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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) is proposing improvements to Interstate Highway
35 (I-35) from State Highway 45 North (SH 45N) in Williamson County to U.S. Highway 290 East (US
290E) in Travis County, Texas. The proposed improvements would add one non-tolled managed
lane in each direction, reconstruct intersections and bridges to accommodate the additional lane
and increase east/west mobility, reconstruct the Wells Branch Parkway interchange to a diverging
diamond intersection (DDI), change ramp configurations to accommodate proposed mainlane
improvements and improve traffic operations, and improve bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations along I-35 frontage roads and at east/west crossings. The project length is
approximately 11.5 miles. Appendix A shows the project location in relation to Williamson County,
Travis County and the cities of Austin and Round Rock. Appendix B contains photographs of the
project area.

The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to study the potential environmental
consequences of the proposed project and determine whether such consequences warrant
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Because the proposed project would be
funded in part by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), this EA complies with FHWA'’s
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations as well as relevant TxDOT rules for
environmental review of projects and guidance for conducting NEPA studies on behalf of FHWA. The
environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental
laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S. Code (27
and a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated December 9, 2019, and executed by FHWA and
TxDOT.

This draft EA will be made available for public review and TxDOT will consider any comments
submitted during the public comment period. Once the comment period is over, TXDOT will prepare
a final EA. If TXDOT determines that there are no significant adverse effects, it will prepare and sign
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which will be made available to the public.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Existing Facility

I-35 within the proposed project limits is a controlled access interstate highway. The facility typically
has three, 12-foot wide general purpose mainlanes (concrete barrier separated) with 2 to 10-foot
wide inside shoulders, 4 to 10-foot wide outside shoulders, and two, 11 to 12-foot wide frontage
road lanes with 1 to 2-foot wide inside and outside shoulders in each direction. Sidewalks exist
intermittently throughout the project area between the frontage roads and adjacent businesses and
around the intersections. No shared-use paths (SUP) are located in the project area. Drainage along
the roadway (mainlanes and frontage roads) is provided primarily by open ditches. The existing
right-of-way (ROW) width is typically 300 feet but widens at the interchanges. Existing permanent
drainage easements (13.5 acres total) are located at creek crossings. The posted speed limit along
I-35 in the proposed project area is 70 miles per hour (mph) on the mainlanes and 45 to 55 mph
on the frontage roads.

2.2 Proposed Facility

The proposed I-35 facility would be concrete barrier separated and would consist of three, 11 to 12-
foot wide general purpose lanes, one, 12-foot wide non-tolled high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
managed lane, a 10-foot wide outside shoulder, 4 to 10-foot wide inside shoulder, three, 11-foot
wide frontage road lanes, and an 8 to 10-foot wide SUP in each direction. A 4-foot wide buffer
would separate the general purpose lanes from the managed lanes. Auxiliary lanes would be
constructed between ramp pairs, in sections, and bypass lanes would be constructed at Howard
Lane (northbound), Yager Lane/Tech Ridge Boulevard (northbound), and Rundberg Lane
(northbound and southbound). The project would also reconstruct the Wells Branch Parkway
interchange to a DDI. The proposed ROW would typically be 300 to 320 feet wide. Drainage would
be converted from open ditches to closed storm sewer, with open ditches in some locations. The
proposed project would require approximately 17.0 acres of additional ROW, 0.2 acre of proposed
permanent drainage easement, and 3.3 acres of proposed driveway license areas. A schematic
(plan view) of the proposed improvements is included in Appendix C and a proposed typical section
is included in Appendix D.

Federal regulations [23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.111(f)(1)] require that federally
funded transportation projects have logical termini. Simply stated, this means that a project must
have rational beginning and ending points. Those points may not be created simply to avoid proper
analysis of environmental impacts. The northern limit of the proposed |-35 Capital Express North
Project is SH 45N and the southern limit is US 290E. These begin and end points were chosen as
logical termini because both roadways are major traffic generators.

Federal regulations [23 CFR 771.111(f)(2)] require that a project have independent utility and be a
reasonable expenditure even if no other transportation improvements are made in the area. This

2
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means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself, and that the project not compel further
expenditures to make the project useful. Stated another way, a project must be able to satisfy its
purpose and need with no other project being built. As proposed, the I-35 Capital Express North
Project addresses specific transportation needs identified within the project limits. Specifically, the
proposed project would improve mobility and safety when compared to existing conditions. The
mobility and safety benefits of the proposed I-35 Capital Express North Project stand alone.
Realization of these benefits is not dependent upon other projects/future actions; thus, the
proposed project passes the test of independent utility. Further, because the project would stand
alone and is not dependent upon other (future) improvements to properly function, it would not
compel further expenditure of funds. For this reason, it cannot and does not irretrievably commit
future federal funds.

Federal law [23 CFR 771.111(f)(3)] prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives
for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. This means that a project must not
dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives. As proposed, the 1-35 Capital Express North
Project would in no way limit consideration of improvements, or alternatives for construction of
such improvements. For this reason, the proposed project does not foreclose consideration of
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements.

The total estimated cost (construction, ROW and utilities) of the proposed I-35 Capital Express
North Project is $400 million. The project would be financed with a combination of local, state and
federal financing. The proposed project is included in the fiscally-constrained Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and the 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), as
amended. A copy of the applicable pages from the MTP and TIP are included in Appendix E.
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

3.1 Need

This project is needed to address local plans and because the capacity of [-35 between SH 45N
and US 290E is inadequate to meet current and future traffic volumes, resulting in congestion,
reduced mobility, and safety issues along this stretch of roadway.

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data

Congestion and Mobility

[-35 is a critical component of the roadway network in the region that functions as both a local
thoroughfare and commuter highway. It is one of only three north-south oriented controlled-access
facilities in the entire Austin metropolitan area. The others are Loop 1 (Mopac), approximately four
miles to the west, and SH 130, approximately eight miles to the east. Due to existing north-south
travel demand and the limited number of alternative parallel controlled-access routes, the I-35
corridor within the project limits is presently subject to severe traffic congestion for substantial time
periods each day. Congestion leads to poor operational efficiency and longer travel times for all
users, including transit and emergency response vehicles, particularly during peak? hours in the
morning and evening. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, the section of [-35 from
Parmer Lane to US 290E ranks #70 on the 2020 Texas Most Congested Roadway List.

