | |

{ 7 - Wedgwood | 29,768 | 67,469 I 82,695*
E i § l

| 8 - Benbrook I 15,725 | 20,372 { 20,372
f | | [

| 9 - South County/Crowley/Burleson | 23,678 | 44 406 : 66,724*
| | | 1

|10 - West County | 2,475 | 9,266 ! 9,266
] ! | |

| | | i

| | E |

] TOTAL SUBAREA { 207,614 | 302,845 | 350,393
i | E |

* The Scenario 2 population increase represents additional development
projected to occur by 2000 in Districts 7 and .
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EMPLOYMENT BY DISTRICT

I { i [ i
! i | 2000 | 2000 E
| District | 1980 | Scenario l | Scenarioc 2 |
| [ | i l
| | | i l
| 1 - Central Business District {51,309 | 85,445 ! 89,445 I
| | ! | |
{ 2 ~ Arlington Heights | 18,233 | 22,930 I 22,930

I ! ¥ I |
| 3 - Western Hills | 8,097 | 11,792 i 11,792 {
! E l | ?
| 4 - Sector One {11,001 | 18,470 | 18,470

l | | | |
[ 5 - Southside | 36,990 | 4§,693 ] 46,693 f
l ! ! | l
| 6 - Sycamore { 3,179 | 4.120 | 4,120 |
! I i f |
| 7 - Wedgwood | 5,600 | 13,697 ] 13,697

| | | l |
| 8 - Benbrook | 1,729 | 2,984 | 2,984

| | | ! |
| 9 - South County/Crowley/Burleson | 6,029 | 7,653 ] 7,653 i
I | i [ 3
110 - West County | 469 | 585 | 585 I
| E l | !
] ! | f [
; | l I !
| TOTAL SUBAREA | 142,636 | 218,379 |  228,042% |
| ' I | | ?

* The increase in employment (9,663} results from the 2000-Scenario 2 increase
in population. A portion of this employment may be distributed outside the
subarea.
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DISTRICT PEAK PERIOD SPEED

(MPH)

| | I i |
| | | 2000 * ] 2000 !
] District I 1980 I Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 |
| I ! ! l
! f | { l
| 1 - Central Business District | 21.¢ | 22.8 | 21.3

| ! | | [
| 2 -~ Arlington Heights { 26.4 | 25.6 E 21.7

J |

{ 3 ~ Western Hills | 26.6 | 24.1 | 15.4 !
] | | { l
| 4 - Sector One | 4.9 | 21.3 [ 15.0 i
f I i J I
I 5 ~ Southside | 24.2 | 24.6 ; z1.1 |
| l l I !
| 6 ~ Sycamore | 36.1 | 36.0 | 25.9

| | | | |
[ 7 -~ Wedawood |  28.9 | 28.0 f 11.4 |
| l | I i
I 8 - Benbrock ; 23.0 | 25%.9 } 23.3 ;
| |

I § - South County/Crowiey/Burleson i 45.0 | 39.0 ! 21.1 l
| | | ; i
|10 - West County ! 49,5 | 47.7 | 47.2 [
! I | ] l
| i i ] i
l ! l [ i
] TOTAL SUBAREA | 27.7 | 27.3 ; 17.9 |
i i | J i

* The roadway network used for the 2000 evaluation represents the existing
plus committed system only. The existing plus committed system is a
substantial improvement over the 1980 roadway system. The speeds shown
under Scenario 1 are significantly higher than would be exhibited without the
committed projects.
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APPENDIX 2. DESCRIPTION OF
TRANSPORTATION
ALTERNATIVES

This section contains maps describing the major alternatives analyzed and
evaluated in this study. The specific alternatives are described as follows:

Alternative{s) Map Description
1 Existing and Committed System
2 Transportation System Management (TSM)
3 TSM + Parkway #1
4 TSM + Parkway #2
5 TSM + Parkway #3
6 Tollroad
7, B, 9, 10 Freeway--East
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 Freeway--West
17 Rail, Express, and Feeder Bus
18 2C0/30 Connection

Flease note that several combinations of facility alignment, length, and
downtown approach were examined for some of these alternatives.
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APPENDIX 3:  PHASE 1 EVALUATION

This section contains an assessment of each alternative developed in the
study. Transportation performance measures were used to eliminate alternatives
that were not effective in improving mobility.
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PHASE I EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

REVIEW

Freeway from 1.H. 35W to ISA Boundary -
East/Far North - Low Volume
East/North - G.K., stop at Sycamore School
tast/South - 0.K., stop at Sycamore School
West/North - 0.K., stop at Sycamore School
West/South - 0.K., stop at Sycamore School

Freeway without I.H. 30 - S.H, 199 Section

East/North - Low Volume
West/North - Low Volume

Freeway without I.H. 30 - I.H. 35W Section
East - 0.K., stop at Sycamore School
West - 0.K., stop at Sycamore School

Far West - High residential displacements, difficult to interchange
with 1.H. 30, misdirection of travel, no extension possible

Tollroad between I.H. 30 and I.H. 20 - 0.K., Parkway or Freeway South of I.H. 20
Parkway from I.H. 35W to Sycamore School - Too Expensive
Parkway from I.H. 30 to Sycamore School

East - Duplication with Parkway/TSM + Alternative

West - Duplication with Parkway/TSM + Alternative
Parkway using Bryant Irvin, Vickery and M.H. 50 - Need Existing Capacity
Parkway using Bryant Irvin, Vickery and Forest Park - Need Existing Capacity
Parkway/TSM + Alternative (Parkway I.H. 30 to Sycamore School)

East - 0.K.

West - 0.K.
Rail (8th/Granbury) - Low Ridership

Busway {8th/Granbury) - Low Ridership

SUMMARY: Remaining Alternatives for Phase I1 Screening

Existing Plus Committed
Freeway (East/North)} from I.H. 35W to Sycamore School
Freeway {West/North} from I.H. 35W to Sycamore School

Freeway (East/South) from I.H. 35W to Sycamore School
Freeway (West/South) from I.H. 35{ to Sycamore School
Freeway (East) - South of I.H. 30

Freeway (West) - South of I.H. 30

Tollroad south of 1.H. 30

Parkway/TSM + {West) from I.H. 30 to Sycamore School
Parkway/TSM + {(East) from I.H. 30 to Sycamore School
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APPENDIX 4: PHASE 11 EVALUATION

This section contains the evaluation of the 10 most effective transportation
alternatives developed for this subarea. This Phase I7 evaluation includes the

detailed examination of the cost as well as the mobility aspects of each of the
remaining alternatives.
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COST COMPONENTS:

LANES

BRIDGES

FRONTAGE ROADS

TOLL BOOTHS (1F APPLICABLE)
RIGHT-OF-WAY

RELOCATION

OPERATING

MAINTENANCE

RETAINING WALLS
(IF APPLICABLE/
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Source:

LEVEL OF SERVICE

John E. Baerwald, ed., Transportation and Traffic Engineering

Handbook (Englewood C1iTfs, N.J.7 Instituie of Transportation
Encineers. 1976) . op. 316-317.
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Total Annual Cost

$25.281

$23.181

§22.325%
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Cost Per Vehicle Mile of Travel on Facility
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BENEFIT-COST RATIO

Alternative } Ratio*
|
Freeway (East/North) (35-5S) | 4.4
Freeway (West/North) (35-SS) ! 4.2
Freeway (East/South) (35-SS} { 4.8
Freeway (West/South) (35-3S) f 4.6
Freeway {(East) (30-SS} f 7.7
Freeway (West) (30-SS) ; 8.7
Tollroad (30-20) : 7.5
Parkway/TSM + {West) (30-5S) ; 3.5
Parkway/TSM + (East) (30-SS) E 3.2

* Benefits are determined by the vehicle hours of delay reduced performance
measure and assumes 1.4 persons per vehicle and a per capita wage rate of
$3.53 per hour. A value greater than 1.0 indicates a cost effective project.
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ALTERNATIVE

Existing Plus Committed

Freeway (East/North} {35-SS)
Freeway {West/North) {35-5S)
Freeway (East/South) (35-SS)
Freeway (West/South) (35-SS)

Freeway (East) {30-SS)

Freeway (West)} (20-SS)

Tollroad (30-20)

Parkway/TSM + (West) (30-SS}

Parkway/TSM + (East} (30-SS)

PHASE IT EVALUATION

STATUS

Not selected for further evaluation
due to unacceptable performance.

Selected for further evaluation.
Selected for further evaluation.
Selected for further evaluatior.
Selected for further evaluation.

Not selected for further evaluation
as a separate alternative. It wil}
be reexamined as a phasing option.

Not setlected for further evaluation
as a separate alternative. It will
be reexamined as a phasing option.

Not selected for further evaluation
ds a separate alterpative. It will
be examined as a3 funding optien.

Not selected for further evaluation
due to unacceptable performance.

Not selected for further evaluation
due to unacceptable performance.’

* A full length freeway from I.H. 35W to Sycamore School Road with a tollroad
portion between I.H. 30 and 1.H. 20 demonstrates a revenue-to-cost ratio 1.20

under Scenario 2 conditions.
year bond period at 11 percent.

This analysis was conducted for an assumed 30
A 30.0C8 per vehicle mile toll was assumed in

place for the first 7 years of operation and increased to $0.10 for the final
23 years of financed operation.
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APPENDIX 5: PHASE II1 EVALUATION

This section evaluates the four remaining alternatives for cost, mobility, and
environmental impacts. The performance of each alternative was examined and
comparatively rated using eight evaluation criteria. This section outlines *he
criteria used 1in this evaluation and illustrates how the four alternatives
compare under selected measures. The relative ratings assigned to each
alternative are also included.
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APPENDIX 6: EVALUATION OF NEAR-TERM
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

This section contains a list of potential near-term capital improvements.
Computer simulations including all of these TSM (Transportation Systems
Management) improvements with a parkway along the Southwest Freeway Alignment
and without the parkway were run. Fach improvement is listed with its
corresponding 1980, 2000-Scenario 2, TSM + Parkway, and TSM traffic volumes.
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APPENDIX F

AGENCY COORDINATION AND
COMMUNICATIONS

SH 121 -1H 30 to FM 1187
Final Environmental Impact Statement
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

z ﬂ' Z REGION 6
3 z 1445 ROSS AVENUE. SUITE 1200
*, = DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

4L et

HAY T 71532

Mr. Walter C. Watidelich, Jr.
Distrnict Engineer

Texas Division Office

Federal Highway Administration
300 East 8" Street, Room 826
Austin, TX 78701

Dear Mr. Waidelich:

Thank you for your letter of Apnl 13, 1999, inviting our Agency’s participation as a
cooperating agency in the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Pursuant 10
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). the Federa] Highway Administration, in
cooperauion with the Texas Department of Transportation, will prepare a draft EIS for the State
Highway 121 project in the city of Fort Worth. Tarrant County, Texas. This project will be a

multi-lane control access facility extending from Interstate Highway 30 to Farm-to-Market Road
1187, for a total project fength of 15.1 miles.

We are glad to participate as a cooperating agency as resources will permit. We plan to
participate with your EIS staff in the District in the initial planning meeting and public NEPA
scoping and EIS public hearing activities, as well as any field level surveys associated with the
preparation and review of the preliminary and draft EIS. For specific environmental resource
1ssues, yvour staff and consultants are welcome to visit with our regional staff experts to discuss
specific technical data coliection and impact analysis issues. Iand my staff are knowledgeable of
the Depariment of Transportation surface transportation policy and responsibilities established by
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21) signed into law by President Clinton

onJune 9, 1998. 1 have assembled a Regional TEA-21 Team to work with you on an as needed
basis for transportation projects such this one.

I have designated Mr. Rob Lawrence, Chief, Office of Planning and Coordination, and
Mr. Michael Jansky of his siaff as the regional points of contact for EIS project related issues.
They may be contacted regarding correspondence and scheduling discussions with regional

experts for technical assistance regarding specific media-related environmental issues to be
discussed in the EIS.

internat Address (URL) « hitp://www . epa.gov
Recycied/Racyciable » Prnteg with Vegetable Qil Basaed inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer)
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We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the NEPA planning process. | and my
staff look forward to working with the Federal Highway Administration and the Texas
Department of Transportation in the development of the project and EIS. 1If you have any

questions, piease contact me, or your staff may contact Mr. Lawrence at 214-665-2258 or
Mr. Jansky at 214-665-7451.

Sincerely yours,

LR .c#m‘ﬁm-\

&-Gregg A. Cooke
Regional Administrator

ce: Charles W. "Wes" Heald, P.E.

Executive Director, Texas Department of Transponation
Mr. Ron Camker
Federal Highway Administration



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TC May 13, 1899

ATTENTIONOF:

Environmental Division

Mr. Walter C. Waidelich, Jr.
District Engineer

Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation
Texas Division Office

300 East 8" Street, Room 826
Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Waidelich:

Thank you for your letter, dated April 13, 1998, requesting the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, become a cooperating agency on the
development of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the State Highway
121 project in Fort Worth, Texas.

The Fort Worth District has in the past and is currently participating in Major
investment Study Project Coordination Work Groups with the Texas Department
of Transportation and appreciate the continued opportunity to work with you on
projects of mutual interest. While we have no currently active projects that would
be directly affected by the proposed route, we remain ready to provide you with
assistance in our agency's areas of expertise.

Requests for review of your EIS in the area of floodplains and wetlands should
be sent to the attention of Mr. Paul M. Hathorn, Chief, Environmental Resources

Branch. Thank you again for the opportunity to act as a cooperating agency on
the development of the EIS for this project.

Sincerely,

Chief, Environmental Division
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US.Department

of Tfanspaortation

FEGE_I’C!} HigleOY Texas Division Office
Administration 300 East 8th Street, Rim 826

Auwstin, Texas 7870}
May 10, 2000

In Reply Refer To:
HA-TX

State Highway 121, Archeological Testing
of Site 4I'TR170, Tarrant County, Texas

President

Tonkawa! Business Commititee
RR1, Allan Drive
Tonkawa,Oklahoma 74653

Dear Sir

A Draft Environmental Impact Statemment for the above referenced proposed project is currently
being prepared for the Federal Highway Administration and the Texas Department of
Transportation. A brief summary of the propesed project as well as a map of its general location
in Texas and a map of the specific study area are attached for YOur review.

In accordance with Federal Regulations 40 CFR 1500-1508 and 23 CFR 771, we are writing to
you to deftermine if you are aware of any sensitive environmental locations that may be affected
by the proposed project. At this time, we also request your comments, if any, on historic
properties of cultural or religious significance to your group that may be affected by the proposed
undertaking, in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36
CFR 800: If you have any such information, we request that you provide it to us within 60 days
of receipd of this letter.

Thank ydu for your attention to this matter, [f you have questions, please contact
Mr. Sal Deocampo or me at (512) 916-5988.

Singerely yours,
: aé{er C. Waidelich, Jr.
District Engineer

Enclosure

cc: Ms. Dianna Noble, Director, Office of Environmental Affairs, Texas Department of
Transportation, Austin, Texas
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TONKAWA TRIBEOFOKLAHOMA

TONKAWATRIBAL COUNCIL

P.O.Bex70 -- PHONE (580)628B-2561
TONKAWA, OKLAHOMA 745853

Date; 22 May 2000 -

Mr. Walter C. Waidelich Jr.
District Engineer

U.S. Department of Transportation
Texas Division Office

300 east 8™ Strest, Rm, 826
Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. ' Waidelich,

The Tonkl‘awa Tribe h§s received your letter regarding confirmation of religious or sacred ceremortal
sites. At this time thé Tonkawa Tribe does not have any knowledge of any specifically identified
burial or sacred sites in the following area:

1)State H;ighway 121, Archeological Testing of Site 41 TR170, Tarrant Co. Texas

Should you discover any evidence concerning this matter, please contact this office at the following
phone # (580)628-2561, | -

SII}ECTEI i o
A A o

Don Patterson
President:
TonkawaTribe of Oklahoma




I Texas Department of Transportation

PO. BOX 6BE8 ¢ FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 » (B17) 370-6500
Tune 5, 2002

Biological Assessment

New Roadway Construction
SHI2IT

From IH 30 to FM 1187

CSJ: 0504-02-008 and 0504-02-013
Tarrant County

Mr. Thomas J. Cloud, Ir.
Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, Texas 76011

Dear Mr. Cloud:

This attached Biological Assessment (BA) is submitted to you pursuant to 50 CFR 402.01. The BA
addresses the proposed new roadway construction of SH 121 T from TH 30 to FM 1187 in Tarrant
County, Texas. This proposed project would be carried out with Federal, State, North Texas Toliway
Authority, and City of Fort Worth funds. We appreciate your staff’s review and concurrence with the
BA's conclusion that the project is not likely to effect any Federally listed species.

If you do not have any comments on the BA, please check the box, sign, and date the bottom of this
letter and rerumn & copy via facsimile (o Robert Hall at §17-370-6759. In addition, please submit the

ariginal signed copy to the address above.

Your assistance with this project is greatly appreciated. Please contact Robert Hall at 817-370-6755 or
at thall@dovstale.tx.us if you have any questions regarding this project.