As defined in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010), Level of
Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to analyze highways by categorizing traffic flows into
letter designations that characterize the operational conditions within a traffic stream and how the
conditions are perceived by the users of the facility. Six levels of service are defined using letter
designations from Ato F for capacity analysis. In general, LOS A allows free flow; LOS B allows
reasonable free flow; LOS C is stable flow; LOS D is approaching unstable flow; LOS E is unstable
flow (i.e., operating at capacity); and LOS F is forced or breakdown flow.

Table 3-1 depicts the 2015 LOS, travel times and average speeds during peak travel times for the
majority of the project area (SH 45N to US 183). Southbound traffic during the morning peak hours
and northbound traffic during the evening peak hours had a LOS F and E, respectively. Likewise,
travel times and average speeds are significantly affected by peak travel. Travel times were
between 45 percent and 62 percent longer and average speeds were approximately 14 to 21 mph
slower southbound during the morning peak hours and northbound during the evening peak hours,
respectively, than during the southbound evening peak hours and northbound morning peak hours.

1 Morning and evening peaks refer to the hours in the AM and PM when traffic isthe heaviestas a result of people traveling to and
from work. For purposes of this study, the morning peak hoursare from 7:00-9:00 AM and the evening peak hours are between
4:00-6:00 PM.

4



1 Table 3-1: Existing (2015) Peak Hour Traffic

Section of Roadway*

Travel Time
(minutes)

Level of Service

Average Speed

Northbound pir'mﬂ;ﬁe C E 5.31 8.50 | 54.00 | 33.73
Lanes ParnJgringe to B E 6.14 10.04 | 54.39 | 33.27
Southbound Pierlle?I\i;ﬁe F C 9.28 6.85 | 34.11 | 46.20
anes Parrggri_gge to F C 10.21 6.62 29.50 45.46

2 Source: 1-35 Future Transportation Corridor Planning and Linkages Study (August 2015)
3 *Data not available for the section of the project between US 183 and US 290E
4
5 Table 3-2 shows the Capital Metropolitan Transit Authority’s (Capital Metro) bus routes currently
6 utilizing the I-35 Capital Express North corridor. Capital Metro services using I-35 rely on consistent
7  travels times to ensure they manage their schedules for customers. Traffic congestion in the
8 corridor negatively affects bus schedules causing route delays and decreasing customer
9 satisfaction. With the projected increase in traffic congestion, the reliability of transit service along
10 this corridor may be expected to worsen if no improvements are made.
11
12 Table 3-2: Bus Routes Utilizing the I-35 Capital Express North Corridor
. L Trips per Weekday (NB and
‘ Capital Metro Bus Route Destination SB/EB and WB)
325 (MetroBus Local - | Tech Ridge Park and Ride/Norwood 1922
High frequency route) Transit Center
5 am-7 am (every 15 min)
7 am-6 pm (every 10 min)
801 (MetroRapid) - High . 6 pm-8 pm (every 15 min)
frequency route Tech Ridge/Southpark Meadows 8 pm-12:30 pm (every 20 min)
Thurs/Fri (only)
12:30 am-2:30 am (20 min)
300 (MetroBus Local) C_restwew Station/Westgate Transit Center 100
via crosstown routes
337 (MetroBus Local) R_andalls/Traws County Exposition Center 103
via crosstown routes
323 (MetroBus Local) Northcross Mall/Norwood Transit Center 71
via crosstown routes
392 (MetroBus Local) T_ech Ridge Park and Ride/Kramer Station 49
via crosstown routes
Tech Ridge Park and Ride/Howard Station
243 (lMetroBusitecal) via feeder routes via feeder routes 49
Tech Ridge Park and Ride/HEB
1 (MetroBus Local) (Rundberg, S Congress, William Cannon)- 96
to and from downtown via local routes
13 Source: Capital Metro (2020)

5
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There are numerous emergency service facilities in the vicinity of the I-35 Capital Express North
corridor for which the facility provides primary north-south access. According to data obtained from
the City of Austin and Google (2020), there are 40 emergency response facilities within two miles of
the project area. These consist of 18 fire and emergency medical service (EMS) facilities, 18
hospital and other medical facilities (i.e., clinics), and four police stations. As both the number of
vehicles on |-35 and the number of people living off the corridor increase, efficient incident
management becomes increasingly important in maintaining traffic flow not just for drivers on the
roadway, but for emergency responders called to the area as well.

As shown in Table 3-3, the population of Williamson County, Travis County, and the municipalities in
the vicinity of the project area grew significantly between 1990 and 2018. According to population
projections from the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), continued significant growth in the
area is anticipated through 2050. Between 2018 and 2050, the population in the municipalities is
projected to increase between 23% and 168%. Likewise, the populations of Williamson County and
Travis County are projected to increase by 127% and 58%, respectively.

Table 3-3: Historic and Projected Population Growth

Projected Percent

Population

Percent

Geography

| City of Austin 465,622 | 935,755 101.0% 1,466,936 56.8%
| City of Round Rock 30,923 120,157 288.6% 291,629 142.7%
| Wells Branch MUD 7,094 12,227 72.4% 14,989 22.6%
| City of Pflugerville 4,444 59,757 1,244.7% 159,953 167.7%
| Travis County 576,407 | 1,203,166 108.7% 1,897,769 57.7%
| Williamson County 139,551 | 527,057 277.7% 1,195,374 126.8%

Source: Texas State Library and Archives Commission https:

Change from
1990-2018

Population
in 2050

Change from
2018-2050

www.tsl.texas.gov/ref/abouttx/popcityl.html, American

Community Survey 5-Year Estimate 2014-2018 (Table B0O1001), and Texas Water Development Board, 2021 Regjonal
Water Plan Population Projections 2020-2070.

Employment is also projected to rise in Travis and Williamson counties in the future, continuing a
decades-long trend of employment growth in these counties. Table 3-4 shows historical and
projected employment data for Travis and Williamson counties from 2010 to 2045. Employment
projections indicate that current (2019) employment is expected to increase by approximately 72
percent and 119 percent in Travis and Williamson counties, respectively, by 2045, bringing over
865,000 more jobs to the region.
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Table 3-4: Historic and Projected Employment Data

Percent

Geography 2045 ‘ Change

2019-2045
Travis County 559,045 | 601,160 | 716,144 | 1,233,000 72%
WIETIEI MO IAl 211,646 | 233,484 | 293,784 | 642,000 119%

Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate, 2011-2015 and 2015-2019; CAMPO, 2020

The anticipated population growth and associated increase in employment in the area will
exacerbate the existing congestion problems on the I-35 corridor, particularly during peak traffic
hours that are heavily influenced by work commutes to/from downtown Austin. Traffic projections in
the corridor are projected to increase by 26 percent from 294,000 vehicles per day (vpd) in 2030
t0 369,850 vpd in 2050. As shown in Table 3-5, this increase in traffic would result in LOS F in
2035 during the southbound morning peak hours and northbound evening peak hours. When
compared to 2015, peak period travel times (southbound AM/northbound PM) in the project area
in 2035 are projected to increase by an average of 65 percent (12.5 minutes) and average speeds
are projected to decrease by an average of 39.5 percent (12.9 mph).

Table 3-5: Projected (2035) Peak Hour Traffic

Average Speed

Level of Service UGENE TG
(minutes) (mph)

o [ o | v | o |
D

Section of Roadway*

Sil2 S F 7.34 14.10 | 39.06 20.33
Northbound Parmer Lane
Lanes Parmer Lane to
US 183 C F 7.38 15.19 | 45.29 22.00
S A4S F E 16.46 9.66 19.23 32.78
Southbound Parmer Lane
Lanes Parmer Lane to
US 183 F E 17.19 8.64 17.51 34.84

Source: 1-35 Future Transportation Corridor Planning and Linkages Study (August 2015)
*Data not available for the section of the project between US 183 and US 290E

With the current and projected LOS for the corridor creating longer travel times for police, fire, and
emergency medical service vehicles using 1-35, there is a clear need to make improvements that
can improve mobility and travel times for emergency responders. Additionally, consistent and
shorter travel times for transit vehicles on [-35 would make transit more attractive as a
transportation alternative. The infrastructure improvements within the project area would
accommodate the projected population and employment increase in the area and reduce
congestion to maintain mobility for local and through travelers, as well as emergency responders
and transit vehicles.
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Safety
Table 3-6 shows reported vehicle crash data along I-35 within the project termini from 2016 to

2018. When compared to the statewide average for urban interstates, the rate of collisions along
this section of I-35 is below average. Although the overall corridor crash rates were lower than the
statewide averages, the corridor’s increasing traffic congestion and associated potential for
crashes support the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements. The proposed
improvements would increase safety for motorists and bicyclists/pedestrians, and bring TxXDOT
closer to achieving the goals of the End The Streak safety campaign.

Table 3-6: Vehicle Crash Data

Statewide Average
Crash Rate

Crash Year Total Crashes Crash Rate

Local Planning Consistency

The need for I-35 improvements included in the I-35 Capital Express North Project, specifically
adding capacity and increasing mobility, is apparent in planning documents from cities and
counties in and around the project area. The Round Rock Texas Transportation Master Plan Update
(20417) reports that “...congestion on I1-35 is the top challenge facing Round Rock’s transportation
network.” The roadway system policies in the Austin Strategic Mobility Plan (2019) include
increasing vehicle capacity “...to manage congestion and facilitate emergency response” and
“...implementing managed lanes...” as a way to improve travel time reliability.

The Travis County Land Water and Transportation Plan (2014) states that “The continuance of
relieving congestion through expanding traditional transportation modes; i.e., adding lane capacity
to roadways, remains an important role for Travis County as part of the regional solution.” The
Williamson County Long-Range Transportation Plan (2009), as amended (2016) states that I-35 is
on the “....network of roadways that will foster safety and mobility across the county.” This project
supports the goals and objectives identified in these local plans.

3.3 Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project is to be consistent with local plans, reduce congestion, and
improve mobility and safety on I-35 between SH 45N and US 290E.
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Build Alternative

The Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, satisfies the project purpose and need. The
improvements to I-35 would improve mobility and safety by providing HOV managed lanes,
reconstructing intersections at east/west crossings, and improving bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations, thereby reducing congestion and crashes on I-35 between the proposed project
termini. The proposed project would also be consistent with local plans by improving the overall
function of this regjonally significant roadway. Because the Build Alternative satisfies the project’s
purpose and need, it is the recommended alternative.

4.2 NoBuild Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed improvements to I-35 would not be constructed. The
No Build Alternative would not require the conversion of approximately 17.0 acres from existing
land uses to transportation use (ROW) nor would other project-related impacts occur. The No Build
Alternative would not increase mobility and safety in the project area. Consequently, the anticipated
benefits of the proposed project would not be realized and continued population growth and
development in the region would occur, leading to reduced mobility and safety along I-35 within the
project limits. For this reason, the No Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the
proposed improvements (described in Section 3.0) and is not the recommended alternative.

Although the No Build Alternative fails to meet the project’s purpose and need and is not the
recommended alternative, it was carried forward (per the requirements of NEPA) as the baseline for
comparison. The No Build Alternative is evaluated in this EA along with the Build Alternative.

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

A preliminary concept considered for the proposed project consisted of adding one tolled express
lane in each direction, reversing ramps from a rural to urban configuration, improving frontage
roads, and adding bicycle and pedestrian elements throughout the corridor. The improvements
largely used the existing infrastructure as much as possible by widening the existing pavement and
only reconstructing where roadway profile modifications were needed. However, due to changes to
legislation, stakeholder and public outreach, and two Value Engineering studies, the concept was
modified to 1) remove the tolling component, 2) incorporate the Wells Branch intersection stand-
alone project into the proposed I-35 Capital Express North Project as a DDI, 3) add bypass lanes,
and 4) reconstruct the Walnut Creek mainlane and frontage road bridges.