Sin%}/ /4

Robert Hall
District Environmental Coordinator

Attachment
] Not likely to effect

SIGNATURE:
DATE:

An Equal Opportunily Empioyar



United States Department. of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecolegical Servizes
WinSysiems Center Building 2-12-02-1-431
711 Staditm Drive, Sujte 252
Arlington, Texas 760111

June 12, 2002

Mr. Robert Hall

Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 6868 .
Fort Worth, Texas 76115-0868

Dear Mr. Hall:

This responds to your June 5, 2002, letter Tequesting concurrence with an effects determinarion
included with the Biological Assessment (BA) submitted for the proposed SH 121 T in Tarrant
County, Texas. The proposed project cansists of the construction of an approximately 14-mile
four-lane urban toll road.

Under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, a BA is required for federal actions considered
to be “major construction activities.” It is our understanding that, as part of compliance with the
National Environmenta] Policy Act, an Environmental Impact Staternent (EIS) is being prepared
for the proposed action. The comments provided in this letter only pertain to the BA and potential
effects to federally listed species: we may provide additional comments on the draft EIS, if
necessary, when it becomes available.

The BA provides evidence that suitable habitat for the endangersd interior least tern (Sterna
arzitiarumy, endangered whooping crane {Grus americana), threatensd bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus), and proposed threatenad mountain Plover (Charadrius monianus), which have
been documented in Tarrant County, does not occur in the general project area. Based on this
information and a2 review of our files, we concur with your determinarion that the proposed project
is not likely to adversely affect these listed species.

Thaok vou for the opportunity o comment on the proposed project. If you have any questions,
please contact Omar Bocanegra of my staff at (817) 277-1100.

Sincerely,

v OOl

Thomas J. Cloud, Jr.
Field Supervisor



Biological Assessment
ForSH121T
From IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County, Texas
CSJ: 0504-03-008 and 050402-013

Project Description

The approximate 14 mile long proposed new roadway project is located in Tarrant County,
Texas (Project Location Map). Right-of-way (ROW) for the project varies between 220 feet and
392 feet. Initially the roadway is planned to be constructed as a four-lane urban tollroad from IH
30 to just south of IH 20 and a two-lane rural highway from south of IH 20 to the project's
terminus at FM 1187. The ultimate roadway is planned to be expanded to a six/four-lane urban
tollroad with frontage roads constructed only in locations where they would be essential to
maintain local street circulation and continuity. Initial phased construction will include ROW
acquisition for the ultimate roadway. This Biological Assessment and the Environmental Impact
Statement for this project includes analysis for the ultimate roadway.

The project is located within the Oak Woods and Prairies region of Texas, specifically within the
Eastern Cross Timbers sub-region. However, land use within approximately 60 percent of the
project area (from IH 30 south to Altamesa) is characterized as highly urbanized resulting in the
loss of wildlife habitat.

Land use within the remaining 40 percent of the project area (from Altamesa south to FM 1187)
is characterized as undeveloped and agricultural land with scattered residential areas. The City
of Fort Worth has designated a large portion of the undeveloped land for commercial, industrial,
and recreational use. Much of the remaining undeveloped land south to FM 1187 has been
planned for residential development. Past land use has caused the uplands to be covered mostly
with scattered stands of mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), scrub oak (Quercus sinuate), and
juniper (Juniperus ashei). Understory vegetation consists of big bluestem (dndropogon
gerardii), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans),
switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), gramas (Bouteloua spp.), and buffalo grass (Buchloe
dactyloides).

General soil map units found within the project corridor include the Sanger-Purves-Slidell, the
Aledo-Bolar-Sanger, and the Frio-Trinity units. The Sanger-Purves-Slidell unit consists of nearly
level and gently sloping, deep and shallow, clayey soils located mainly on uplands. The soils in
this unit are mainly used as cropland, pastureland, rangeland, and for urban purposes. The map
unit is primarily made up of well-drained soils that have slopes of () to 5 percent. This unit
makes up approximately 21 percent of the county and 37 percent of the project area.

The Aledo-Bolar-Sanger unit consists of gently sloping to moderately steep, very shallow to
deep, loamy and clayey soils located mainly on uplands. The soils in this unit are mainly used as
rangeland, pastureland, cropland, and for urban purposes. The map unit is primarily made up of
well-drained soils that have slopes of 1 to 20 percent. This unit makes up 20 percent of the
county and 48 percent of the project area.



The Frio-Trinity unit consists of nearly level, clayey soils located on floodplains. The soils in
this unit are mainly used as pastureland and for urban purposes. The map unit is primarily made
up of well-drained soils with 0 to 1 percent slope. This unit makes up 7 percent of the county
and about 15 percent of the project area.

Twelve (12) water bodies including floodway, floodplain, river and streams are within the
project area. Six (6) of these water bodies flow directly to the Clear Fork of the Trinity River
and six (6) flow to Benbrook Lake.

The stream and 100- year floodplain location within the project area are listed below:

Clear Fork Trinity River —
Along Forest Park Boulevard, south of Lancaster Avenue,
South of IH 30, east of University Drive,
North of [H 30, east of University Drive,
East of University Drive, south of the railroad bridge,
North of Bellaire Drive, between Hulen Street and Bryant Irvin Road,

LB e

Unnamed Tributary of the Clear Fork Trinity River -
6. South of Overton Ridge, between Hulen Street and Bryant Irvin Road,

Unnamed Tributary of Benbrook Lake
7. North of Columbus Trail, and west of Old Granbury Road,
South of Columbus Trail East of Old Granbury Road,
9. Between the proposed Risinger Road and McPherson Road extensions,

oo

Unnamed Tributary of Rock Creek -
10. Between Stuart-Feltz Road and Old Granbury Road,
11. At Old Granbury Road, north of FM 1187, and
12. At FM 1187 and Old Granbury Road.

Site Specific Information

Below are the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) listed species that potentially occur
within Tarrant County and the habitat description for each species:

Interior Least Temn (Sterna antillarum)--Premier nesting sites are salt flats, broad sandbars, and
barren shores along wide, shallow rivers. Important breeding habitat characteristics include: (1)
presence of bare or nearly bare ground and alluvial islands or sandbars for nesting, (2)
availability of food (primarly small fish), and (3) favorable water levels during the nesting
season (so nest remain above water). They usually nest on sites devoid of vegetation, but have
been found on sites with and average of 11 to 30 percent vegetative cover, composed of grasses,
shrubs, and trees and ranging from 39 to 95 cm in height. Vegetation, if present, is usually
located well away from the colony, with the exception of bugseed, eastern cottonwood, and
sandbar willow. As natural nesting sites have become sparse, birds have used dredge islands,
dikefields, fly-ash lagoons, sandpits, and gravel levee roads as nesting sites.



Whooping Crane (Grus americana)--Marshes, river bottoms, potholes, prairies, and cropland.
Premier winter habitats are marshes, tidal flats, uplands and barrier islands. Migratory habits
vary, with croplands used for feeding and primarily palustrine wetlands are used for roosting.
Water depth at roost is usually less than 10 inches, the majority between 1 and 6 inches deep.
Cranes rarely use densely vegetated wetlands.

Mountain Plover (Charadrius montanus)--Preferred habitat consists of expansive flats of short-
grass prairie where the plover feeds on grasshoppers, beetles, crickets, flies, and other
invertebrates. In areas of tall grasses, the plover is closely associated with prairie dog towns.

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)--In Texas, preferred nesting habitat is along river
systems, or within 1-2 miles of some other large body of water, such as a lake or reservoir. Nests
are often located in areas where forest, marsh, and water meet. Large, tall trees (40-120 feet tall)
are used for nesting and roosting (taller than the general forest canopy, providing an
unobstructed fhight path to the nest). Tree species used for nesting in Texas include Lobloily
Pine, Bald Cypress, Oak, Cottonwood, and Sycamore. Nearby (within 0.5 mile) wetland areas
are necessary for feeding. Fish is generally the prime food, but eagles in Texas also prey on
waterfowl, turtles, small mammals, and carrion.

Black-tailed Prairie Dog (Cynomys ludovicianus)--In Texas, the Black-tailed Prairie Dog
historically occurs in the western half of the state and typically inhabits short grass prairies
where they feed on grasses and forbs. They usually avoid areas of heavy brush and tall grass. In
the Trans-Pecos area, they favor alluvial fans at the mouth of draws, "hard-pan" flats where
brush is sparse or absent, and the edges of shallow valleys.

The table below lists the Federally Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate species that
potentially occur in Tarrant County, presence of habitat availability within or near the project
area, impact to each species, and justification of impact status.

Species USFWS Habitat Present Species Justification of lmpacted
Status Impacted Status

Interior Least Temn E No No 1/3

Whooping Crane E No No 1/2/3

Bald Eagle T/PDL No No 1/2/3

Mountain Plover DL No No 1/2/3

Biack-tailed Prairie Dog C No No 173

E = endangered, T = threatened, P = Proposed, PDL = Proposed for delisting, C = Candidate species)
1. The project area does ot contain the preferred habitat for this species.
2. This species is migratory through the project area and would only potentially utilize the area for
temporary stopover sites.
3. No evidence of species was observed during field surveys.

Based on the FWS habitat description for each of these species and field surveys of the project
area, no habitat for any of these species 1s present within or near the project area. In addition,
coordination with Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's Biological Control Data System
(BCD) personnel indicates that no element of occurrence for any listed species is known to be
present within or near the project area. No listed species was observed during the field surveys.
Based on the above information, Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) concludes that
the proposed project 1s not likely to effect any listed species.



Effects of the Action
Direct and Indirect:

Based on the lack of habitat for the listed species, no BCD indication of element of occurrence,
and no observation of such species during field surveys, TxDOT concludes that the proposed
project is not likely to have direct or indirect effects on any listed species.

Interdependent and Interrelated Effects:

Based on the lack of habitat for the listed species, no BCD indication of element of occurrence,
and no observation of such species during field surveys, TxDOT concludes that the proposed
project is not likely to have direct or indirect effects on any listed species.

Cumulative Effects:

Based on the lack of habitat for the listed species, no BCD indication of element of occurrence,
and no observation of such species during field surveys, TxDOT concludes that the proposed
project is not likely to have direct or indirect effects on any listed species.

Incidental Take

Based on the lack of habitat for the listed species, no BCD indication of element of occurrence,
and no observation of such species during field surveys, TxDOT concludes that the proposed
project is not likely to have direct or indirect effects on any listed species. Therefore, no
incidental take of any listed species will occur because of the project.

Conservation Measures

The project will not cause an adverse impact to any listed species, therefore, conservation
measures specifically designed to avoid impact to any listed species does not apply to this
project.

Determination of Effect

Based on the lack of habitat for the listed species, no BCD indication of element of occurrence,
and no observation of such species during field surveys, TxDOT recommends that the proposed

project is not likely to effect any listed species.
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Dear Dir, Bruseth: Date __-,..J%_ ,&&

'y

The proposed road widening praject would be undertaken with federal funds, Tn aceard with the
Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. the
Federal Highway Administration, the Texas Historical Commission (THC), and TxDOT, and the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between T«DOT and THC. we hereby continue
consultation under Section 106 of the Nationa! Historic Preservation Act and the Antiquities
Code of Texas.

The proposed praject would censtruct @ segment of State Highway 121 between 1H 20 in Forl
Worth zivd FM 1187 and is part of a larger project that would eventually extend to US 67 in
Cleburne, lolinson County. This scgment of 8H 12) is located entirely within Tarrant sounty
and has been desipnated SH 121 T,

'n 1999 Flicks and Campany conducted an archeological survey of the northern portion of §H
121 T, where the praposed zlighment erasses the West Fork of the Trinity River. One prehistoric
weheological site, 4| TR170, wag identified during the survcy. On March 28, 2000 TxDOT.
reeommended that site 41 TR170 be tested and that no further wark was required within the
remainder af the SH 121 T praject arca. In 2 letler dated April 24_2000, your office concurred.
b April of 2000. TxDOT requested THC concurrence on a testing plan for site 41 TR170 and
reeeived THC concurrence. Subsequently, TxDOT took steps [o initiate testing at site 41 TR 170,
Right ol entry to the site was denied by the property owner.

Wea therefare request your concurrence that project development, including complction of the
NEI'A process and land aequisitian, ean procesd provided that testing of sitc 41 TRI70 and all
necessary consultation is comnleled prior to construction impacts. After ebtaining aceess 1o the
proposed new right of way. we will test site 41TR170 and continue consultation with yaur oflice
under the terms of the PA and Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the THC and
T«DOT.

wn Equal Cpportunily Employer
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you have any questions or need more information, please contact Mike Jardan at 512/416.
2635,

Sincerely.

{ﬂof_/_,m;r //

Michael Jordan, S G. R. Dennis Price
Archeological Studigs Program Environmental Specialist
LEavieonmental Affairs Division Environmental Affairs Division
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The proposed road widening project wauld ha undariahen with federal funds. In accord thh the
Programmatic Agrecement (PA) among the Advisory Council on Histaric Preservation, the
Federal Highway Administration. the Texas Historicd] Commission (THC). and TxDOT. and the
Memorandum ol Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and THC. we hereby continue
congultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Ast and the Antiquities
Code nf Texns. .

The proposed project would constrie! a segment of State Highway 121 between IH 20 in Fort
Worth and FM 1187 and is part of & larger pr gject that would eventually extend to US 67 in
Cleburne, Johnson County. This segment of SH 121 is located entirely within Tarrant county
and hag been designated SH 121 T. Reeently an alignment shift has been proposed at the
southern eoud of SH 121 T near Cleburne Crowley Road, where this segment joins the next
scgrient of §H 121, designated SH 121 South. The proposed alignment shift would utilize
Allernative "C™ on the attached maps. Several archeclogical studies hn\-c alrzady bezn
conducted in association with this projcet.

In 1994, TxDOT conducted an archeological survey of almost the entive proposed SH 121 T and
S11121 Sauth aligniments. The survey cxtended frem 0.8 miles north of 11 820 in Fort Worth,
Tarrant Copnty te US 67 in Cleburne, Inhiison County. The survey included shovel testing of 2
scgment, desipnated Alternative “A™ and “B” on the attached niaps. that is located epproximaicly
1.500 |t cast of the proposed alignment shift, desipnaied Alternative “C™ on the attached maps.
Jespite shovel testing, ho archeological sitas were identified within the project area. Qne sile.

41 TRI137. 0 surlace lithic scatter, was observed 30m east of the project area. Please note that site
41'TR137 is located over 1.5 miles northeast of the proposcd alignment shift. Furthermore, the
site is located cast of the area surveyed iy 1994 (desipnuled as Alterpative “A™ and "B on the
aitached maps) and Alignment “C”, the proposed alignment shifl, is located west of the arca
surveyed in 1994,

#4n Equal Oppartunity Employer
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In 1999. Hicks and Coropany conducted an archeological survey of the northern portion of SH
|21 T. where the proposed alignment crosses the West Fork of the Trinity River. One prebistaric
archeological site, 41 TR170, was identified during the survey, On March 28, 2000 TxDOT
recommunded Lhal site 417TR170 be tested and that no further work was required within the
remainder of the SH 121 T project arce. On April 24, 2000. your office coneurred. Right of
eiiry Ly the site was denied by the property owner and currently iesting is on hold pending ROW
sequisition. This area is over 6 miles north of the proposed alipnment shift designated
Allernative O and is located in an entirely different environmensal sexting,

In May of 2002 Geo-Marine, Inc. performed an impact evaiuation ot the segment of SH 121,
focated south of 8H 121 T. This segment has been designated SH 121 South (CSJ: 21158-02-
008). The impact evaluation covered the entire length of the proposed SH 121 South project and
extended from the southern terminus of the SH 121 T project (600 ft northeas: of Clebume
Crowley Road) to US 67. No archeological sites and no seltings with rensonable patential to
cantain archenlogical historic properties ar SAL’s were observed. The impact evaluation report
daied May 22, 2002 noted that the entire project area is loeated in an upland setting and that
beeause the upland setting lacks a permanent water source, archeological sites are unlikely to
occur within the project area. Furthermore, the report goncluded that the soils within the praject
area are oo shaliow ta be conducive to retaining archeological depaosits,

The proposed SH 121 T alignment shift would be located in n setting very similar to that
deseribed in the Geo-Marine impact evaluation report. Alternative “C™ is located in an upland
selting with no permanent source of water. The Geologic Atlas of Texas, Dalles Sheet (Bureau
ol liconomic Geology: 1972) indicates that Alternstive “C” is locaiad in an arca mapped as
Lower Cretacecous Pawpaw Formation, Lower Cretaceous Weno Limestone, and Lower
Cretaceous Graysan Marl and Main Street Limestone undivided. There are no alluvial settings
mapped within Aligament “C™, According to the Soil survey of Tarrant County [Map Sheets 54
and 61] Alternative “C" crosses shallow upland soils, Furthermaore, these shallow soils have been
previously disturbed by agricultural activities. Thesc soils are considered too shatlow and too
disturbed lo be conducive to retaining archeolagical deposizs,

A cheek of the Texas Archeolopical Sites Atlas revealed no recarded archeclogieal siles within
ar adjacent to Alternative “C”. Because Alternative “C" is located in an area of ancient geologic
deposits in an upland setting that is devoid of a permanent water source and consists of
previously disturbed shallow soils it is concluded that the arca does net include settings with
reasunable potential to contain archeological historic properties or SALs, Recent archeological
work in the viginity of the propeszd alignment shift, deseribed above. supparts this conzlusion.