Environmental and engineering constraints were also evaluated to support the development of a

schematic design that avoids/minimizes social, economic and environmental impacts while
addressing the purpose and need of the project. The analysis was dynamic in nature and focused

9
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on an on-going avoidance and minimization process. The following constraints were used during the
development of the Build Alternative:

Avoid reconstruction of the SH 45N, US 183 and US 290E interchange structures
Retain the existing Parmer Lane bridge over |-35

Retain the existing Tech Ridge Boulevard/Yager Lane bridge over |-35

Avoid cemeteries

Avoid a large oak tree north of Braker Lane along the northbound frontage road
Minimize impacts to businesses and residential property

Through design exceptions, retaining walls, alignment shifts, and other measures, the Build
Alternative was developed that avoided and minimized impacts to the project constraints while still
meeting the project purpose and need.




[EY

33

34
35
36
37
38
39

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

In support of this EA, the following technical reports were prepared:

e Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form

e Archeological Background Study

e Historic Resources Survey Report

e Surface Water Analysis Form

e Species Analysis Spreadsheet and Tier | Site Assessment Form
e Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis Technical Report
e Mobile Source Air Toxics Technical Report

e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment

e Traffic Noise Technical Report

e |ndirect Effects Technical Report

e Documentation of Public Meeting #1

e Documentation of Public Meeting #2

e Documentation of Public Meeting #3

These technical reports and forms listed are incorporated by reference in this EA. Copies of the
technical reports are on file and available for review at the TxDOT-Austin District, 7901 N Interstate
Hwy 35, Austin, TX 78753, and online at https://my35capex.com/.

For purposes of environmental study, project-related effects are categorized as direct, indirect and
cumulative. Direct effects are defined as those impacts which are caused by the action and occur
at the same time and place. Indirect effects, while being reasonably foreseeable, are also caused
by the action, but occur later in time or are farther removed in distance. Encroachment-alteration
effects are a type of indirect impact, removed from the proposed project in both time and distance,
and defined as those impacts that alter the behavior and function of the physical environment.
Other indirect effects pertain primarily to induced growth. Cumulative effects result from the
incremental impacts of an action when considered together with other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of who takes the other actions. This section
(Section 5.0) addresses direct, indirect (encroachment-alteration and induced growth) and
cumulative effects that would result from the proposed 1-35 Capital Express North Project.

5.1 Right-Of-Way/Displacements

Build Alternative: The Build Alternative would require the acquisition of approximately 17 acres of
new (additional) ROW, none of which has been previously acquired through early acquisition. The
additional ROW would be necessary to accommodate the increased pavement width, side slope
grading, existing terrain, drainage structures, SUP, utilities, and to maintain property access. The
additional ROW would be acquired from a total of 178 parcels.

11
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The additional ROW would result in five commercial displacements: GTO Auto Wheels, Pickup
Heaven, A-1 Tires, Thermo King of Austin, and the offices of an auto business (hame unknown). See
the Resource-specific Maps in Appendix F for the location of those displacements.

All ROW acquisition would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1979, as amended.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, no project-related ROW would be acquired;
thus, no project-related displacements would occur.

5.2 LandUse

The project area is located within the cities of Austin and Round Rock. Land use immediately
adjacent to I-35 is predominantly commercial. Light industrial, civic, multi-family/single-family
residential, and undeveloped parcels are also present but to a lesser extent. Commercial uses
include but are not limited to, retail shops, restaurants, hotels/motels, commercial strip centers,
automobile repair shops, and gasoline service stations. High density residential neighborhoods and
apartment complexes are also located adjacent to the roadway. One public park, Upper Little
Walnut Creek Greenbelt, and two cemeteries, Cook-Walden Capital Parks Cemetery, and Memorial
Hill Cemetery, are located adjacent to the corridor.

Build Alternative: Development is largely built out in the project area. The project would create
additional capacity and improve mobility along the I-35 corridor; however, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would induce development or increase the rate or intensity of development in
the area. The communities in the area have been experiencing and will continue to experience
growth and housing construction, independent of the project. Land use on the acquired ROW would
change from residential, open space, or commercial to transportation use.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the additional ROW would not be obtained and
there would be no project-related land use impacts.

5.3 Farmlands

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) seeks to preserve the agricultural use of soils that are
particularly productive. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) implements the FPPA
through regulations and by classifying soil series in terms of suitability for farming.

Build Alternative: The project is located in an urbanized area. According to NRCS, no land within the
project area is mapped as prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance. Therefore, no
major impacts to farming, including haying activities are anticipated as a result of the Build
Alternative. No further consideration for the protection of farmland is required by FPPA regulations.

12
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No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, no transportation-related impacts to prime
farmland would occur. Undeveloped lands currently used for agriculture would likely continue to be
used for crop production or pasture unless the property owner pursues urban site development.

5.4 Utility Relocation

Build Alternative: The proposed project would require the adjustment or relocation of underground
and/or overhead utilities. At the current phase of project development, the location of utilities
potentially requiring adjustment or relocation have not yet been fully identified. Impacted utilities
would be identified during the final design phase. At that time, coordination with utility owners and
service providers would occur and relocation/adjustment plans would be developed. Utility
relocations and adjustments would be accomplished with the minimal practical disruption in
service to utility customers.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts to
utilities.