Ve request your eshclrrence that the proposed alignment shift labeled Alternative “C™ does not
eontain settings with reasonable potentiat to contain archeological Historic Properties (36 CFR
EOU.16.01)) or SAL™s (13 TAC §26.12) and that no further archealogical work is required within
the limits ol Alternative “C%, In the unlikely event thal archeological muterials are discovered
during construction, work in the area of discovery will cease and accidental discovery procedurcs
will be implemented in accordance with the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement (PA)
hetween TxDOT and the THC.



Dr; James E. Bruseth -3~ June 6, 2002

IT you have any questions of nesd mare information, please sontact Mike Jordan at $12/41 6-
2635,

Sincerely.

bl

Michiael JTordan. Sta heologist G. R, Dennis Price
Archeolopical Studics Program Environmental Specialist
Mnvironmental Affairs Division Environmental Affairs Division

Atinchments
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August &, 2002

Bruce Jonsen

Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
125 E. 11" Srreet

Austin, Texas 78701-2483

Re: Project review under Section 106 af the National Historic Preservation Acr of 1268,

- proposed construction of SH 127 T Fram IH-30 to FAL 1187 {C8T 0504-02-008), Forr

Worth, Tarrant County, Texas, (FHWA)
Dear Mr. Jeasen:

Thank you for providing informarion regarding the above referenced project. This letter
serves as comment on the propesed undertaking from the State Historic Preservation
Gfficer, the Executive Director of the Texas Historical Commissing,

The review staff, l=d by Bob Brinkman, has completed a review of the cultural resources
within the Area of Poteatial Effects (APE} by applying state and federal ceiteria for
historical designation. We concur with the findings of the survey, identifying 10
properties indvidually eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NIHP). We also agree that the Mistletos Heights neighborhand (Sites 80 through 227
in this report) comprises # potentisl historic district which is cligible for listing.

In addition, we conclode that properties in the Sunset Terrace / Quality Hill seighborhood
(Sites 233 through 239) also comprise a potentiol historic district which is eligible for
listing. Based on the information pravided it appears tha? in the prefevred alternative, the
reconfigured highway closest ta Mististoe Heighis and Sunset Terrace would introduce
o new Jancs beyond the existing transporietion corridor. We therefore conclude that the
project as propased will have oo visual impact an histeric resources in this section. We
are concerned about the Fo’mnﬁa! for additional traffic, noise, and light pollution near -
historic districts, particularly at the Surnmit Interchange near Sunset Terrace and at
Rosedale near Mistletoe Heights. We request that TxDOT consider minimizing ar
avolding increases in traffic, noise and light pollution in these historic arens, and that
TxDOT zonsider public input as part of tia angoing public {estimony process, With
these considerations in mind, we. counditionally agree that the project as praposed will
have no adverse effect on historic yesources, previded that public testimony and design
aliernatives are given consideration. We concur that all other Sites in this report not
mentioned above sre not eligible for sting on ths Natianal Repister of Bistoric Places.

B.O POX 1Z270 - AUSTIN, TX 787112276 . S12/463-6100 - FAR S12/4754872 - TRD 1-800/735-2989
e B e STRIG e g '



SH 121T {CSJ 0504-02-008), Fage 2

We look forward to Surther censultation with your-office, and hape to maintain a
parmership that will foster effsctive historic preservation. Thank you for your
participation in this federa] review process. If you have any guesiions concerning this
;c?\ggw 0T if we can be of further atsistance, please contacy Bob Brinkman at §]2/453.

Sincerzly,

T. Lawerence Daks ‘
Executive Direcior, Texas Historical Commizsion

ool Susan Blick, Tarrant Counry Historical Commission, 804 Moore Road, Mansfield

TX 76063 :
Shanon Wasielewski, Fort Werth CLG, 1000 Throckmorton, Fort Worth TX

76102
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SECTION 106, Finalization of review process
Tarrant County, FTW
CS.J 0504-62-0C8

" SH 1217 from IH 30 to FM 1187

F. Lawerence Oaks

State Historic FPreservation Officer
Texas Historical Commission
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Oaks:

We coffer the following reassurances in response to correspondence from your office dated Algust 8, 2002
ragarding the potential effests associated with this project of traffic, noise and light poliution on histeric
districts and individual properties eligible for iisting in the NRMP (Nationa! Register of Historle Places).

As stated in our pravious correspondence, potential effects on elfigible properties were analyzed in
conjunctian with the envirgnmental impact slatement being conductad under the provisions of NEPA
(Nationa! Environmental Policy Act). The issues of the indirect effects of traffic, noise, and fight poliution
were among the many environmental Impacts evaluated during the development of the program for this
project. Tha NEPA process will continue to guide planning for the project throughout its deveiopment,
including provisions for consideration of public input. As part of this process, TxDOT anticipates
conducting a public hearing in late fall 2002 that wili be apen to &ll who choose to attend and/or
participate. Adequate oppartunities will be afforded individuais and organizations 1o provide infarmation
about thalr concems for consideration i the project development process, |n addition, all comments
received through the hearing process will be addressad in writing in the summary and analysis section o
the final environmentai impact statement. Viable comments ihat mest all other criteria, are achievable
within reasenabie and feasible cost considerations and de not compromise safety will be evaluated for
implementation.

Construction of 8H 1217 is intended to provide alternate access to downtown Fort Worth from the
southwesl portion of Tarrant County and adiaining Johnson County. As a joint effort between TxDOT, the
City of Fort Worlh and the North Texas Toliway Authority, the project has been developsd over nearly
four decades with ongoing input from local entities and interesied parties. While the afternative
alignments remained fairly consistent through the past three to five years. Input from the public continues
to pravids opportunitiss to fine-tune the project. in addition to numerous public meetings and ongoing
discussions with governmental partners, a community advisory committee helps convey the public's
interasts and concerns 1o the project managers for consideration in devaioping the final project.

Public cancern for traffic, noise and light pollution has been accommodated into the design through this
process. Construction of SH121T ultimately will relieve current traffic loads on axisting city thoroughfares,
theraby abating rather than exacerbating traffic wass in the areas of cancern. Traflic projections for the
Forest Park/Rosedaie Street and Summit Avenue areas indicate that the buitd alternative actually
decreases lraffic volumes on these thoroughtares. Moise and fight pollution alsa will be considered during
project development. Noise abatement criteria establishad by the Federal Highway Administration and
adopted by the Texas Depantment of Transpertation will be followed in implamenting noise abalemeant

An Equel Opportunity Employsr



SH 1217 trom 1K 30 to FM 1 187, 9 September 2002, page two

measures. Light pollution concerns will be addressad with consldaralion of utilizing low iavel fignting in
areas of residential development provided safety is not compromised. in addition, two high mast
luminaires on 1M-30 near Summit Avenus and the Sunset Terrace residential area are scheduled for
replacement with more rasidantial friendly lighting in the execution of this project.

Thank you for your concurrence with our determination that this project poses no adverse effect 1o historic
properties. Piease acknowledge your recsipt of this correspondence and return a signed copy of this letter for
our files within 15 days. If you need further information, please call me at 512/416-2857,

Sincerely,

R e

Bruce Jensen
Architectural Historian
Environmental Affairs Division

L

—FE ACKNOWLEDGED v

NAMé; | DATE: f//féﬂ*

State Histaric Preservation Officer |

i

attachments

ce: Bob Brinkman, THC, History Programs Division
Chase Robartson, THC, Division of Architecturs
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DEWITT C. GREER STATE HIGHWAY BLDG, » 125 E. 11TH STREET » AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701-2483 » {512) 463-8585

January 2, 2003

NH
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Tarrant County
CSJ: 0504-02-008; 0504-02-013

SH 121: FromIH30to FM 1187 = PROJECT

Mr. Clyde Bohmfalk, MC 205 EARLE
‘Texas Commission on Environmental Quality AN AGEMENT
P.O. Box 13087 M

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Sir:

The attached Draft Environmental Impact Statement covering the subject project is
furnished for your comments pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.

In order to be given consideration in the final environmental statement or future status of
the project development, comments should be addressed to the attention of the
undersigned within 45 days from the date the notice of availability is published in the
Federal Register. .

Sincerely,

Lo oo

Amn M. Irwin
Deputy Division Director
Environmental Affairs Division

Attachments W
/Jﬁ

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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February 18, 2003

Ms, Ann Irwin

TxDOT-Environmental Affairs Division
125 East 11" Street
Austin, Texas 78701-2483

Dear Ms. Irwin:

This letter is in response to your review request and public notice, dated January 2
and 27, 2003, for potential impacts to rare, threatened, and endangered species

from the proposed expansion of SH 121 from TH 30 to FM 1187 in Tarrant

County (CSJ 0504-02-008, -013).

Given the small proportion of public versus private land in Texas, the TPWD
Biological and Conservation Data System {BCD) does not include a
representative inventory of rare resources in the state. Although it is based on the
best data available to TPWD regarding rare species, the data from the BCD do not
provide a definitive statement as to the presence, absence, or condition of special
species, natural communities, or other significant features within your project
area. These data cannot substitute for an on-site evaluation by your qualified
biologists. The BCD information is intended to assist you in avoidin
species that may occur on your site,

g harm to

Based on the project description and when suitable habitat is present, the

following species, special features, and natural community could potentially be
impacted by the proposed project:

State Listed Threatened
Timber/Canebrake Rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus)

Special Features and N atﬁrai Community Series
Colonial Waterbird Rookeries

Little Bluestem-Indiangrass (Schizachyrium scoparium-Sorghastrum nutans)

Series

An occurrence of a Colonial Waterbird Rookery has been documented potentially
within 1.5 miles of the project route. A printout for this occurrence record is

included for your planning reference. Please do not include this species

occurrence printout in your draft or final documents. Because some species
are especially sensitive to collection or harassment, this record is for your

reference only.

fo manage and conserve the natural and culturel resourees of Texas and to provide

TarrSH121FrmIH35ToFM1 187 .doc

id004

hauting, fishing
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Ms, Ann Irwin, TxDOT
CS8J 0504-02-008 and 013
Page 2

Habitat fragmentation is a serious threat to biological diversity. Because of the
high use of riparian systems in general by wildlife, TPWD recommends that the
greenways and floodplains associated with the Clear Fork of the Trinity River be
managed so as to minimize further habitat fragmentation. Wildlife use river
corridors to travel across the landscape and to move between food, cover, and
breeding locations. Fish use habitat features within stream systems where
appropriate physical parameters of light, temperature, and water quality exist. As
human development activity continues to compete for the natural resources
existing within these riverine systems, remaining undeveloped floodplains
become increasingly valuable and scarce. TPWD recommends TxDOT consider
mitigating for loss of upland habitat by supplementing greenbelt acreage along
the Trinity River tributaries impacted by this project.

Please review the entire TPWD county list, as additional rare species could be
present depending upon habitat availability. If during construction, the project
area is found to contain rare species, natural plant communities, or special
features, TPWD recommends that precautions be taken to avoid impacts to them.

Excluding clearing activities during the breeding season for migratory bird
species will help minimize impacts to this group. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) implicitly prohibits intentional and unintentional take of migratory birds,
including their nests and eggs, except when authorized through a permit issued by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Additional information regarding the
MBTA may be obtained through the Southwest Regional Office (Region 2)
Division of Migratory Birds, FWS, at (505) 248-7882.

This letter does not constitute a review of general fish and wildlife habitat
impacts. Such a review should have already been sent to you from the office of

Kathy Boydston, TPWD Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
(512/389-4571). ‘

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please contact me if
you have any questions or need additional assistance (512/912-7021).

Sincerely,
Celeste Brancel-Brown, Environmental Review Coordinator
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division

Threatened and Endangered Species

Enclosures (2)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

February 24, 2003

?’ém Bauer, P.E,
District Engineer

Federal Highway Administration
Federal Office Building, Rm. 826
300 East 8" Street
Austin, TX 78701

Dear Mr. Baner:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations (CEQ) for Implementing NEPA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 6 office in Dallas, Texas, has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed construction of the State Highway 121 from Interstate
Highway 30 to Farm-to-Market Road 1187, Tarrant County, Texas.

The DEIS evaluates and identifies the potential environmental impacts associated with
the Proposed Action and Alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative, With prescribed
mitigation, the DEIS demonstrates the proposed action would have no significant adverse impact
on the human environment and would have negligible impacts in all other areas. EPA’s
participation as a cooperating agency provided our agency opportunity to comment early in the
developmental stages of the DEIS and thus contribute to the development of an environmentally
acceptable alignment and a full disclosure document.

EPA classified your DEIS and proposed action as "L.O," i.e., EPA has "Lack of
Objections"” to the proposed alternative.  Our classification will be published in the Federal
Register according to our responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform the
public of our views on proposed Federal actions.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. We request that you send our office
one (1) copy of the Final EIS at the same time that it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities
(2251A), EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.'W , Washington, D.C. 20044.

Sincerely yours,

ehrs A

Robert D. Lawrence, Chief
Office of Planning and
Coordination (6EN-XP)

T

 Internet Address (URL) - hitp://www.sra.qoviearth1:6/
Recycled/Recyclable - Printed with Vagetahis Ol Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimurm 30% Postconsuman)
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OFfFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

RICK PERRY
GOVERNOR

Friday, March 07, 2003 /6'

Ms, Dianna F. Noble, P.E.

Texas Departiment of Transportation

Dewitt C. Greer State Hwy. Bldg, 11th and Brazes
Austin, TX 78701-2483

RE: TX-R-26030122-0001-50

EIS - Texas Department of Transportation - SH 121: From IH30 to FM 1187

Dear Ms. Nobie:

Your application for assistance referenced above has been reviewed. The comments received are summarized
belaw.

This application was submitted for comment to the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, the
Texas Department of Agriculture, the Texas Comunission on Environmental Quality, the Texas Historical
Commission, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Depariment, the Burcau of Economic Geology, the Texas Attorney
General's Office and the North Central Texas Council of Govemnments. The Texas Historical Commission, the
Bureau of Economic Gelogy and the North Central Texas Council of Governments responded with a "no
comment” and the other agencies listed did not respond. No other substantive comments were received.

We appreciate the opporfunity to review your proposal. Please let me know if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

T AL

0€\ Denise 8. Francis, State Single Point of Contact
DS¥F/dsi ’

cc; Texas Department of Transportation

Post Quiter Box 12428 Avsmiv, Taxas 78711 {512 463-2000 (Vorer)/(51

B TE A VR VE ¢ I

R jE'fCE!\/ED
MAR 12 2003

Ay



08/08-2004 15:17 FAX gioo2

Texas Department of Transportation

DEWITT C. GREER STATE HIGHWAY BLDG. & 125 E. 11TH STREET « AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701-2483 » (512) 463-9585

16 January 2004

SECTION 1086: Determination of NRHP Eligibility
Tarrant County, FTW
C8J 0504-02-008

SH 1217 from IH 30 fo FM 1187

Bob Brinkman

History Programs Division
Texas Historical Commission
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Brinkman:

In accordance with the provisions of our Statewide Programmatic Agreement for Cultura! Resources, we are
continuing coordination with your agency regarding NRHP (National Register of Historic Places) eligibility for
one property located within the project’s APE (area of potential effect). This federally funded project wili
construct a new transportation facility between southwest Fort Worth and the downtown area,

Qur earlier coordination of this project with your office accidentally omitted an evaluation of the 1954 St. Paul
Lutheran Church at 1800 West Freaway {IH 30) in Fort Worth. The altached technical memorandum
documenis the results of an intensive survey of the property. Contextual information, maps, photos and an
assessment of the property are included. Through the application of NRHP criteria for evaluation, the report
demonstrates that the property exhibits no significant associations with historic contexts developed for the
project area and that alterations compromise its historic integrity. As a result, this religious property faiis to
meet Criterla Consideration A, lacking the architectural, artistic or historic significance necessary to justify
eligibitity under Criteria A, B, C or D,

We determined therefore that this property is not eligible for listing in the NRHP. We request your written
concurrence with this determination within 30 days of receiving this letter. If you have any questions or.
comments concerning this project, please contact me at 512/416-2657,

Sincerely,

LS

Bruce JenSen
Architectural Historian
Environmentai Affairs Division

attachments

CONCUR: NOT ELIGIBLE FOR NRHP
nawe: _ RIS &; DATE: 26 JaN 200Y

for F. Lawerence Oaks, State Historic Preservation Officer

An Equal Opportunity Employer



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.O. BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 » (817) 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Certified Mall: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7753

Proposed SH 121

From: IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County

CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Mr. F. Lawerence Oaks
Executive Director

Texas Historical Commission
F2.0. Box 12276

Austin, Texas 78771-2276

Dear Mr. Oaks:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk's Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the

assessment such as:

1. Known properties eligible for listing on the National Register ot Historic Places.
2. Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or fznanclally made commitments
for planned improvements.

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of

any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumuiattve
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

An Egual Opportunity Employer



Mr. F. Lawerence Oaks Page 2 2/20/2004

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755. ‘

Sincerely,

Doy 2, K S

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.O. BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 « (817) 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7777

Proposed SH 121
From: IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County

CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Ms. Candy Garrett

Director

Environmental Planning and Implementation Division
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 13087,

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Dear Ms. Garrett:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant Gounty. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk’'s Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the
assessment such as:

1. Air data for the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, both current and historic.

2. Statewide air quality information and information on the change in air quality in the
region or state the past 50 years.

3. Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments

for planned improvements.
Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of

any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Ms. Candy Garrett Page 2 2/20/2004

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt aitention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755.

Sincerely,

. 2 %%,,,(Q E

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enciosure



, Texas Department of Transportation

PO. BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 75115-0868 » (817) 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7791
Proposed SH 121
From: IH 30 o FM 1187
Tarrant County
CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Ms. Kathy Boydston

Wildlife Habitat Assessment

Texas Parks and Wildlife Depariment
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, Texas 78744-3291

Dear Ms. Boydston:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk’'s Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk’s Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the

assessment such as:

1. Locations of current bottomland hardwoods and riparian woodland in Tarrant and
Johnson Counties (including any historical information of such patterns prior to
development). ,

2. Wildlife habitat/migration patterns in Tarrant and Johnson Counties (including any
historical information of such patterns prior to development).

3. Threatened and endangered species information for the area.

4. Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland

depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

Section 6(f) properties in the vicinity of the project.

Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments

for planned improvements.

oo

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Ms. Kathy Boydston Page 2 2/20/2004

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. !f you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755.

Sincerely,
SHp e JE 2 i

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.O. BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 = {817} 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7814

Proposed SH 121
From: {H 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County

CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Mr. Robert L. Cook

Executive Director

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, Texas 78744-3291

Dear Mr. Cook:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk’s Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk's Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the

assessment such as:

1. Locations of current bottomland hardwoods and riparian woodland in Tarrant and
Johnson Counties (including any historical information of such patterns prior to
development). p

2. Wildlife habitat/migration patterns in Tarrant and Johnson Counties (including any
historical information of such patterns prior to development).

3. Threatened and endangered species information for the area.

4. Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland

depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

Section 6(f) properties in the vicinity of the project.

Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments

for planned improvements.

o o

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Mr. Robert L. Cook Page 2 2/20/2004

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hali at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755.

Sincerely,

(o K

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.O. BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 = {817) 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Proposed SH 121 Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7821

From: IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County
CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Mr. Omar Bocanegra

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Arlington Field Office
Stadium Centre Building

711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, Texas 76011

Dear Mr. Bocanegra:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk’s Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the

assessment such as:

1. Locations of current bottomland hardwoods and riparian woodland in Tarrant and
Johnson Counties (including any historical information of such patterns prior to
development). )

Wildlife habitat/migration patterns in Tarrant and Johnson Counties (including any
historical information of such patterns prior to development). :
Threatened and endangered species information for the area.

Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland
depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

Section 6(f) properties in the vicinity of the project.

Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments
for planned improvements.

A

oW

& o

An Equat Opportumity Employer



Mr. Omar Bocanegra Page 2 2/20/2004

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

We would like to incorporate ‘your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6753.

Sincerely,

Yt KT L

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

PO. BOX 6868 » FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 (B17) 37¢-6500C

February 20, 2004

Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7784
Proposed SH 121
From: IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County
CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Mr. Gerald Fontenot

Acting Chief

Office of Compliance and Assurance and Enforcement Division
U.S. Environmental Protection, Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Dear Mr. Fontenot;

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk’s Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the
assessment such as:

Air data for the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, both current and historic.

Statewide air quality information.

Threatened and endangered species information for the area. *

Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland
depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments
for planned improvements.

AP

o

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

An Equal Opportunity Emplayer



Mr. Gerald Fontenot Page 2 212072004

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755. :

Sincerely,

v ‘ e P
%%W (%
Charles L. Conrad, P.E.

Director of Transportation

Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.O. BOX 68685 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0868 » (817) 370-8500

February 20, 2004

Certified Mail: 7000 1670 0010 3506 7760

Proposed SH 121
From: {H 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County

CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Ms. lleana Isern-Flecha

Director

Technical Analysis

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087,

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Dear Ms. Isem-Flecha:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative mpact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk’s Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the fand
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the
assessment such as:

_ Air data for the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, both current and historic.

1

2. Statewide air quality information.

3 Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland
depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

4. Water quality data and information in the change in water quality in the state or

region over the past 100 years.
5. Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments

for planned improvements.

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Ms. Hleana Isern-Flecha Page 2 2/20/2004

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

We would like to incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response fo me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755.

Sincerely,

S o T 2 FE

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



l Texas Department of Transportation

P.0O. BOX 6868 » FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0B68 « (817) 370-6500

February 20, 2004

Ceriified Mail. 7000 1670 0010 3506 7807

Proposed SH 121
From: IH 30 to FM 1187
Tarrant County

CSJ: 0504-02-008, 013

Ms. Celeste Brancel

Environmental Review Coordinator
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, Texas 78744-3291

Dear Ms. Brancel:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is completing a Cumulative Impact
Assessment (CIA) for the proposed State Highway 121 project in Tarrant County. This
CIA will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Enclosed is an aerial photograph that depicts the proposed project location. The
northern area through which the roadway would pass is largely developed. However,
there are vacant tracts from the Clear Fork Trinity River to Dirk's Road (Altamesa
Boulevard). Southward from Dirk's Road to the end of the project at FM 1187, the land
is relatively undeveloped, with scattered housing and ranches.

The CIA will include the review of public and private past, present, and future activities
and projects. We are requesting any available information to help assist us with the
assessment such as:

1. Locations of current bottomland hardwoods and riparian woodland in Tarrant and
Johnson Counties (including any historical information of such patterns prior to
development). 4

Wildlife habitat/migration patierns in Tarrant and Johnson Counties (including any
historical information of such patterns prior to development).

Threatened and endangered species information for the area.

Wetlands information not already on NWI maps and information on wetland
depletion in the state or region over the past 100 years.

Section 6(f) properties in the vicinity of the project.

Areas or projects for which you have legislatively or financially made commitments
for planned improvements.

RO

P w

o o

Arn Equal Opportunity Employer



Ms. Celeste Brancel Page 2 212012004

Additionally, we are also requesting guidance on the geographic area and time period of
any potential effects that should be addressed in terms of secondary and cumulative
impacts for the resources under your jurisdiction.

We would like fo incorporate your input; therefore, your prompt attention regarding this
matter is appreciated. Please return your response to me at the address above within
10 working days of receipt of this letter. If you need any additional information or if you
have any questions regarding this project, please call Robert Hall at TxDOT's
Fort Worth District Office at 817.370.6755.

Sincerely,

h i A L

Charles L. Conrad, P.E.
Director of Transportation
Planning and Development

Enclosure



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
WinSystems Center Building
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252 2-12-02-1-431
Arlington, Texas 76011

March 8, 2004

Mr. Charles L. Conrad

Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 6868

Fort Worth, Texas 76115-0868

Dear Mr. Conrad:

This responds to your February 20, 2004, letier requesting information for a Cumulative Impact
Assessment for the proposed State Hi ghway 121 project in Tarrant County, Texas. The proposed
road extends from IH 30 southward to FM 1187.

The Service is currently working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on an ongoing interim .
feasibility study of the Clear and West Fork watershed of the Trinity River. The portions of your
project within the Clear Fork watershed fall within the study area of this project. [ have enclosed
a copy of a planning assistance report prepared by this office that details existing wildlife
habitats within the Clear Fork area.

For further information on this ongoing study please contact Mr. Gene Rice, Fort Worth District
Corps of Engineers, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300, (817) 886-1374.

We hope you find this information useful in your planning process. If you have any questions,
please contact Omar Bocanegra or Carol Hale of my staff at (817) 277-1100.

Sincerely,

Caml/\ &W

Thomas J. Cloud, Jr.
Field Supervisor

Enclosure



United States Department of the Interior /- 4 b5 / / Z/ |

C‘”V? M /o
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE A YKy o
Ecological Services N/,

WinSystems Center Building
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlingten, Texas 76011

November 3, 2001

Lt. Colonel James S. Weller
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Attn: CESWF-EV-EE)

P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Re:  Upper Trinity River Basin Interim Feasibility Study for the Clear and West Forks of the
Trinity River and Tributaries, Tarrant County, Texas.

Dear Colonel Weller:

- This letter provides planning assistance for the Clear and West Forks of the Trinity River Interim -
Feasibility Study within the City of Fort Worth, Tarrant County,. Texas. The purpose of this ‘
letter is to identify and describe existing fish and wildlife resources within the proposed project
areas and to recommend preliminary measures for resource protection durmo early project
planning.

This planning assistance is provided, in part, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and is intended to assist in the development of
your draft feasibility report. It does not represent a final report of the Secretary of the Interior
within the meaning of Section 2(b) of the Act. A complete draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act report will be prepared, for consideration and to accompany the feasibility report, after we
have reviewed all available pertinent information during the planning process.

Authority for the Corps of Engineers (Corps) investigations on the Upper Trinity River is
contained in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), Upper Trinity River
Basin, Trinity River, Texas, dated June 13, 2000. Studies were initiated at the request of Tarrant
Regional Water District where plans are being made to reduce flood damage, restore ecosystems,
and provide additional and improved recreational opportunities along the West and Clear Forks
of the Trinity River and it’s tributaries. Inspections of the project area were conducted by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) personnel in October 2000 and January, February, April, and
May 2001.
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March 9, 2004

Mr, Charles Conrad .
TxDOT-Fort Worth District Office
PO Box 6268 '

Fort Worth, Texas 76115-0868

Dear Mr. Conrad:

This letter is in response to your information request, dated February 16, 2004, for
additional concerns with regards to cumulative impacts to rare, threatened, and
endangered species within or near the proposed project to widen SH 121 from IH
30 to FM 1187 in Tarrant and Johnson counties (CSJ 0504-02-008, -013).

This letter is supplemental to the TPWD review response sent to Ann Irwin dated
February 18, 2003. The general project area is near several managed areas
including the US Army Corps of Engineers, Benbrook Lake perk facilities; the
Fort Worth Nature Center; and the former Fort Worth National Fish Hatchery.
Natura] plant communities mapped in the general arca include the following
series:

Natural Communities

Cedar Elm-Sugarberry Series (Ulmus crassifolia-Celtis lzevigota) Series

Little Bluestem-Indiangrass (Schizachyrium scoparium-Sorghastrum nutans)
Series

Post Oak-Blackjack Oak (Quercus stellata-Quercus marilandica) Series

The Little Bluestem-Indiangrass Series is a rare plant community that has a
conservation rank of G2/82 (imperiled globally and in the state, very rare,
vulnerable to extinction, typically only 6 to 20 viable occurrences). Remnant
native praines of this type could occur along the project route. Qmuality habitats of
any of the above community series are important o preserve for their value to fish
and wildlife for food, cover, and habitat. High quality habitats are especially
valuable given the degrading impacts that fragmentation and invasive species arc
having on remaining remnant communities. Removing only the minimal smount
of vegetation from the area necessary to establish and maintain the right-of-way
will minimize the impacts to wildlife. Taking special precautions during and after
the project to minimize erosion and revegetate disturbed areas with native grasses
appropriate to each type of area will help reestablish the natural cover and reduce
the potential for invasive weed establishment.

To mangge and conserve the naturnl and culturaf resources of Texws and o pravidu bunting, fisbing

and outdour recreation oppyrinnities for the vse and enfoyment af presént and Jurure penerations.
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My, Charles Conrad, TxDOT
Controt Nos. 0504-02-008, 013
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you additional information for your
cumulative impacts analysis. Please contact me if you have any questions or need

additional assistance (512/912-7021).

Sincerely,

P D

Celeste Brancel, Envirommental Review Coordinator
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
Threatened and Endangered Species
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ol S, 800 East North Side Drive
< %‘ﬁg Fort Worth, Texas 76102-1097
C"B0ARD OF DIRECTORS

P.O. Box 4508

Fort Worth, Texas 76164-0508
Telephone 817-335-2491

FAX 817-877-5137

George W, Shannen, President
Victor W. Henderson, Vice President
Hal 8. Sparks 111, Secretary

Brian C. Newby

Jack R. Stevens

James M. Oliver
General Manager

March 22, 2004

Toni A. Dunagan, P.E.
Carter Burgess

7950 Eimbrook Dr.
Dailas, TX 75247

Dear Ms. Dunagan:
| am sorry | was unable to meet with you concerning the Southwest Freeway impacts on
the Trinity River. | have enclosed documents related to the river crossing impacts which

include the City of Fort Worth’s and Streams & Valley’'s mitigation requests.

Tarrant Regional Water District supports these requests. We would appreciate being
kept informed as your team progresses on this important project.

Sincerely,

AN
James M. Oliver \

General Manager

cc: Woody Frossard
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A RESOLUTION

No.

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE RECOMMENDED LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SOUTHWEST PARKWAY (SH-121T) AND
TRANSMITTING. THE RECOMMENDED LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE TO THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FOR THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION’S HEARING ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR SH-121T.

WHEREAS, the proposcd- Southwest Parkway (SH-121T) is necessary to alleviate congestion, enbance
regional mobility, sustain economic development and enhance air quality; and -

WHEREAS, the proposed SH-1217T (Project) requires federal, state, tollway and Jocal fonding for the
design and construction of the project; and :

WHEREAS, on December 8, 1998, the Fort Worth City Council authorized the negotiation and
execution of an agreement with the North Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA) and the Texas Department
of Transportation (TxDOT) concerning the development of the Project; and )

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2000, the City of Fort Worth (City) entered info an agreement with
NTTA and TxDOT (2000 Tri-Party Agreement) concerning the funding for the Project, as well as4he
rights and obligations of the City, NTTA and TxDOT (Project Partners) for the design, construction and
operation of the Project; and ' - :

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement contained an estimate of the total Project cost of $130

million, inclusive of right-of-way acquisiﬁpn and the interchanges at IH-30 and IH-20;-and
WHEREAS, if the estimated total Project cost of $180 million is exceeded, the parties in the 2000 Tri-
Party Agreement have agreed that they will work collaboratively to address any remaining funding
shortfalls; and

WHEREAS, the estimated total Project cost in 2003 exceeds $300 million; and

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tri-Party Agreement calls for a final agreement among the Project Partners
before the City will he committed financially to the Project; and ‘

- WHEREAS, all parfies to the 2000 Tr-Party Agreement are committed to incorporating a high degree
of aesthetic and urban design standards to the extent reasonably necessary; and = - .

February 25, 2003 . . - Page 1




WHEREAS, the City established the Citizens’ Advisory Comumittee (CAC) and, subsequently, the
Project Development Team (PDT) to provide s process for stakeholder involvement related to the
schematic design of the Project and the desirec; features and themes; and

WHEREAS, the PDT, building on the community process started by CAC, recommended a Preferred
Design for the Project, as is delineated in the “Summary and Recommendations” of the January 2001
Transportation Design Study Report, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2693, accepted the recommendations of the PDT and
adopted them as the City’s Preferred Design for evaluation by TxDOT and NTTA as part of the
preparation of the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the federally mandated
environmental clearance process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); and

WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2693, also provided that the final design of the
Parkway must satisfy Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), TxDOT and NTTA engineering
 standards for safety and operation, and that the City, NTTA and TxDOT work cooperatively to identify
and obtain funding to construct SH-121T and to implement the Project at the earliest possible date; and

- WHEREAS, the City Council, in Resolution No. 2693, urged TXDOT and NTTA to follow the
recommendations contained in the City’s Preferred Design (Alternative A) as closely as practical, absent
insurmountable environmental problems or unacceptable conflicts with safety and engineering
standards; and : : o : '

WHEREAS, NTTA and TxDOT assessed Alternative A, accepting a substantial portion of the design
elements of Alternative A in the subsequent design alternative known as Alternative C; and -

WHEREAS, the 2000 Tr-Party Agrcemént provides that NTTA shall not proceed to the preparation of
plans, specifications and estimates (PS&E) for construction until the Schematic Design for the Project

has b~een approved by the City and TxDOT; and

WHEREAS, the City, the Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Streams & Valléys, Inc. have
partnered to conserve and ephance the Trinity River Corridors as a focal point for Fort Worth
‘Neighborhoods and as 2 means to link virtually every part of the City via the Trinity Trails System; and

WHEREAS, the City, the TRWD and Streams & Valleys, Inc. have worked cooperatively to develap
the Trinity River Master Plan Vision; and TRWD and Streams & Valleys, Inc, have developed a
program within that vision as it relates to SH-121T, as delineated by Streams & Valleys, Inc. and the
TRWD in the letter addressed to the Mayor of Fort Worth (Mayor), dated January 28, 2003, for the two
crossings of the Trinity River by SH-121T, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit B;
and for which the Mayor and City Manager have recommended that an appropriate level of fimds be
committed based on that which is neeessary to complement the investment of NTTA and TxDOT, as is
- memonalized by the letter from the Mayor to Streams & ‘Valleys, dated February 12, 2003, ettached
hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit C; and in which TxDOT will partner with the City and
TRWD to develop a transportation project that will compliment the Trinity River Corridor as stated in a

CITY o PORY WaRTH
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letter dated February 18, 2003 from Maribel Chavez, P.E., District Engincer, Fort Worth District,
attached hereto and icorporated by reference as Exhibit D; and _ .

- WHEREAS, the City recognizes that NTTA is developing iandscape and other design guidelines for its
tollway system; and : .