5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Build Alternative: Existing bicycle lanes and sidewalks are located on the |-35 cross streets.
Additionally, existing sidewalks occur along the I-35 frontage roads. The Build Alternative would add
10-foot wide SUPs, where feasible, along both sides of 1-35 within the project limits. In constrained
areas along the roadway, the SUP would narrow to 8 feet wide. A 5-foot wide on-street bike lane
with a 2-foot wide buffer would be provided at the following east/west cross streets: Grand Avenue
Parkway, Howard Lane, Braker Lane, and Rundberg Lane. At the proposed DDI at Wells Branch
Parkway and the DDI under construction at Parmer Lane, an 8 to 10-foot wide SUP would go down
the center of the bridges between opposing directions of travel. There are no proposed changes to
the existing bicycle/pedestrian accommodations at Tech Ridge Boulevard or the US 183 frontage
roads.

TxDOT has coordinated with the City of Austin regarding design details for bicycle and pedestrian
facilities on all cross streets within the project limits. Coordination with the City will be on-going
during final design, including a commitment to provide the City the 60 percent PS&E plan sets to
review and comment on. The proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be compatible with
City of Austin plans.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts and

improvements to bicycle/pedestrian facilities would not occur.
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5.6 Community Impacts

The study area for the community impact assessment includes census blocks that are adjacent to
the existing ROW. These are the areas that are most likely to experience access, travel pattern, and
community cohesion impacts as a result of the proposed project. The study area is primarily
commercial with scattered residential and light industrial uses. Eighty community facilities were
identified within the study area and include multiple cemeteries, places of worship, schools, funeral
homes, parks, and government facilities. There are several community facilities, primarily places of
worship and businesses, that primarily serve minority populations within the study area.

There are 65 predominately minority Census blocks interspersed throughout the study area. There
is also one block group in the southern portion of the study area that has a median household
income below the 2020 Department of Health and Human Services poverty level of $26,200.
These minority and low-income populations are considered environmental justice (EJ) populations.
Potential direct impacts to the EJ populations were analyzed to ensure these groups would not be
adversely or disproportionately affected by the Build Alternative in accordance with Executive Order
(EO) 12898.

There are homeless encampments and more dispersed populations living within the ROW. TxDOT’s
initiative to address homelessness includes coordination and focused engagement with agencies
and nonprofit providers supporting people experiencing homelessness. Early communication and
notice in advance of construction activities will occur in all areas that are inhabited as the project
nears construction.

Socioeconomic and demographic information about the affected communities is found in the
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report Form, available for review at the TxDOT Austin
District office, and online at https://my35capex.com/.

Build Alternative: Displacements that would occur as a result of the proposed project consist of five
auto-related businesses. There are currently several existing parcels in the vicinity that could serve
as replacement locations for these businesses, many of which allow for automobile repair services.
These businesses are not unigue to the area and their displacement would not have an impact on
the community as a whole. Proposed ROW acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.
Substantial impacts to the community are not anticipated as a result of the proposed
displacements.

Existing residents and businesses adjacent to the project area are currently separated by I-35 as it
is a significant physical and visual barrier within the community. The proposed project would not
create a new separation or significantly increase the existing separation. Vehicle travel patterns and
access would not change throughout most of the corridor; however, there would a modification to
travel patterns and access at the I-35/Wells Branch Parkway intersection due to the proposed DDI.
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Movements through this intersection would be altered, which would require drivers to find other
means of getting to the other side of the intersection along the 1-35 frontage roads. Depending on
the location at the intersection, this could either be accomplished by using alternate roadways or
traveling through parking lots to access the existing northbound and proposed southbound bypass
lanes, or by making a right turn onto Wells Branch Parkway to access parcels via adjoining
roadways. Additional changes in travel patterns would occur at the proposed bypass lanes at
Howard Lane, Yager Lane/Tech Ridge Boulevard, and Rundberg Lane. The bypass lanes would
allow traffic on the frontage roads to avoid travel through traffic signals, which would decrease
travel time and improve mobility. The DDl and bypass lane improvements would not affect the
overall use of the businesses located at those intersections.

The proposed SUP would improve east/west connectivity and allow people within the community
the ability to access the area or participate in local activities without the use of motor vehicles. With
the proposed addition of a SUP, there is the potential to increase pedestrian and bicycle activity
within the community, so some trips within the community to participate in local activities that had
previously been taken by car could shift to walking or biking. The SUP, as well as improved
interchanges, would allow for easier and safer east/west travel throughout the community at
interchanges to provide more connectivity throughout the study area. Overall mobility would be
improved by allowing faster travel times to/from communities along the 1-35 corridor with the
addition of a frontage road lane and a managed lane in each direction. Community cohesion would
improve due to the addition of alternative modes of travel and the improved mobility and safety.

In November 2020 Austin voters approved Project Connect, a substantial investment in Capital
Metro transit operations throughout the city, including sections of the project area. Capital Metro is
a stakeholder agency and TxDOT will continue to coordinate with this agency to reach shared
objectives among the two projects. Managed lanes are a tool for the region’s mobility needs that
can be useful for transit in the project area. Transit users would benefit from the enhanced service
as a result of access to managed lane use and the pedestrian improvements for first and last mile
connections across and along |-35.

The proposed project would disproportionately and adversely affect EJ populations at the five
businesses that would be displaced, all of which are located in a minority EJ census geography
(Block 3001 of Census Tract 18.23). The ROW acquisition that would result in the five
displacements was necessary to provide for safety and operational efficiency of the proposed
roadway. In order to avoid ROW acquisition in that location, additional ROW would have been
required from the other side of 1-35, which is also an EJ area (Block 3005 of Census Tract 18.33),
resulting in other commercial displacements.

Rights afforded to displaced persons under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, include: a notice as soon as it is feasible, an
appraisal of the property, a written offer not less than the appraised fair market value, an

15
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opportunity to consider the offer and partake in negotiations, and payment for moving expenses.
Mitigation measures are needed to offset the impacts to the EJ population. Examples include
working with the affected property and business owners to help with any additional provisions for
relocation assistance for nearby available properties or establishing initiatives to create
employment and training opportunities for the affected community. The benefits of the proposed
project such as improved mobility and the safety and operational efficiency of the proposed
roadway help offset the adverse impacts of the displacements. There is a substantial need for the
[-35 Capital Express North improvements, which would benefit the community as a whole, including
EJ populations.