WHEREAS, the City has proposed to develop cooperatively with NTTA a ‘comprehensive plan

(Corndor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master Plan) for the Project m order to facilitate an overall

design theme, the Trinity River Master Plan Vision as 1t relates to .the Projeet, buffer designs,

architectural details of bridges and other structures, neighborhood gateways, bridge span impact

mitigation, trail locations, landscaping and other aesthetic details, and lighting methods, so that the City

can effectively consider the Schematic Design for approval before the preparation of PS&E so as to
- ensure that those design elements are implemented for the Project, as is provided for in the 2000 Td-

Party Agreement; and

- WHE_REAS, the FHWA has approved the DEIS for public comiment, as it was ‘prepared by TxDOT.
with input from NTTA and various resource agencies; and A : '

WHEREAS, TxDOT will assess all comments regarding the DEIS that are received during the public
comment period in order to prepare a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS); and

WHEREAS, the FHWA will consider the FEIS to determine whetber the Project should be cleared
environmentally; and, during the process of detennining whether the Project should be cleared
environmentally, a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project will be considered; and

WHEREAS, the City is a partner in the development of SH-121T as memorialized in the 2000 Tri-Party

. Agreement because, in part, the City will be providing funding for the project, and because the project is
located in the City’s corporate limits; and because the City is a partoer in the Project, the City should

recommend a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project; and - _

WHEREAS, after substantial public input, coordimation with the City's Project partners, and technical
evaluation, the City bhas determined that its Locally Prefered Alternative shall be the PDT
Recommendations, Alternative A, with modifications as adopted by City Council. .

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FORT
WORTH, TEXAS: _ _

1).  The City adopts the PDT Recomrmendations, Alternative A, as the' City’s Locally Preferred
- Alternative with the following modifications:

a) Utilize the buffers as delincated in Altemative C; and

b)  Utilize the “C/A Combo™ design for the I4-30/SH-121T Interchan ge; and

| STV OF FORT WO
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2)

3)

4)

5

6

c) Utlize £h2 Trinity River Visicm Master Plan design elements as delineated by Streams &
‘ Valleys, Inc. and the TRWD in the letter addressed to the Mayor of Ft. Worth, dated

January 28, 2003, for the two crossings of the Trinity River by SH-121T, attached hereto
and incorporated by reference as Exhibit B; and e T :

d)  North of the Trinity River in the Stonegate Area, shift SH-121T northwards towards the

UP Rail Yard, and shift foture Stonegate Boulevard southward, in order to -facilitate
better development opportunities between SH-121T and the Trinity River, including
enhanced conservation of the Trmty River Corridor, which also requires Stonegate
Boulevard to be constructed at grade; and ‘ '

€) In the Bellaire Area, ;

) Utilize direct connection ramps between SH-121T and SH-183; and
B) Do not reconstruct and lower Overton Ridge Boulevard nor Dutch Branch Road.

The City’s funding for the project shall include $8 million for design ephancements consistent
with a Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Design Master Plan.

In order to realize the Trinity River Vision design elements delineated in the Trinity River Vision
Master Plan program referenced in Exhibit B, attached hereto, an appropriate leve] of fupds shall
committed by the City, based on that which is necessary to complement the investment of NTTA
and TxDOT.

The Ciiy shail I-Jruvidc its approval of the Project Schematic Design pursuant the 2000 Tri-Party
only if the Schematic Design incorporates the Corridor Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan,

The City shall proceed with negotiations for the Final Agreement with NTTA and TXDOT only.

after the Project Partners agree on and commit to & process for the development of the Corridor
Enhancement/Mitigation Master Plan to be inclnded in the Project Schematic Design.

The City Council hereby authorizes the Mayor and City Mansger to fransmit and present this
resolution to TXDOT during the public comment period for the DEIS.

ADOPTED this day of _ ., 2003

Mayor Kenneth Barr

APPROVED AS TO FORM

City Secretary

City Attorney

€CITY 6% FORT Wakirit
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*+ “Exhibit A -

| Proje’c't- Developiment Team s
Transportation Design Study Report
| Japuary 2001 B

Summary and Recommendations

The four-inonth study, integrated with the public participation process and based on the
"Project Development Team (PDT) and general public comments, has resulted in a clear -
vision for the Southwest Parkway. The detailed by the North Texas Tollway Authority
" (NTTA) and the Texas Department of TraﬁsPO?tgxtion (TxDOT) have been modified °

slighty, yet significantly, to develop a “park like” road consistent with the Peer Review

Team’s Recommendations and the PDT’s Mission Statement and the Project Goal and -

Guiding Principle. The Project Development Team. has’ endorsed the following

Ll

.+ .. . fecommendations:
-~ .CORRIDOR RECOMENTATION
;. DESIGN T |
3 _L;owcr, recess, or dépresé:-.tﬁc Séuti;ﬁfcét Parj.may-ras.":féas.fﬁl“e and '
- 'practical C T T T R A
= - The design speed should be 60 mph from the CBD to Alfamésa . .. -
‘ Boulevard. The posted speed should be 55 mph. - ol
. li)cvaiop “3D" perspectives cf_ttic NEPA pmc::sé-éclécted désigns for” S
.the Forest Park Boulevard and TH-20 interchanges and other design © - -
clements s necessary for better public comprehension and design -
; refinement. o :
Enﬁroﬁmeﬁtal

‘Noise pollution shovld be minimized by lowering. the pakway and .7
building sound walls where required by TxDOT standards. Seek other ° L

funding sourees where TXDOT requirements are got met ‘

Require new development to ‘berm and use walls compatible with ™
NTTA and TxDOT designs. : o

-

Ligh pollution is o mitigated by use of cut-off fixfures and height of. oo ORI

) .Pagglz - ’:‘..'.




"' Architectural

swales and detention ponds.

" . .Bridge design should include cast limestone walls, attractive box ..

S beams, and decorative light fixtures. .

~ » _Retaining walls and sound ’walls should be cast liméstone - with 2
©  concrete cap. Height of retaining walls should be minimized by using -

two shorter walls with landscapmg in between to soften lmpact.
Cons:stcncy should be maintained along the patkway.

-

. ,S‘igr_:‘age

-+ _Billboards will not be allowed along the parkway
* Existing signage ordxnancc should be reviewed to make sure hﬂlght
‘ and size of signs do not product visual CIuttcr _ :
- ~Land I_:J_se ‘ '
- ..».Review of proposed Iand use in arcas alonu parkway shouid coxmdcr -
' _‘mlmnnmonnpact anrcszdennal areas. - N
. _ '.-_ Frontagc roads should not bf: allowcd ex_ce;it in tbe--'m-eas _édj.;cent fo S
the TH-20 and TH-30 mterchanvcs : - ' e
; - ‘Requu‘e dcvclopcrs to provide land.scapmo huffers and nuxsc.l R
" - mitigation compatible with the aesthetic and archltecmrc of tha- i

.'-Sauthwcst Parkway. - o _ SR PR

. Pedestnan Fnendiy -

Al madways that cross the Southwcst Parkway should mclude .
ditractive pedestrian walkways thar Link nommcrcxal areas, pa.tks a

schooi and nmghborhaods

* SOUTH SECTION m«:comvmmmnoﬂs .

. Design

* Vary the median up to 100* (maxxmum of 50‘ of a:_iditional ri;ght_ qf '

way)

- .. Bct"wccn Storxe"axe Bculwa:d and Benau-c Drive South and - .

over the Tnmty River. - . .

" Page2 .. =

» Filtration of water :uu~off from the parkway _sh_ouid be done in Biass |

o~




.._
A

. Bew;reen-Ovenoh Ridgé Boule\'fard ahd'Altamésa Bouicvaid."

“Split” profile, as appmpnate to take advautage of landform betwce:n o

Overton RJdgc: and Dutch Branch

Stonegate Boulevard mterchangc Southwest Parkway at-gradc and_’.._'

Stonegate over.

* Bellaire Drive is to pass over the Southwest Parkway wzth thc'.-.'

Parkway at-grade or close to grade.

« The Bellaire Dnve mtcrchange is deleted from thc Plan for the
. Southwest parkway .

= Rearrangement of access to devaloped propertes ad_]aCEDt to the.

mterchange

» Mamtcnance of u'afﬁc costs and i 1ssuas dunnv reconstmcﬂon, and
‘- -Inczease in overaII construcnon cos:s

» Oskbend Trail: Southwest Parkway at g):ade or dcprcSSed and
-_ZOakbendmrer L .

_ _.Oakmcnt Boule\fard:, Southwycst P::}ricw'ay, dc.pressed' and Oéd%mbﬁt' L
_over.’ - o

. Dutch Branch: lower Dutch Branch 6 -0 § aud take Southwest--
- Parkway over. This Tequires: : ) ..

. Reconsu-ucuan of Dntch Branch and assomatcd traffic and .

mamtenancc costs and;

. Overton Ridge Boulevard, to be considered as an alternative in the: ~
. NEPA process: Southwest Parkway over and Jower existing Oveﬁnn
. Ridge-approximately eight feet (870). This requires:

. Addztmna] dxmnagc costs and easement from adjacent property o

. OWNers.

Major | recopstruction of Altamesa Boulcvardeuks Road and

associated mamte.nance of waffic costs

_Southwcst PakaayﬁH-ZU!SH 183 interchange: alternative pmsent in
this report is to be carried forward into the NEPA process: for

evaluation with the TxDOT plan. Other altsmauves are 0 be

‘devcloped and evaluated as wsll



'AesthetlclArchxtectural

. Tnmty River Bndgc should have a maximum span with munmal pzers h
) to preserve the attractive nvcr park and trajl systerm, - o P

. _va:dc buffers and bexms wzth natumhzcd reforested areas along the .
- 'sides of the- parkway to pravadc a scenic comdor to protect- o

neighborhoods.

'NORTH SECT.[ON RECOWENDATION
. _De‘;tgn

- Altcrnatxvc A-1, R 1 is to be carried forward into the NEPA process. The * Momﬁed '
Dcs.\g:u” would a]so be included i in the NEPA process. )

. Mamtam the “Modzﬁed Dcsxgn” south of th:: Roseda]e Bndves to Hnlen Sh’eet.
3 AathetidArchitéctura} Issues S . |

Impact of three ma major parallel madways should be rcdnccd by extcnswc p}anuugs
‘bc_nns, and 'attracnva rctammg walls. Spﬁclﬁc aitentmn should be pmd thc tuxmel £

'Mamhne Tou Plaza and Ramp Tull Plazas

- .' : W’d‘:“ mcdlan aﬂd Plaﬂt ra:scr.i berms w1th.cvcfgrecn$ aud ﬂ_owcn‘ng 'trécs to reducs " “
impact of eXpansive paved arca S o .o BRI

. ¢ Architectural of buildmgs should reﬂect character uf loca} buﬂdmgs. Care ﬁa}xst be T
" taken to break up scale of structures , I

. Ei:vifnuniantal

- Miugatc Forest Park garbage dump Consmtcnt with~ Texas cnvmnmcntal
requmcmcnts for the reahonment of Forest Park BIvd ' :

"l‘.ransPonauon cicment for Fort Worth, the desxgn as envisioned here not on.ly maintains . .
. the safe and efficient transportation imtegrity of the sys!e;m but also does so in harmony RO
Pioo oo withthe e:nvmnmcm and commumty values. . o B e



- Streams .
cand L

Valleys, Inc. o

January 28,2003 .- . 0 '
EXEGUTIVE COMMITTEE - O iy
. T“f"““‘“‘-‘t”t:ﬂm "« Mayor Kenneth Barr. R
o N Ce
"Dee Keiiy, J. - Mr-Ga:y.Tacbon_ e o ‘ i, .
: ViesChakman  City of Fort Worth - S : S c

ety 1000 Throckeorton
UminmeKesver  Eor Worth TX 76102

et Bemy DaarMaypr'Baxr& Mr. Jackson: _ s _ . A
Frad QM . '.‘ Phe - e e . . - - - e l ‘. .'.-~_ - '.:-‘. ;
Merard Dagwes . Streams & Valleys has continued to work closely with the City of Fort Worth staff and the City'’s *
m t'gg C Consultant Prime Strategjes in order to =nsure that the :ix_npact on the Tr:fxuty Rirver Comdm ﬁ-qm .
ey G Gideon " the proposed Southwest Parkway can be completcly mitigated. I -
1D, Grame T L : . . ‘ _' _ _ e
g . With the publication of the Draft Edvironmental Impact Statemeit (DEIS) on January 10, 2003, it
» denferHamdsh - is clear that the Texas Department of Tmnsporﬁtianf]’)ﬂ)()’i‘)has@kdto fully consider the o
:;:mm L impacts of SH 121 T on the river corridor and its associated re:r?:mna.l and h‘a.mpﬂ aﬁomt;'mm .
" Magy Ann Kleuser related amenities. mDEISstatmﬂxat_theﬁvnr;omdorw:H 19t be permanently affecte
: m’ :"-“hm DEIS is deficient in that it only acknowledges a singular negative tmpact Whl&h‘ls the temporary
" Watian W, Meadows “wlosure of the trail dwring the construction process, It goes further to state that: = . -
3‘:,:;&,&,.; e R LT f‘E!evazedbndgesh'u(_:tweswoqidm_sgiﬁeﬁyg:r:‘andw.plﬂdmztaﬁ_‘cc;ﬂ}_e' ,“. -
o Banefone L -, . -existing facilities. Shcinvsﬁgaﬁmof}hempos,edrgut_qo?m:ioran Lol
U . * 7 't coordination of_‘infuﬁnaﬁon.with_applical?le_px:iblig agencies indicate that the | ST
m © . Ty routewould net permanently impactkany'nn.stmg pubhgadc orr;_m:?ttlxlc;n vzlmbf& :
: ’ This'shtemcutmtthEISshowsic!earlac of understanding by TXDO ue o1l
?:E:ﬁﬁ - 77 Trinity Manmdormdmpcumpi;tzﬁmirxv:snganuaandalac}(of coordination with
n el - 7, affected public agencies, © - LT o I A
* (Y COMMITIEE | L pose of this letter is to reiterate the concems of Streams & Valleys, Ine, that the intrusioa
Lovize Appicman pup AL ; A .
| CoyBemy.ki - .ofthe SH 121T on the River doss, in fact, bave long term permanent negatve impacts on the river
. mﬁfm wﬁdormdasoﬁmm@mamanua. Thc:s:_:unpamsmclude:_ et L
" Jare Ferguson : 1. 'Ithﬁdgsspaiuﬁng-th‘crivc:r:‘ Ve T L e S
Kb 1.1, cause the Joss of the view to the sky and the subsequent loss of natuial light along the ..~ -
| oA Hudsoo W T 1 _ trail. This Ipss of light will - e I
Ems:_mi_m :1.2.._c:ax.;sz:al‘osscxt‘w_egw:taﬁcmeslnng,rhcbanimfa-ndw:rhu:xthez'}l)\{}:::;,l b". h A
Sharon LeMgng C 13 cause the extension of the tunnel like quality experienced by the icyclisy; walker, runner
| Reot e . aod castal traf] user, The darkness created by decking the River in taie arcatotally - .-
Dot L . 'dimz'nishsthéquaﬁtyofexpgricncc_nfthnttaﬂmd'openspacsusr.-r.' SR
s mmﬂn EEEEEE 'Y near 1-30 expands the coverage area of the River to apprmmatalyf/iqfau;ﬂ.e.msg;ea .
Eunien Autieqge S below SHI121 T will receive Little rainfall and will be susceptible to thcax?dihongl L
’ Cr:ndgssimm e . concentrated drainage roa off from SH 12] T. 'Ihisis.likdytu cause erosion and: .
. John M. Stevenson ‘ desmhﬂimﬁouafthcbgnksofﬂaeﬁvcrigmism, S ) 'I. c
fames Toat A "1.4.1. ‘The run-off is also likely to contmu;ijirqcﬁrbcas a;?aj di;r;vaﬁ‘fe& which wil
o .. : AT _incms_cthppollutioninthcﬁverand iminish water - .- el
,&unuaaca;xgvm - . 1.5, and the associated daily volumes of traffic will cause t:?c_ham? eraissions that will further. )
Co L dinﬁqishmc_airqqamy.;- : S M
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- Mark Carner |

P

el and
LoV

. Tom Pords, it
Chaimman
Oee Kelly, Jr.
: Vica Chaiman

Clay Berry, Jr,

. - H.Carler Burens

CL

treams

.

alleys, Inc.

' ©.2. The addition of bridge support structures within the adjacent greénspace will cause the

interruption of trail continuity.

kA

locations that precludes views fo and froin the dver. This Jimits the use
understanding the legibility of the trail and river corridor. i

The addition of the spans for the Bridge also creates additional visusl basriers at both © "
rs and neighbors from’

+ .The DEIS also fails to identify alternate modes of transportation as the}; may relate to miuinﬁzing‘
future congestion on 1217, - . ST T e o

| ADVISORYCOMMITYEE - -
. " Loutsa A A

-

. :To ‘mitigate the areas of iixxp;xqt caused by the Southwest PéMy:
must be in the final schemiatic plans approved by the Texas D
- Texas Tollway Authority and the City of Foit Worth: -

. Splitting bridge spane sep:

spartment of Transportation, North ™
Provide lighting and'painﬁng under new and existing bridges to offset the loss of f
Light caused by adding the bridge structure in ad area where there is currently no
overhead structure, : . T

Trailheads and parking to encourage mu'Irip.ie modes of transportation and lengthen the -
- life of the proposed parkway. This will limit congestior on the parkway and preserve -

capacity of the roadway, over the long term.

Provide frail contimity and looped wails to insure accessibility to the parks, open space '

.. and neighbarboods. ‘These additions will reduce the number of local trips on the Parkway,
- These bridges alsa afford the opportunity 10 provide integrated pedestrian and bicycle - -
. trossings as alternative modes ofransportation. -~ . AT
Provide enbanced pedestrian aceess including trails and bridges linking neighborhoods, -
- businesses and opens spaces to the cultural district the river parks. .. .~ " . - R
Tosure that 3 view of the river corridor from the bridges is provided. Enhanced visibility -
* ofthe River from the bridges will increase awareaess of the legibility, valus and . - ©

character of the Clear Fotk of the Trinity River. -

pencirate 1o the River Icvel between the bridges. L. L
The twa siver crossings alsa afford the opportupity to place signature landmark crossings,

the following desigs eleiments -

_ ing east and west bound traffic lanes will minfize the | .
-visual impact of a multi-lanc bridge on the River Corridor and allow natwral lightto - .

. .which mark, acknowledge and celebrate the Trinity River in Fort Worth and helproad- - - -

and river users orient themsclves i the City. . . .
Eghanced Jandscaping of the area of the two roadway river crossings and cxisting

railroad bridge embankments at University Drive will sexve to soften the impact of ths.'; ‘ .

- liecessaxy superstructure of the 121T bridges and will also serve to remgve particulate
‘and other forms of air pollution from the air. - oL
Open Railings to aﬂoxy views to and from the River.

- in the base funding provided by TxDOT and NTTA and matched by local Cty finding. These -

Components ere crucial to the basic success of the 12]T project and are not elements that can be -

delayed to fiture enhancement plany for the project, . -

Sﬁeanw & Valleys baﬁqveslﬁzai these cﬁﬁ.mf components sh{-)uld be inclu:dcci as inti:gial costs to - .
mmitigate the impact of the roadway project on the River Corridor. These costs should be included- -
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Streams™ - : . .
: LAY - Lot ' - . ) o el vt . . . Lo

Valleys, Inc.

* City officials and the public have overwhelmingly endorsed
Sorward with our inclusive communily process. It is our sincers ho
-City continues through the design and ‘construction of the Southwest Paskway.

Vit Chainman

| components as ovtlined above: Web . 1
NTTA that bridge designs allowing for open railings, supports outside of the rrverbaaks, and

' of cooperation between the City, Tarramt Regional Water District and Streams and ‘{BHBJ’S. e~
Will serve as the foundation for the construction of an qutstanding parkway. © - - L

_Th:hpresewaﬁon of open spaces dlong the river corridor, the linkage to neighborhoods, the
Emproverhents to the trail amenities and maintaining the inte, oV,
the River encompass the key elements within our recently completed master plan, the Trinity -

ity of the view cogridor provided by

iver Vision. This plan reflects the values of all previously adopted plans for the River Corridar.-
these plans as we have moved .

pe that this support from the
The attached document pmﬁz-igs a range of preliminary costs for the needed desipn m{tiga%ion )
' ave been assured in previous meetings with TXDOT and

splitting of bridge spans can be accommodated with no additfonal costs 1o the 5pomodng

| agencies, - - _ R

. e river. It is also our desire o see that the: necessary design elements will be meorporated into
* the final schematic plans for the Southwest Parkway and that the needed funding will be 7.

. - d- ﬁl - T . . a ) " . .. ._- B
e ey - PRt it the cost ofthe prject. S R

we appréciate_ your past and eontinued sn;:;pdrt of thé_ S.t!.‘ka:rq-s'ind Valleys, Inc and the Trinity - .
River. 'We are confidant that the spirit of paitnership, commitment to quality and the thirty years L

t

TomPufvx‘s,'m' - Elaine Petrys .. SteveBemy .

Chairman - " Co-Chairman . Co-Chajrman . :
Streams & Valleys® _ Trinity River Vision - .. Trinity River Vision ‘ el

. Enclosuzes . )
ce: - North Texas Tollway Authority .~ - -
. Terrant Regional Water Distriet - . ' RS
- Prime Stratepirs B} . : E )



. - Riverbank Stabll..zanon and Devclopmcnt

. - Tra.xl nghtmg (ro _prowa'e for securn;v cmd aesrherzas)

"S."E{ 121T - Rmr and Tra:l Impruvements
©o . “January 28 2003 ;.
, L -____Pro_)ectgd ,Costs

. Umvers:ty Drive R . .
_.-100 Ciass I Traul Head thh user a.menmes space for 100 Yﬁhlclcs

Pedes{nan Bndge across river for Iooped trail anc! nmghborhood access

(2009 lineal @33 OUﬂmeat’ f 1.

Paving and Landscaping. ~ < | ; 850, ooo

Tmil ~ . . e 5450000 zoooooo

' . (apprx 1 mile in Iengfh mcludmg replacement of en.s'rrrzg traz
Ioaped tradl, nej hborhood conmctzom} -

'._‘;ezanngxig;;negign__‘ L

.JCoi:ﬁngenC)} cor

' 3‘250’000’ o -
T

560,000

. '$40'nod g

'::"'. .'.',..‘.. . ,'
- :'- - ,:'- 25%

m-

25% .

- Total Estimated Cosé - "1 © < ;szsaoaaa szsaaaao

121 Crussmg Near Bryant-—Imn

Lighting S R | " | .' | szoooo-’-- ‘

Trail Construction - : o " S szso eoof -

‘_‘_Rwerbanks(gabmnm) L o sacoooo 400 oao:_;f""'
Landscape Enhancepnez;ts SRR ' " - C SSO,GOQ ‘ )

Pedestrian Bridge ~ e $100,000

Plaoning & Design™ = . I 25'%'
“ '-:Céz;ﬁngeucy' | . RN )
ToraIEstvrmted Cost . R '51 100, aaa 51,300 000 -

. .
- M e TY VL L L Y v T,

'Note Ef service tnarde are mart ncbm-tm,..., Aeeirn

25% :. :.



_ SH 1.21‘1" vaer a.nd Traﬂ Improvcments
"-. - .January 28, 2003 :
‘Projected Costs

- Stonegate Crussmg
crecen. . Lighting

i "Trail CoMcﬁm e
chrbanks (gab;on mats)

Class T Trail Head

L Plaanmg&Dcszgn B e

g SR T afaI Esﬂmafed Co.s'r s

Trinity River Vision
- * ‘- . . :
Total cost estimate for river and frail improvements:
t ) .' \ -t
\__"1 - T -

Contngency B '-. “..:. D

- t
- P \
ST
i . * -
-l‘ A
.
.
..
.
.
.
.

8 océo_
5150, ooc
5150 000 - 200 000_
ma,ooq ‘

. 253}&_»

zs%‘

l

3640 00‘0 7.20 000

L . 3



2 Sl




2is 1,
i

Tt

s

i ﬂ..&.’

e il Ar
¥ O A2

SNt

LY et

o4F




i
T




e e e,

SV al )

21383 Bmey TvpOT + B17 B4 7854 , - ' NG. 111

g | EXHIBIT D

I Texas Depaﬂmeht of Transportation

RO, BOX 6868 « FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76115-0888 » (317) 370-8500

Fehruary 18, 2003
The Hoporsble Kenneth Barr .
Mayor, City of Fort Worth
1000 Throckmorton Street
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Dear Mayor Bar;

opportunity fo comment and offer onr respanse to the request that you received from Streams
and Valleys, Inc. - - : ' .

I would like to point oul that gs pat of our environmental fmpact studies for this projeet, we

. Were sensitive to the project’s Burrounding environment and considered its context and physical

locatia_n during this stage of planning the project. I am aware and agree that this project has the
poteatial 1o affect the setting of this cosrider if not designed in keeping with the vision of the
Ttinity River Corridor, ; e

During the final design phase, it is the details associated with the project that are often most
itnportant to the community, ' :

TxDOT has in previous meetings not only assured that bridgo designe allowing for open railings, |

supports cutside of the riverbanks and splitting of bridge spans can be accommodated, but that
sa_f?tycl‘lighnng, eahaheed landsceping of the ares and river embankments ean and should alse be
includcd, ‘ .

‘n“ Ersolit Cltnenreimslanttn. Ermpiriee

. .The Fort Wosth District nf-.thc"fTer.a"a.acpéunnm}.oﬁ-ﬁansponaiicn{'FﬂDO‘}') eppreciates the . -



Tr— s g

.
Rl T

. e215%3 . owes TXDOT 3 817 §71 7854 - o - Noan

The Honorshle Kenneth Barr . . Page, . February 18, 2003

I believe that should the project repeive environmental clearance, that the design ¢lements that

have been discuszed in this letter are a very important and integral part of a sucomssful
ransportation projgct, -

I anticipate the suppon, Cooperation and partuership of the City of Fort Worth, TRWD and

- -

RiverCorsiday, -. .-

- Welook forward to hamg of these and many other issues at the Public Hearing for the DEIS of
SH 121T oni Fehruary 25, 2003, )

If you should have any questions conceming this matfer, please contact this office Bt
(817) 370-6511. _ : : . -

 Sincercly, C
Ve
- %r'é/ - Maud:
Maritsél P, Chavez, P.E.
District Enginser | :
.+ Fort Worth District .
cc: Jery Hiebert, Executive Director, NTTA
' Jim Oliver, General Mansger, TRWD -
Michael Morris, N.C.T.C.O.G.

Bryzn Beck, SH 121-T Project Manager, City of Fort Worth
Randy Bowers, SH 121T Project Menager, TXDOT  + -

Streams and Valleys, Ing. in developing a transportation project that will complement the Trinity L



. MSAd?I@_idE L‘B&}'C:n{ .
- Streams & Valleys, Inc.: . |
. P.0.Box 101373 o

Fort Worth, Texas 76185

:" 7 ‘the success of both SH-121T and the Trinity River Vision . ™" A
. In'moving #iis issue forward, we arealso appreciative of TXDOT and NTTA for thetr * - -

We wish to encourage a continnation of the creative dialogue at our last meeting. ‘We were - L

- FortWogrd - = -

' Mr. Tom Puirvis, IIT .

Ms: Elaine Petrus

MeSteveBerry . o T

- —— ¥ e

3 Dca;' Tom, Elaine, Ste{'c' and Ad-clé.iﬂe:-

We truly appreciate yo& o&going c-om:c_n.itx‘hent_ to Fort ‘Worth and the Trinity River: No.doubt, - i} :

" -the partnership among the City, Streams & Valleys and the. Terrant Regiopal, Water District bas - °
- madeowr community a ich better place. . 0 LU L D et Tl L Lf e
. ‘We thank you for your récant:eﬂ‘orﬁ'wujﬂ:iﬁg ;vi‘tﬁ‘your consultarit, Gideon ff‘oél-;:.ézir. ac'o-zisult_éi%t,-' o

- ‘Prime Stratégies; and City Staff t6 develop.a program for the SH-12IT river-crossing imthe’ - % v
.. conttext of the Trinity River Vision Master Plan, -The specific program elemcnts put together-by = R

Gideon Toal, which. you presented at our meeting oa Japuary 28, are reasonable and needed for

. + .

willingness to work cooperatively with you. Likewise, we are appreciative of your coc:pe'ra&x'é::"_

“spirit and willingness to be flexible in terms of working with the City, NFTA and TxDOT to -

realize the program. We clearly understand your need for assurances fromthe SH-121T

- partners, given the importance of the Tiinity River to all of us.

intrigued by the notion that the tollway partners might consider entering into an agreement with:, . k
the Tarrant Regional Water District so that it may undertake some of the work on behalf of the . - -

SH-I21T partners in light of the Water District’s role as the fee owrier and manager of the * -~

" . Trinity River. Regatdless of the specific delineation of responsibility, cost and the eveatusl . - - . -

.5 - enpineermg/architectural details, we are committed to realizing the program set forth in your e
* - letter presented to us Jimuary 28. - - T R A

.

PR



o . Program elements set forth

" and TxDOT. Because
.. .-project on the Trinity River
. ...constuetion.. |

" _Since our fast meeting, City Staff and Prime Sﬁategics.ha\;é been discussing the proposed” ;

program with NTTA and’
mecﬁng Fc;bm_ary 3, 2003,

o appropriate level of funds o realize _
that which is necessary to complement the investment of NTTA

these program elements are mitegral to offset the impact of the roadway N
Corridor, these costs shall be included in base funding.and " - .

commitrment will be based og

. The City’s commitmént will'be incorporated into

~adoption of the City's Locally Preferred

L ] the effect that, because the City is 2 full partner in the funding and . - x
. :development of SH-121T, the City will be working with the other SH-121T partners throughout

-include a statement to

L Again, thank you for your yision an

T Sin:GSIEI}},

- Kenneth Barr -
- e
Randy Bowers,
Jerry Hicbert! Executive Dir
Katherine Nees,
Jarnes Oliver,

‘Gary Jackson,

‘Foxt_Worth City Gouncﬁmembefs
. Maribe] Chavez, P.E., District
] P.E, TXDOT

the program elements defineated in your [etter. That ™. -

of the Trinity River program &re included in the context of

. --comumits to inchude Streams and Valleys and the Tarrant Regional Water District
Worth’s fipal schemaftic design. review process. . - . R

d effoirts pn.bcha,lfofc;t{r'boﬁlmﬁﬂiiyn-, R

Enginesr, TxDOT

ector, NI TA .

P.E, Depirty Executive Director, NTTA
Dary] Thompson, PE, Carter Burgess
General Manager, Tarrant
Michael Moris, P.E,N.CT.COG.
City Manager, City of Fort Worth

Regional Water District

Marc Ott, Assistant City Manager, City of Fort Worth
Robert Goode, P E., Director, T/PW, City of Fort Worth

Richard Zavala, Dirzctor,
Doug Rademaker, PE,
- Bryan Beck, P.E., 12]
© Mike Weaver

PACS, City of Fort Worth S

Director, DOE, City of Ft. Worth S
-T Project Manager, City of Ft. Worth

caver, Prime Strategies, Inc. - . . o

- Scott Poliko}', Prite Strategies; Inc. .-

i of the schematic design for SH-121T. To that end, the City
in the, City of T

- '
LN SR




TEXAS

PARKS &
WILDLIFE

CoNMIESIONERS

JipsErH 8,8, FITESMGNS
CmmifemAn
Gan &NTOMO

AL L HENEY
VIC S AT AN
HOUSTRN

4. ROBERT BRown
L Pasc

pRo B, MOLMES
MauSTOMN

PEYRS M. HOLT
SaN MNYRNIO

Palip MoONTEOMERY
Dailni

Jonw . PARKGR
LupPHind

CamATD O, QA
LaREDD

Mans [S. WATION, 2R,
Gap ANTEHNID

1LES m. Sianz
CHANRMAMEMERTUS
Fomy WoRTH

UL e

ROMERT L, CoODK
EXESUTIVE DWREQTOR

Take o kid
razting or fishing

Yieit a giara park
ar hieteric site

Ao SMITH SCMUCL ROAD
ALISTIN, TEXAS TB7443251
oY 2 S8Pas0

s, 1w, S, L4 L

-

Past-it* Fax Nete 7671

Daw""f']—-d{ [&gim. 2~

Y Toad 9v#d_§4h From (oo vt A e it

Co.MDept.
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Phone §

Phona ¥ f_/? "3§°“£9J’J"

Fax # 2”‘{"533"‘;632, Fow #

Charles L., Conrad, P.E.

Director of Transporiation

Planning and Development

Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 6868

Fort Worth, TX 76115-0868

RE: Cumulative Impact Assessment, proposed State Highway 121, Tarrant
County

Dear Mr, Conrad:

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) received your letter regarding the
Cumulative Impact Assessment for proposed State Highway 121. That
correspondeice contained only & map and a request for information, giving 8 10-
day response timeframs.

Texas Department of Trensportation (TxDOT) has a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with TPWD regarding environmental review of
transportation projects in Texas. That MOU has specific guidance as to how
projects will be coordinated, timeframes and information that is required fer
coordination of these projects. In the MOU, TPWD has a minimum of 43 days to
review TxDOT projects. If a request for additional information is made to
TxDOT, TPWD has an additionel 30 days to review the information, once if is
provided by TxDOT. Therefore the 10-day response time is outside What has
been agreed upon by both agencies within the MOU. In addition to reviewing
TxDOT projects TPWD receives morc than 100 projects per month fo review and
has a minimum 30-45 day time period to review and comment on those projects.

The MOU requires that all TxDOT transportation projects be coordinated throagh
the point of contact, which is the Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program. To send
the letter to other contacts within the agency can considerably slow down the
respense time. In the future, please send all correspondence regarding
environmentzl review for fransportation projects to Kathy Boydston, Program
Caordinator for the Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program. This will ensure that
your project is received and reviewed in the process set forth in the MOU and will
not circumvent other project proponents who have submitted their projects
according to the established process and are waiting for a response.

A quick teview of the letter revealed there is not adequate information for the
project To be reviewed since much of the information requested is the type of

Tu manage and copserye The narural and culturel resources of Tevas and fo provide bunting, fishing
and euidoor recreqtion appoviunities for the use and enjoyment of present and fuiere pencrerions.



Charles L., Conrad, P.E.
Page Two
March 24, 2004

information that should be provided by TxDOT under the MOU to TPWD.
Becanse the project is located in Tarrant County, it would have to be sent to a
biologist near that area 1o evaluate, which is not possible in & 10-day timeframe,
particularly with the other projects requiring review.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Kathy Boydston of my staff
at 512 389-4638.

Sincerely,

Robert L. €ook o
Executive Director

RLC:KB:dg



DIST 02 FT. WORT.
United States Department of the Interior TXDOT MAILROOM

Ay
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 1AY 05 2003

Washington, D.C, 20240

ER-03/1%7

MAY 1 o3

Ms. Maribel Chavez, P.E.