EO 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency,” requires
federal agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any need for services to those with
Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a system to provide those services so
that LEP persons can have meaningful access to them. Based on data from the 2019 American
Community Survey, block groups located in the study area have an LEP population ranging from 4.1
percent to 58.4 percent. Spanish speakers make up the largest portion of the LEP population with
16.8 percent. Other LEP populations are Asian and Pacific Islander (3.0 percent), Indo-European
(1.8 percent), and Other (1.4 percent). There were multiple signs for businesses and community
facilities within the study area in languages other than English.

To comply with EO 13166 and to ensure full and fair public participation for the proposed project,
newspaper advertisements for the public meetings held in August 2016, February 2017, and
October 2019 were published in both English and Spanish. Comment forms were also made
available in English and Spanish, and a project team member was available at the public meetings
to accommodate the communication needs of individuals speaking Spanish. No requests for
assistance in another language other than English were requested. A public hearing is planned for
spring 2021 and notices and comment forms will be made available in English and Spanish.
Spanish speaking team members will be present and an interpreter will be provided to
accommodate LEP individuals upon request.

Information about LEP accommodations and impacts on the community, EJ populations, and
access/travel pattern modifications is found in the Community Impact Assessment Technical
ReportForm, available for review at the TxDOT Austin District office, and online at
https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts to
communities. The communities in the project area would continue to have increased traffic which,
in turn, would result in reduced mobility and safety in the project area. Additionally, no project-
related impacts to minority or low-income populations would occur under the No Build Alternative
as the proposed project would not be constructed.
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5.7 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

[-35 is an existing, well established interstate highway. The project area is located within a
developed area of north Austin and a rapidly developing area of Round Rock. The existing ROW
consists mainly of urbanized land and paved roadway. Outside of the existing ROW is predominantly
developed; however, some undeveloped wooded areas are present. [-35 is a dominant visual
feature in the project area.

Build Alternative: The proposed project would follow the existing alighment of I-35. The primary
changes to the visual environment in the project corridor consist of the addition of managed lanes
(one in each direction) and elevated bypass lanes at Howard Lane (northbound), Yager Lane/Tech
Ridge Boulevard (northbound), and Rundberg Lane (northbound and southbound). However, since
the proposed project would be along an existing, heavily developed interstate corridor, the visual
and aesthetic impacts of the proposed project would be negligible.

No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not result in visual impacts along the corridor
as the proposed improvements would not be constructed.

5.8 CulturalResources

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related
structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state
laws require consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, NEPA
and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, among others, apply to transportation
projects such as this one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT) apply
to these projects. Compliance with these laws often requires consultation with the Texas Historical
Commission (THC)/Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or federally recognized
tribes to determine the project’s effects on cultural resources. The evaluation of impacts to cultural
resources has been conducted under Section 106 of the NHPA in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the FHWA, TxDOT, the SHPO and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings. Review and
coordination of this project followed approved procedures for compliance with federal and state
laws.

5.8.1 Archeology

Build Alternative: Based on the results of an Archeological Background Study, there were no sites
previously recorded within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) that are listed or are eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or for designation as a State Antiquities
Landmark (SAL). Based on a review of geology, soils, landforms, and previous disturbances, it was
determined that there is a very low potential for intact, buried cultural deposits throughout the APE.
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Therefore, no further archeological investigations were recommended. TxXDOT Environmental Affairs
Division (TxDOT-ENV) cleared the project for archeology on March 9, 2021 (see Appendix G).

The Archeological Background Study identified two cemeteries (Memorial Hill Cemetery and Capitol
Memorial Park [now called Cook-Walden Capital Parks Cemetery]) immediately adjacent to the APE.
All construction activities in the vicinity of the adjacent cemeteries would be limited to the existing
[-35 ROW. TxDOT archeologists contacted the general manager of the cemeteries, who confirmed
that no interments extend outside of the established, fenced in boundaries of either cemetery.
Based on this information, there are no concerns of impacting unmarked graves within the APE.

The Archeological Background Study Report prepared for the proposed project is available at the
TxDOT Austin District office, and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

Coordination with federally-recognized Native American tribes was conducted. A tribal review of the
project resulted in the determination that no sites of concern would be affected. The coordination
response letter, dated February 23, 2021, is included in Appendix G.

In the event that cultural resources are encountered during construction, TxDOT would immediately
initiate cultural resource discovery procedures. All work in the vicinity of the discovery would cease
until a specialist from TxDOT and/or the THC could arrive on site and assess the discovery’s
significance and the need, if any, for additional investigation.

No Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed [-35 Capital Express North Project would not
occur, there would be no project-related impacts on archeological resources associated with the No
Build Alternative.

5.8.2 Historic Properties

In compliance with the PA for Transportation Undertakings, as executed among FHWA, TxDOT, the
SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, a historic resource survey was conducted
for the proposed I-35 Capital Express North Project.

Build Alternative: Project historians surveyed the project APE in April 2020 and documented 42
properties with historic-age resources within the project APE. Following evaluation of the properties,
project historians recommended none of the properties eligible for listing in the NRHP. Pursuant to
Stipulation IX, Appendix 6 “Undertakings with the Potential to Cause Effects per 36 CFR 800.16(i)”
of the Section 106 PA and the MOU, TxDOT historians determined that there is no effect to historic,
non-archeological properties in the APE. Individual project coordination with SHPO was not required.
See Appendix G for the TxDOT clearance, dated January 12, 2021, as well as coordination
conducted with the County Historical Commissions for Travis and Williamson counties.
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The Historic Project Coordination Request Form, Historic Research Design, and Historic Resources
Survey Report prepared for the proposed project are available at the TxDOT Austin District office,
and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would not be
constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to historic
resources.

5.9 Protected Lands

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act protects publicly owned and accessible
parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges and historic sites. Chapter 26 of the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Code includes provisions similar to the federal Section 4(f) regulation,
including requiring a finding that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use or taking of
the protected land, that the project includes all reasonable planning to minimize harm and that a
public hearing be held prior to the approval of the use of land from these publicly-owned park
properties.