District Engineer

Texas Departinent of Transportation
2501 Southwest Loop

Fort Worth, Texas 76133

Dear Ms. Chadvez:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
State Highway 121, from Inferstatc Highway 30 to FM 1187, Tarrant County, Texas. The
Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the document, and provides the following

comments.”

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT COMMENTS

GenerallComments BN

Our Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) provided concurrence with the “not likely to adversely
affect” determination included with the Biological Assessment in a letter dated June 12, 2002,
(Consultation #2-12-02-1-431). The Depariment believes that the DEIS adequately describes the
study area and estimates the direct environmental impacts of the alternatives considered.
However, the DEIS does not adequately evaluate the proposed action’s secondary and
cunmulative impacts: to fish and wildlife resources. The “Secondary and Cumulative Project
Impacts” section prevides a brief statement referring to the loss of jurisdictional waters, wildlife
habitat, and impacts to air and water quality addressed in previous sections. Most of the impacts
discussed in the previous sections are directly related to the construction of the proposed
highway and do not constitute an assessment of secondary and cumulative impacts.

Secondary impacts should address the potential continued degradation of the existing fish and
wildlife resources resulting from increased accessibility in the development area. The description
of the etological resources within the project area provides evidence of displacement of many
native biotic; communities due to urban and industrial development. Implementation of the
proposed action wonld contribute to the continued d=cline of the remaining native habitat due to
the reasonable expectation of economic growth. These impacts include loss of wildlife habitat,

' fragmentatiot:l of habitat, modification of streams, and increased pollution entering the Trinity
River Water%hed. To estimate these potential impacts, an evaluation and quantification of the
existing habitat would be necessary.
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The DEIS doés not completely addresses cumulative impacts of the proposcd action. . Several
descriptions of the erivironmental setting devalue the ecological resources in the proposed project
area due to contaminants, development, land use, and other anthropogenic factors that have
occurred from past actions. These impacts are the basis for the incremental consequences
regarding the proposed action. They should be evaluated with respect to foreseeable future
actions. The Department understands that the U.8. Army Corps of Engineers is considering
proposals for flood control, ecosystem restoration, and recreational opportunities along the West
and Clear Forks of the Trinity River as part of the Upper Trinity River Basin Interim Feasibility
Study (Feasibility Study). At least one proposal under consideration involves the construction
of a small lake at the historic confluence of the West and Clear Forks downstream of the
northern terminus of the proposed SH-121. The proposed lake would have significant impacts to
both tributaries of the river, which may be exacerbated by the direct and indirect impacts of the
proposed construction of SH-121. Another proposal under consideration for the Feasibility
Study involves significant habitat restoration along the West and Clear Forks of the river. The
proposed SH-121 may adversely affect the anticipated ecological, flood control, and water
quality benefits of the proposed restoration project, if not adequately considered.

Specific Comments!

Section V. Trees, Vegetation, and Wildlife Habitat

e As stated in the DEIS, no habitat types requiring consideration for non-regulatory
compensatory mitigation as per Provision (4)(A)(ii) of the Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the Texas Department of Transportation and Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department ‘would be impacted by the proposed action. However, it is noted that the
proposed action may impact riparian areas.

¢ It is our understanding that riparian areas are included as habitat consideration under the
MOA. Although the DEIS anticipates that mitigation for potential impacts to riparian areas
would be accomphshed in comphance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, it is likely
that the maj jority of the stream crossmgs would be authorized by a Natiopwide Permit and not
requite compensation for riparian losses. By definition, riparian areas are “upland” from
wetlands and not within the waters of the United States. However, along the Trinity River,
potentialiy threatened riparian areas most likely are within the 100-year floodplain and may
fall under:Section 404.

e In addition to riparian areas, “habitat features considered to be locally important” is listed as
a habitat type for consideration under the MOA. We believe that the DEIS should consider
the Clear Fork of the Trinity River under this definition. The West and Clear Forks of the
Trinity River are! the major water conduits within Tarrant County and a public water source.
The water, quality of the river is noted as being limited in the DEIS (page IV-19) largely due
to contamination from urban runoff. For these reasons, and including the aforementioned
Feasibility Study, we recommend special consideration be given to the Clear Fork and its
tribuﬁa.ri% to prevent the potential for further degradation of the watershed. This
consideration sheuld focus on the two proposed crossings of the Clear Fork and the other
perennial ' stream crossings along the alignment. We recommend alternatives at these



crossings be developed that include methods that would improve the overall quality of the
river and streams'by contributing to the restoration of the natural ecosystem functions these
streamis provide. Alternatives considered should exclude frontage roads at the Clear Fork
crossing north of Bellaire Drive and restoring the degraded riparian corridor to mitigate
potential contaminants entering the river via runoff. A discussion of the restoration of the
Clear Fork riparian zone would complement the Feasibility Study and provide invaluable
benefits to the local community.

Section V., Secondary and Cumulative Project Impacts

s On page V-185, a definition of secondary and cumulative impacts under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is provided. The second sentence of paragraph two reads
“Cumulative effects, which are even less defined, are. . . .” The use of the phrase “which are -
even less defined” is not appropriate in the DEIS, since there is no prior reference to poor
definitions withih NEPA and the definition referred fo is not empirically known to be
insufficient.  The publication, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National
Environmental Policy Act, from the Council on Environmental Quality should provide
guidance on the definition of cumulative effects.

CULTURAL RESOURCES COMMENTS

General Comments -

The Department recognizes and appreciates that public and agency involvement was initiated by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA} and the Texas Department of Transportation with
affected parties including various State and local agencies and the general public. We are
pleased that many of these agencies and the public, including the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) concur with your findings. We are concerned that the document does not
describe coordination with affected Native American tribes. Any affiliated Native American
tribes should be contacted to verify whether ethnographic resources exist in the project area, and
the'results of that coordination should be included in the document.

Our National Park Service (INPS) states that the Affected Environment and the Environmentai
Consequénces chapters for cultural resources are confusing, inconsistent, and somewhat
repetitive. For example, some properties discussed in the impact analysis are never mentioned in
the Affected Environment chapter (e.g., Site of Wardville and most of the properties listed on
pages V-141 ‘through 148). Section headings are different between the iwo chapters, thus
making it difficult to find and compare properties. Some of the information contained in the
impact analys;s wouﬁd be more appropnately placed in the Affected Environment chapter. Some
information in the 1gnpact analysis is already described in the Affected Environment chapter
(e.g., thé survey methodology and the description of the area of potential effect). We
recommend that the organization, consistency, and thoroughness of these chapters be reworked
to better fac111Fate the reader.



The NPS walso|has céncemns similar to the FWS regarding the inclusion of secondary and
cumulativé implact analyses. The DEIS should analyze direct/indirect, beneficial/adverse, short-
term/long-term, and cumulative impacts for all resources. '

t

Specific Comments :

s Figures 1IV-1-4: These figures show a number of parks, recreation areas, and open space
arcas, including one park that is bisected by Alternatives B and D. The text surrounding
these figures does not adequately describe parks or recreation facilities located in the area of
potential effect. We recommend that more information be included regarding public parks,
recreation areas, Open spaces, or trails that are in the area of potential effect and could

- .potentially qualify as Section 4(f) properties.

e Dage IV-27, Results and Section 106: The third sentence of the first paragraph describes the
Jocation of the prehistoric archeological site 41TR170. Information pertaining to
archaeological resource site location should be removed so as to protect intact archeological
deposits from potential damage or looting. Site-specific information should also be removed
from the impact ahalysis.

- Also, the fourth sentence of the third paragraph in this section states that only 95 percent
of the project area has been surveyed and that the remaining parcels will be surveyed
following right-of-way acquisition. Typically, the Department recommends that a total
survey of the area of potential effect be conducted prior to reaching a decision. However,
given that the remaining parcels appear to be in disturbed areas, and that the Texas
Historical Commission concurs with conducting additional surveys following a decision
on this project, the Department does not object to- proceeding in this manner.

Draft Seetion 4(f) Evaluation

As currently written; the Section 4(f) Evaluation does not contain sufficient information, the
appropriate sections, or proper formatting, as required by the 1987 FHWA Policy Paper for
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. Following are more specific comments
related to these concerns:

+ According to the 1987 FHWA Policy Paper, a Section 4(f) Evaluation, if included in an
envirbnmeg:ntal document, must be contained in a separate chapter. To uphold these
guidelines, and facilitate the reader, we recommend that the Section 4(f) Evaluation be
placed in & separate chapter.

« We are concemned that the Section 4(f) Evaluation does not adequately describe the public
parks, recfeation:areas, or open spaces that may qualify as Section 4A(f) resources. The figures
in the document hllustrate a number of parks and recreation areas in the project area, some of
which maly be imipacted by the project. If these properties qualify as Section 4(f) resources,
then ‘they: should be described in the Section 4(f) Evaluation along with an analysis of
potential impacts to these properties.
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The ddcument doks not include a sufficient analysis of the potentially affected historic
properties that may qualify as Section 4(f) resources. As described in the impact analysis for
cultural resources, many of the alternatives will impact various historic resources that could
qualify: as Section 4(f) properties. Historic sites and structures such as buildings, bridges,
railroads, ditches, etc., that are potentially eligible, determined eligible, or listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), typically qualify as Section 4(f) properties.
Archeological sites that need to be preserved in place (i.e., are NRHP-eligible for reasons
other than data potential) qualify as Section 4(f) properties. We recommend that you review
the 1987 FHWA Policy Paper to determine which types of properties qualify as Section 4(f)
resources, dnd include all pettinent properties in the Section 4(f) Evaluation.

The Evaluation does not adequately analyze potential impacts to Section 4(f) properties.
Impacts to each Section 4(f) property must be analyzed for each alternative carried forward,
including a detailed analysis of the location, context, duration, and intensity of the impact.
Further, impacts described in the Evaluation should use the appropriate Section 4(f)
terminology for impacts, “use” and “constructive use.”

Avoid:ance‘ alternatives have not been addressed. In order to demonstrate that there is no
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of Section 4(f) properties, the Evaluation must
address location alternatives and design shifts that avoid the use of that land.

The Section 4(f) statute states that the project must include all possible planning to mmimize
harm fo Section 4(f) resources. Mitigation measures need to be disclosed in the Section 4(f)
Evaluation: '

Pleasé include information regarding whether or not there are Section 6(f) resources in the
project are. ;

We are concerned that the Section 4(f) Evaluation does not demonstrate a clear understanding of
the Section 4(f) statute. Without the proper elements or sufficient information contained in the
Section 4(f) Evaluation, we cannot concur with your findings. We recommend that the Section
4(f) Evaluation be réanalyzed and reformatted according to the 1987 FHWA Policy Paper. [

that occurs, we will be happy to provide an additional review for concurrence.

Again, we apéreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Please address any

FWS questionis or comments to Mr. Omar Bocanegra of the Arlington Ecological Services Field
Office at!(817) 277-1100, and any NPS questions or comments to Ms. Cheryl Eckhardt of the
Intennountaiﬁ; Regioh at (303) 969-2851.

Sincerely,

Y/
éilhe R. Taylor é/z\

Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance



l Texas Department of Transportation

DEWITT £. GREER STATE HIGHWAY BLDG. » 195 E 117H STREET » ALISTIN, TEXAS 787012487 = (512] 4B3-B585
B October 2004

SECTION 108: coordination of revised design
FTW Tarrant County
CSJ# D504-02-008

SH 1217 from |H 30 to FM 1187

F. Lawerence Oaks

State Historic Preservation Officer
Texas Historical Commission
Austin, Texas 78711

Bear Mr. Oaks:

In accordance with the provisions of our Statewide Programmatic Agreement for
Cultural Resources, we are continuing coordination with your agency regarding potential
effects on historic properties within this project's APE {area of potential effect). This
federally funded project will construct a new transportation facility belween southwest
Fort Worth and the downtown area.

As a result of feedback during the public hearing process, project engineers refined the
previously coordinated designs by combining elements of Aiternatives A and C into a
new Alternative C/A that addresses design safety and operational concerns. These
changes occur primarily west of University Drive, outside the area of potential effect of
the previously coordinated historic properties.

At the IH 30 interchange, Alternative C/A contains essentially the same movements as
Alternatives A and C, with approximately the same ROW foolprint as Alternative C.
Elevations of the various ramps are very similar, and ramping generally occurs in the
sama lecations proposed earlier (sge altached exhibits). The proposed design changes
are focused on segments beyond the Hulen Street toli plaza, well to the west of the
previously coordinated historic properties.

These proposed design changes do not bring the facility closer to the historic properties,
nor do they introduce new indirect effects of traffic, noise or light pollution. As
requested in your agency’s correspondence dated August 9, 2002, this design
alternative was developed in respanse to public input rendered during the ongoing
NEPA process. We therefore realffirm that this project poses no adverse effect to
historic properties and request your concurrence with this determination.

An Equai Dpportunity Employer



Please acknowledge your receipt of this correspondence and retum a signed copy of this
letter for our files within 15 days. If you need further infarmation, please cail me at (512)
418-2555.

Sincerely,

By el

Ryan Fennell
Historic Praservation Planner
Environmental Affairs Division

L

-
amproremm—

£ A
\%&&uo ADV?ZZEFFECT TO HISTORIC PROPERTIES
NAME: A Al DATE: /2 - 20“”7‘(

State Hisioric Preservation Officar

attachmenis
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Exhibit A

Project E}'a?empment Team
Transportation Design Study Report
Januvary 2001

Summary and Recommendations

_Thé four-month study, wntegrated with the public participation process and based on ti'se: '

Project }Beveh}pmem Taam (PDT) and general public comments, has resulted in a clear
- vision for the Southwest Parkway. The detailed by the North Texas TC}HW&} %zﬁhomy
{NTTA) and the Texas Department of Transpsnanﬁn {TxDOT) have been modified
slightly, yet significantly, to develop a “park like” road consistent with the Peer Review
Tean's Recommendations and the PDT’s Mission stalement and the Project Goal and
Guiding  Principle. The Project Development Team ha,:, endorsed  the following

recommendations:

CORRIDOR RECOMENTATION

DESIGN

L{}wer recess, or cﬁcz:;:srass the Southwest Parkway ag’ fcaszble and

' pmcu{:zﬁ

The dt:sm speed should be 80 mph from the *CED o Aimmﬁsa 7

:ﬁwuievm’d The pasfﬁd speed should %:se 55 mph.

Qavei&p “3D7 perspectives of the NEPA process s»lsc{ed designs for
the Forest Park Boulevard and IH-20 interchanges and other design

 elements as necessary for better publm campr&haﬁsm and d&mgﬂ

Envimnmemai

refinement

Noise pollution should be minimized by lowering the parkway and
building sound walls where required by TxDOT standards. Seek @ther ’
funding sources where TxDOT r&cgummentg are not met. .

Require new development to bezm and use Wadis cempaubie with
NTTA md TxDOT designs.

Light poliution is to mitigated by use of cut-off m.xzur&s and height of

fixrares

Page 1



® Fﬁamzmﬂ of water run-off from the pa.fkwa} th}uid be ésm in mss .
' swal&s and detention ponds. :

Brchitectural

‘= Bridge design should include cast hme&t{:sne x&a&s at:‘amcme b@x
beams and decorative hght fix xtures,

e Fetaining waﬁs and sound walls should be cast limestone with a
concrete cap. Height of retaining walls should be minimized by using
two shorter walls with }amdscapmg in between to soften imnpact.
Consistency should be maintained along the parkway.

Signage
¢ Billboards will aot be allowed along the parkway
» Existing signage ordinance should be reviewed to make sure height
. and size of signs 4o not product visual clutter,

© Land Use

- = Review of proposed land use in areds along parkway should consider
 minimizing immpact on residential areas. ' ' -

= Frontage r@ads should not be allowed except in the areas adga::ent to
the IH-20 and TH-30 interchanges. :

3 Reqmz&: developers 1o prmzdrz izmdscapmv buffers and ‘noise
mitigation compatible with the ezs:sthmc ané architecture of the

Southwest Parkway.
Pedestrian Friendly

» All roadways that cross the Southwest Parkway should include
alractive pedestrian walkways that link commercial areas, parks,
school, and neighborhoods.

" SOUTH SECTION RECOMMENDATIONS
Design "

‘_? Vary the m@cixazx upto 1007 {mama,m Gf BD‘ of aﬁésﬁana& right i}f
- Wav) :

=  Between Stomegate Boulevard and Bellaire Drive Smﬂb and -
over the Tripity River. - ,



»  Between Overion Ridﬂc Boulevard a.n& Altamnesa Boulevard,

“Split” profile, as appropriate, w take aévamave of landmm betweesn
Overton Ridge and Dutch Bram:h :

Stonegate Boulevard mmmhmcﬁ S@u{hwesz Pazkww at-grade aﬁﬁ

Sionegate cver.
e Bellaire Drive is to pass over the Southwest Parkway with the
Parkway at-grade or close to grade.

* The Bellaire Drive interchange 1s deleted from ﬁze plan for the
Southwest parkway

- Overton Ridge Boulevard, to be considered as an alterpative in the -
NEPA process: Southwest Parkway over and lower existing {}vert@n
- Ridge appmmmmaw eight fzet (8707, This requires: ‘

= Rearrangement of _accass to developed properties adjacent to the
. interchange ) .

= Maintenance of traffic costs and issues during reconstruction; and
= Increase in overall censzmctian COSts.

Oakbend ’I}aﬂ ‘Southwest Parkway ai grade or d&pr&ss&d mé
Oakbend over

:Oakmom Boulevard: Southwest ?arkway &epress&d and Oakmoaz |
aver.

" Dutch Branch: lower Dutch Bmch 6 o 8 and take Southwest
?arkw%‘y over. This requires:

® mngtmmaa of Dmich Branch and associaled traffic and
mainisnancs COStS, and; :

= Additional drainage costs and easemmt from ad;acem prﬁ%:’:ﬁs
OWRers. : , o

Majoz' recoasimcuﬁﬁ of Altamesa Boulevard/Ditks Road and
associated maintenance of uaffic costs.

Southwest Parkway;‘ﬁ%—%@ﬁ%i 183 imterchange: alternative present in

this report is to be camied forward into the NEPA process for
evaluation with the TxDOT plan. Other alternatives are wbe
ﬁ&?@ii}pﬁd and evaluated as well, ‘
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£

| Aesﬁzetch %rcﬁzieciuml

‘-1? ‘-; .

% e . Trinity River Bridge shou}d have a maximum span with minimal g};efs o

to preserve the ama{;me nver pa:k and wail system,
. Prowdfs buffers aﬁ@ berms with mmmhzed reforested areas along tha _

"~ sides of the parkway to provide a scenic cormidor to @ &::«i&ct- )
neichborhooés

NORTH SECTION RECOMMENDATION
I}esigﬁ -

« Alternative A-1, R-1 is 10 be carried forward into the NEPA process. The ’““Maémeﬁ :
D&s;an would also be includad in the \énP% prec&ss .

. Maﬁmmn the “Modified iﬁfzgign” south of the R@sedaﬁe Bridges w Hulen Street,
Aesﬁieﬁcjﬁrchitetmmi Issues

s Img;acz of three major parallel roadw ays should be reduced b_y extensive plantings,

berms, and attractive retaining walls, Specific antention should be p&‘td the “muﬁai L

‘effect” &k}ng the Trinity River and Ummmﬁy Diive.
Mainline TQH ?iaza and Ramp ‘E’aﬁ Plazas

A ? Wzaien median and plant raised bﬁrms with ﬁvcrgmens and ﬁgwsznw trees 1o r&duca“
" impact {:s:%” expansive paved area

e Architectural of buﬂdmvs should reflect character of imai buﬁdmos Care must be
taken to break up scale of structures ) :

Environmental : ' . o '

= Mitigate ?@ra&t Parict garbage dump. C@nmstent wzt%z ‘E‘axas emvzmmmml
- requirements, for the realignment of Forest Park Blvd. i

" This report and the recommendmgns mted here represent 2 “balanced” gerspecmva for
the design of the Sputhwest Parkwazy. While the Southwest Parkway is a vial
zransg:sammn element for Fort Worth, the design as envisioned here not Qniy maintaing
the safe and efficient transportation integrity of the syskem but also dcﬁs 50 in harmony
with the emmﬁm&nt and comynunity values,
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LIST OF ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

AADT
AASHTO
ac

ACHP
ADT
APE
APTS
ATIS
ATM
ATMS
BA

BMP

ca

CAA
CAAA
CAC
CAG
CALINE3
CBD
CEQ

CERCLA

Annual Average Daily Traffic

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Acre

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Average Daily Traffic

Area of Potential Effect

Advanced Public Transportation System
Advanced Traveler Information System
Advanced Transportation Management
Advanced Traffic Management System
Biological Assessment

Best Management Practices

Circa

Clean Air Act

Clean Air Act Amendments

Citizen’s Advisory Committee

Citizen’s Advisory Group

California Line Source Model

Central Business District

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act




CFR
CMAQ
CMS
CMSA
Cco
CSD
CWA
DART
dB
dbh
DEIS
DFW
DHHS
pPOT
EA
EIS
EJ
ENV
EO
EPA
ETC

ETJ

Code of Federal Regulations

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
Congestion Management Systems

Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area
Carbon Monoxide

Context Sensitive Design

Clean Water Act

Dallas Area Rapid Transit

Decibels

Diameter at breast height

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dallas/Fort Worth

Department of Health and Human Services
Department of Transportation

Environmental Assessment

Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Justice

Texas Department of Transportation, Environmental Affairs Division
Executive Order

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Estimated Time of Construction Completion

Extraterritorial Jurisdiction




ETR Employer Trip Reduction

FDIC Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FINDS Facility Index System

FM Farm-to-Market Road

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act

ft Feet

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FWBG Fort Worth Botanic Garden

FWS United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Services
FWTA Fort Worth Transit Authority

FWWRR Fort Worth and Western Railroad

GIS Geographic Information Systems

hazmat Hazardous Material

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
'M Inspection/Maintenance

IH Interstate Highway

in Inches

IP Individual Permit




ISTEA
ITS
LEP
Leq
LeqHr
LOS
LPST

MBTA

MIS
MITS
MO
MOU
MPO
MS4
MSAT
MTP
NAAQS
NAC
NAGPRA
NCTCOG

NEPA

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Limited English Proficiency

Equivalent, steady-state sound level

Leq established over a one-hour period
Level of Service

Leaking Pefroleum Storage Tank
Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Miles

Major Investment Study

Mobility Impaired Transportation Service
Minute Order

Memorandum of Understanding
Metropolitan Planning Organization
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
Mobile Source Air Toxics

Metropolitan Transportation Plan
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Noise Abatement Criteria

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

North Central Texas Council of Governments

National Environmental Policy Act




NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NOI Notice of Intent

NO, Nitrogen Oxides

NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NTTA North Texas Tollway Authority

NWI National Wetlands Inventory

NWPp Nationwide Permit

o Ground Level Ozone

PA Programmatic Agreement

Pb Lead

PCN Preconstruction Notification

PDP Project Development Plan

PDT Project Development Team

PM Particulate Matter

PMSA Fort Worth Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area
ppb Parts Per Billion

ppm Parts Per Million

PRT Peer Review Team

PS&E Plans, Specifications and Estimates

PSC Project Study Corridor




P SATARILTINY

PST Petroleum Storage Tank

PUBFh Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottoms, Semi-permanently Flooded, Dike
Impoundments

PUBHh Palustrine, Unconsolidated Bottoms, Permanently Flooded, Dike
Impoundments

R2UBHXx Riverine, Unconsolidated Bottoms, Permanently Flooded, excavated

RCRA Resource Conservation Recovery Act
RCRIS Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information System
ROE Right of Entry

ROW Right-of-Way

RTC Regional Transportation Council

SAL State Archeological Landmarks

SCEA Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis
SH State Highway

SIP State Implementation Plan

SO, Sulfur Dioxide

SOV Single Occupancy Vehicle

STIP State Transportation Improvement Plan
SW3p Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TAC Texas Administrative Code

TARL Texas Archeological Research Laboratory

TCM Transportation Control Measures




TCU

TDA
TDH
TDM
TEA-21
THC
THL
THM
TIP
TMA
TORP
TPDES
TPWD
TCEQ
TRE
TRWD
TSM
TSS
TTA
TxDOT
TxIHW

UPRR

Texas Christian University

Texas Department of Agriculture

Texas Department of Health

Travel Demand Management

Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century
Texas Historical Commission

Texas Historical Landmarks

Texas Historical Marker

Transportation Improvement Plan
Transportation Management Association
Texas Outdoor Recreation Plan

Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Trinity Railway Express

Tarrant Regional Water District
Transportation Systems Management

Total Suspended Solids

Texas Department of Transportation, Texas Turnpike Authority Division
Texas Department of Transportation

Texas Industrial and Hazardous Waste Database

Union Pacific Railread




US

USACE

USCG

UST

vCP

VHD

VMT

vocC

United States Highway

United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Coast Guard
Underground Storage Tank

Voluntary Cleanup Programs

Vehicle Hours of Delay

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Volatile Organic Compounds




INDEX

A

ACCIUBNE TALES. .. ettt et et et e e e e e e aeeees 2-20
ACCIABNL(S). . e e et e e e e 2-13, 4-11, 5-18, 5-19, 5-59
Acquisition........ S-7,S-9, 3-3, 3-4, 3-12, 3-19, 3-26, 3-32, 3-38, 4-25, 4-37, 5-7, 5-10, 5-27,
5-28, 5-30, 5-55, 5-91, 5-94, 5-101, 6-4

Aesthetic(s)....... S-9, S-11, 3-39, 5-73, 5-106, 5-107, 5-112, 6-5, 6-9, 8-1, 8-2, 8-6, 8-7, 8-8
AGENCY COOTTINALION. .. ..ttt e e e et e e e ee e e 8-1,9-1
N L 40T F=] T T ST 5-42
Air quality........... S-7,2-9, 2-11, 2-19, 3-40, 4-22, 5-36, 5-37, 5-38, 5-40, 5-42, 5-49, 5-119,
5-139, 5-155, 5-158, 8-11, 8-17, 8-18

Alamo HelghtS. ... 5-56, 5-123, 5-125, 5-141
Annual Average Daily TraffiC..........ccooeiiiii e, See AADT
April 22, 2003 PUDIIC HEAMNG. .. .cu et e e e e 6-7
AGUITEI(S) . e et et e e e 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 5-60, 8-12
Archeological......... 3-40, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 5-35, 5-90, 5-91, 5-92, 5-93, 5-101, 5-119,
5-132, 5-133, 5-151, 8-16, 9-1

B

Bicycle/Pedestrian facilities. ..........ovuuie i, 3-51, 8-11
B P S-12,5-61, 5-62
Botanic garden...... 1-4, 4-31, 4-33, 5-94, 5-95, 5-96, 5-97, 5-98, 5-99, 5-100, 5-109, 5-127
Best Management PraCtiCeS. ... ...uuiue e ettt v e e e e e v aeaae s See BMP

Build alternative(s)..... 1, S-8, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-39, 3-41, 3-43, 3-44, 3-48, 4-25, 5-1, 5-18,
5-20, 5-26, 5-27, 5-33, 5-36, 5-42, 5-49, 5-57, 5-59, 5-60, 5-62, 5-71, 5-72, 5-73, 5-84, 5-85,
5-86, 5-89, 5-90, 5-91, 5-114, 5-115, 5-158, 7-1, 7-2, 8-11

Business............ 3-53, 5-6, 5-7, 5-10, 5-12, 5-13, 5-28, 5-50, 5-132, 5-156, 5-158, 6-4, 8-10
C

A A e 5-36
A A A e 2-9, 5-36, 5-38, 5-40
CAC.....cevviiien, S-10, S-11, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 3-3, 3-21, 5-6, 5-33, 6-1, 6-4, 6-6, 7-1
A G .. S-11, 1-18, 6-9, 8-6, 8-7, 8-8
CBD............. 1-7,1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-18, 3-1, 3-45, 3-50, 4-4, 4-33, 5-1, 5-13
[O=T 01T (=] T 4-30, 5-94
CNSUS 2000, ..ttt ittt i e 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 5-8
Central BUSINESS DIStIICE. .. ... et e e e et e e e eaa e See CBD
CE i 5-7,5-115, 5-116
CRR. 2-9, 2-21, 5-6, 5-38, 5-40, 5-90, 5-92, 5-93, 5-116, 9-1
Circulation.......cooov i S-1,S-7,1-1, 1-11, 3-3, 3-40, 5-9, 5-12, 5-13
Citizens AdVISOry COMMIIEE. .. ... uue et e e e e e re e e e e enens See CAC
CitiZeNS” AQVISONY GIOUPD. ... ettt ettt e e et e et e e re e e eee e See CAG
LN AT ATt e e e e e See CAA

Clean Air ACt AMENAMENTS. ... et e e e e e See CAAA



(01 R YAY L =] AN P See CWA
Cleburne...1-13, 2-20, 3-14, 3-21, 3-33, 3-39, 5-7, 5-43, 5-44, 5-58, 5-76, 5-78, 5-80, 5-81,
5-83, 5-120, 5-134, 5-146, 6-2, 6-3, 6-7

O 10T 4-19
CMIS . 2-9, 2-11, 2-13, 2-19, 3-41, 3-48, 3-50, 9-3
Code of Federal RegUIAtIONS. ..........ouiriie e e e e e See CFR
Commercial...... S-9, 3-40, 4-6, 4-15, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-31, 5-4, 5-5, 5-11, 5-12, 5-15, 5-16,

5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 5-25, 5-26, 5-27, 5-29, 5-31, 5-56, 5-58, 5-103, 5-104,
5-105, 5-106, 5-107, 5-109, 5-110, 5-111, 5-112, 5-120, 5-122, 5-123, 5-125, 5-126, 5-127,
5-132, 5-137, 5-141, 5-142, 5-143, 5-144, 5-146, 5-147, 5-148, 5-155, 5-158

Community cohesion................... 3-40, 5-9, 5-11, 5-12, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-26
COMMUNILY SEIVICES. .. eut et et ee e e e ee e vene e aae s 4-11, 4-40, 5-32, 5-34, 5-155
CommULEE TAIL. .. ... 3-48, 3-50, 3-54
00100 TP 5-123, 5-142
COMO PaK. .. et e e 5-125

Congestion...2-3, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, 2-13, 2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 3-1, 3-42, 3-43, 3-48, 3-50, 4-11,
4-38, 5-1, 5-4, 5-19, 5-49, 5-55, 5-135, 5-158

Congestion Management SYSteM........ouvuuieie et v re e ee e e See CMS
Context-SeNnSItiVe DESIGN........v et e 5-112, 8-1
Cost(s).....1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 2-11, 2-13, 2-19, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-50, 5-28, 5-29, 5-30, 5-40, 5-55,
5-56, 8-12

COSt-DENETIT. .. e 5-26, 5-28, 5-30
Council on Environmental Quality...........ccooeiiiii i See CEQ
CUlUral dISHIICT. ... e 1-4,1-5,1-9, 3-2, 4-11
CUtUral IMPACES. .. et e e 5-35, 5-119
CUIUIAl FESOUICES. ...ttt e e 4-27,5-1, 5-92, 5-100, 5-151
OV A S-11, 5-60, 5-71, 8-13, 9-1
D

Dallas, 5-28

I3 1 3 5-28
Dallas Area Rapid TranSit. .. ......vuuerieeusieeee e s e e e e ee e e aeneanes See DART
Dallas COUNLY . ...t e e e e e e e e e et e et e e 5-30
Dallas/FOrt WOITN... ... e e e See DFW
Dallas/Fort Worth Regional Transportation StUdy.............oveviiiiineiiiiiiiieie s 1-1
DART L 2-14, 3-49, 3-50, 3-51, 5-135, 9-3
DEIS............... $-8, S-10, 1-9, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 3-2, 3-3, 3-43, 6-2, 6-6, 6-8, 7-1, 7-2
DEMOGIAPNIC(S) . v e v en ettt et ettt ettt e 2-1, 3-42, 5-27
DEVEIOPMENT. ... e 5-27, 5-28, 5-29, 5-30
DFW....... S-1,1-11, 2-1, 2-3, 2-7, 2-9, 2-13, 2-14, 2-18, 2-19, 3-42, 3-50, 4-2, 4-6, 4-22, 5-1,
5-31, 5-37, 5-41, 5-114, 5-119, 5-134, 5-135

Displacements...........cocoeveveninnen 3-40, 5-9, 5-10, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 5-25
13 P S-7, 5-5, 5-34, 5-36, 5-40, 5-92

Draft Environmental Impact Statement.............ccoooviiiii e, See DEIS



E

TS B I o] 5-123, 5-125
ECOIOQICAI FESOUITES. .. ... vt ee et e e e e et e e e e e e e enes 4-26
ECOIOQICAl SBHING. ... ettt e e e 4-26
Bl 1-9, 5-13, 5-30, 5-117, 6-4, 9-1, 9-3
N P 5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-14
EMEIQENCY SEIVICES. .. ettt ittt et e e ettt e e et e et e e eaeeaan 2-20, 5-19
EMpPIoymeNt. ... 4-6, 5-26, 5-27, 5-28, 5-29
ENdangered SPECIES. .. .....e et e e 4-38, 5-72, 5-86
Endangered/Threatened SPECIES. .. ......vue et e ee e 4-38, 4-39, 5-87
Environmental CONSEQUENCES. ... ....ovvuiriieie e, 3-39, 4-18, 4-23, 5-1, 5-117
Environmental Impact Statement............covieii i e See EIS
Environmental impacts............ccoeviiiiiiiiii e S-9, S-10, 1-4, 1-18, 3-41, 5-8, 6-8
ENVIronmental JUSTICE. .. ....o. vt e e See EJ
Environmental ProteCtion AQENCY ... .....uuiriieie it e See EPA
Environmental StUIES. .. .....ooenniei e 1-1,1-5,1-7
Environmentally SENSItIVE @reas. ... .......ouiuiie it e 4-27
B i 5-5, 5-14, 5-73, 8-8, 8-14, 8-15
EPA....coi 4-24, 4-25, 5-7, 5-36, 5-38, 5-39, 5-41, 5-59, 5-60, 5-61, 8-12, 9-1
Erosion CoNtrol..........cooveii i S-9, S-12, 5-61, 5-62, 5-86
EXECULIVE OFUEN ... . .ttt e e e e e See EO
F

FeasiDIlity StUAY. ..o e e 1-5,1-7,1-13
Federal aCtiONS. ... ... it S-11,S-12,5-5
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