Upper Little Walnut Creek Greenbelt, a Section 4(f) and Chapter 26 resource, is located adjacent to
the southbound I-35 frontage road at Little Walnut Creek. The public park facility is currently
undeveloped, with no amenities or recreational facilities. Another parcel located adjacent to the
northbound I-35 frontage road at Little Walnut Creek has been designated by the City of Austin as
‘Potential Parkland’. See Appendix C and Appendix F for the location of the existing and potential
parkland parcels. The proposed project would include improvements within both parcels comprising
the existing park and potential portion of the park; therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) and
Chapter 26 apply.

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act requires that recreational facilities
receiving U.S. Department of Interior funding from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act as
allocated by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) may not be converted to non-
recreational uses unless approval is received from TPWD and the National Park Service. There are
no Section 6(f) resources in the proposed project area.

Build Alternative: The Build Alternative would require the acquisition of approximately 0.6 acre of
ROW from the Upper Little Walnut Creek Greenbelt, a Section 4(f) and Chapter 26 resource. This
includes 0.5 acre from the existing parkland parcel on the west side of I-35 and 0.1 acre from the
potential parkland parcel on the east side of I-35. The additional ROW would be needed to
accommodate the addition of a southbound bypass lane ramp/extended direct connector and
northbound bypass lane over Rundberg Lane. These improvements were determined to be
necessary based on traffic modeling to improve roadway operations. These improvements would
not result in impacts to any recreational amenities in the existing parkland parcel or planned
amenities in the potential parkland parcel.
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Coordination with the City of Austin Parks Department, the official with jurisdiction (OWJ) over the
park, regarding park impacts and Section 4(f) de minimis applicability is on-going. Compliance with
Chapter 26 regulations is also on-going and applicable public notice and hearing requirements will
be followed.

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would not be
constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to Section 4(f), 6(f)
or Chapter 26 resources.

5.10 Water Resources

Water resources occurring in the project area were researched by desktop review of web resources
from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD)and 7.5-
minute topographic data for Pflugerville West and Austin East, Texas quadrangles, Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), TWDB, Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)
mapping, and aerial photography. Desktop mapping of water resources was performed using
Geographic Information System mapping, utilizing spatial data obtained from USGS, TWDB, FEMA,
and USFWS.

The Surface Water Analysis Form prepared for the proposed project is available for review at the
TxDOT Austin District office, and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

5.10.1Clean Water Act Section 404

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), an investigation was conducted to identify
potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the project area. Field
reconnaissance conducted on March 31 and November 4, 2019 and November 6, 2020 identified
potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S. that could be impacted by the proposed project. A total
of nine surface water features were found in the project area. They include Gilleland Creek (with an
adjacent wetland), two unnamed tributaries to Gilleland Creek, Walnut Creek, two unnamed
tributaries to Walnut Creek, Little Walnut Creek, and two unnamed tributaries to Little Walnut
Creek.

Build Alternative: This project would involve a regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and
therefore would require authorization under Section 404. Table 5-1 shows the waters that are
anticipated to be jurisdictional waters in which a regulated activity is anticipated to take place. It
also indicates whether the impacts are anticipated to be authorized under Section 404 by a non-
reporting nationwide permit (NWP) (i.e., no pre-construction notification [PCN] required), or if it is
anticipated that a NWP with PCN, Individual Permit, letter of permission, or regional general permit
would be required. Based on project activities, it is anticipated that the proposed project would
require a non-reporting NWP 14.
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Crossing
Number

Permanent

Impacts
(ac/If)*

Table 5-1: Project Surface Waters

Acreage LinearFeet .
Waterbody | ) Jiiide | Longitude within within FEUEE
Classification . . Permit
Project Area | Project Area

Unnamed
tributary to e
1 X Intermittent | 30.475575 | -97.672422 0.42 838 0.03/ 37 Reporting
Gilleland
NWP 14
Creek
Gilleland Non-
I(:reeaeﬂ Intermittent | 30.469491 | -97.670627 0.40 776 0.03/33 Reporting
2 NWP 14
Forested | paystrine | 30.468745 | -97.671642 0.15 N/A None None
Wetland
Unnamed
tributary to . N
3 X Intermittent | 30.461056 | -97.667623 0.23 712 0.03/ 68 Reporting
Gilleland
NWP 14
Creek
Unnamed Non-
4 tributary to Intermittent | 30.399073 | -97.673381 0.69 606 None Reporting
Walnut Creek NWP 14
Non-
5 Walnut Creek Perennial 30.388377 | -97.672465 0.32 401 None Reporting
NWP 14
Unnamed Non-
tributary to Intermittent | 30.374135 -97.67782 0.13 486 0.02/ 38 Reporting
Walnut Creek NWP 14
Unnamed
tributary to NI
7 - Intermittent | 30.356711 | -97.688755 0.42 713 None Reporting
Little Walnut
NWP 14
Creek
Little Walnut Non-
Perennial 30.350025 | -97.693776 0.95 1077 0.09/ 71 Reporting
Creek
NWP 14
tlrJiBE‘?aTe’?o Aty
. y Intermittent | 30.338332 | -97.700649 0.36 538 None Reporting
Little Walnut
Creek NWP 14

*Determined based on planned culvert extensions. Impacts could vary slightly dependent on final drainage plans that will be completed in PS&E. Temporary impacts at this
time are unknown and would be determined in PS&E.
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No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

5.10.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

Build Alternative: For a project that will use a NWP under Section 404 or Section 10,
regardless of whether the NWP is non-reporting (i.e., assumed) or reporting (i.e., requires
submittal of a PCN), TxDOT complies with Section 401 of the CWA by implementing TCEQ’s
conditions for NWPs. For projects that require authorization under Section 404 or Section
10 beyond a NWP, TxDOT complies with Section 401 of the CWA by including a Tier | or Tier
Il checklist (depending upon the amount of disturbance/impact) in the Individual Permit,
letter of permission, or regional general permit application that is submitted to the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and then complying with the conditions of the Tier |
or Tier Il checklist.

Compliance with Section 401 requires the use of best management practices (BMPs) to
manage water quality on construction sites. General Condition 12 also requires applicants
using NWP 14 to use appropriate soil erosion and sedimentation controls. Section 401
Water Quality Certification would be required for the proposed project. The Section 401
Certification requirements for NWP 14 would be met by implementing a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P). The SW3P would include at least one BMP from the Tier |
401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs as published by the TCEQ. These BMPs
would address each of the following categories:

e Category | Erosion Control would be addressed by using permanent seeding/sodding.

* Category Il Post-Construction Total Suspended Solids (TSS) Control would be
addressed by installing vegetative filter strips.

* Category lll Sedimentation Control would be addressed by installing silt fences, rock
berms, and hay bale dikes.

Other approved methods would be substituted if necessary, using one of the BMPs from the
identical category.

The potential for project-related encroachment-alteration effects on water quality would be
mitigated through temporary and permanent (post-construction) BMPs as described above.
Water resources could receive an increased amount of sediment if storm water were
released from the project area despite the use of BMPs. To minimize the potential for
adverse impacts, BMPs would be regularly inspected and proactively maintained.
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No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
water quality.

5.10.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands (42 Federal Register 26961, May 24, 1977) provides the
requirement “to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts
associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect
support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative.”

Build Alternative: Based on the current design analysis, there would be no impact to
wetlands; therefore, EO 11990 does not apply.

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
wetlands.

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbors Act

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 generally prohibits the construction of structures over or
in navigable waters of the U.S. without Congressional approval, which has been delegated to
the United States Coast Guard (USCG). The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 also prohibits
excavation or fill within navigable waters of the U.S. without the approval of the USACE.
Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor
the No Build Alternative would have an impact on any Section 9/10 waters, as defined by
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.

5.10.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

According to the 2020 Texas Integrated Report - Texas 303(d) List (Category 4 and 5) and
the 2020 Index of All Impaired Water, the project is located within five linear miles of, is
within the watershed of, and drains to five impaired waterbodies (see Table 5-2). All
segments are impaired due to elevated bacteria levels. Segment 1429C (Waller Creek) also
has an impaired microbenthic community.
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Table 5-2: Impaired Assessment Units

Assessment Unit

Watershed | Segment Name Segment Number ‘
Number

Colorado River Walnut Creek
Colorado River Gilleland Creek 1428C 43

Colorado River Waller Creek 1429C 43, be
. Spicewood Tributary 1403J 4a

Colorado River to Shoal Creek

Colorado River Taylor Slough South 1403K 4a

Build Alternative: To date, TCEQ has not required (through either a total maximum daily load
(TMDL) or the review of projects under the MOU) additional control measures, beyond those
already required by the Construction General Permit (CGP), to mitigate the potential impact
of road construction on impaired waters. Therefore, compliance with the project’s CGP,
along with coordination under the TCEQ MOU for certain transportation projects, collectively
meets the need to address impaired waters during the environmental review process. As
required by the CGP, the project and associated activities would be implemented, operated,
and maintained using BMPs to control the discharge of pollutants from the project site.

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
impaired waterways.

5.10.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

Build Alternative: This project would include five or more acres of earth disturbance. TxDOT
would comply with TCEQ’s Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) CGP. A
SW3P would be implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted at the
construction site. A Notice of Intent (NOI)and a Notice of Termination (NOT) would be
required. The proposed project is located within the boundaries of the City of Austin, City of
Round Rock, and TxDOT’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Phase | permits.

Since TPDES CGP authorization and compliance (and the associated documentation) occur
outside of the environmental clearance process, compliance is ensured by the policies and
procedures that govern the design and construction phases of the project. The Project
Development Process Manual and the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E)
Preparation Manual require a SW3P be included in the plans of all projects that disturb one
or more acres. The Construction Contract Administration Manual requires that the
appropriate CGP authorization documents (NOI or site notice) be completed, posted, and
submitted, when required by the CGP, to TCEQ and the MS4 operator. It also requires that
projects be inspected to ensure compliance with the CGP.

24



© 0 N O 0o~ WDN PP

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

30
31
32

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification ltem
506 (Temporary Erosion, Sedimentation, and Environmental Controls), and the “Required
Specification Checklists” require the current version of Special Provision 506 on all projects
that need authorization under the CGP. These documents require the project contractor to
comply with the CGP and SW3P, and to complete the appropriate authorization documents.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no earth disturbance
and compliance with the TPDES CGP and coordination with the MS4 operator would not be
required.

5.10.7 Floodplains

Build Alternative: Portions of the proposed project are located within a FEMA designated
100-year floodplain. The hydraulic design for this project would be in accordance with
current FHWA and TxDOT design policies. The facility would permit the conveyance of the
100-year flood, inundation of the roadway being acceptable, without causing damage to the
facility, stream, or other property. The proposed project would not increase the base flood
elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances.
Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrator would be required.

This project is subject to and will comply with federal EO 11988 on Floodplain Management.
The department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Hydraulic Design
Manual. Design of this project will be conducted in accordance with the department’s
Hydraulic Design Manual. Adherence to the TxDOT Hydraulic Design Manual ensures that
this project will not result in a “significant encroachment” as defined by FHWA'’s rules
implementing EO 11988 at 23 CFR 650.105(q).

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
floodplains.

5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor
the No Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter.
(NOTE: No designated Wild and Scenic Rivers are located within the project area.)
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5.10.9 Coastal Barrier Resources

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor
the No Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter.
(NOTE: Project area is not located in a coastal area.)

5.10.10 Coastal Zone Management

This project is not located within the Texas Coastal Management Plan (TCMP) boundary.
Therefore, a consistency determination is not required.
(NOTE: Project area is not located in a coastal area.)

5.10.11 Edwards Aquifer

The Edwards Aquifer is a karst aquifer that underlies 3,600 square miles across ten
counties in south-central and central Texas. The Edwards Aquifer is the primary source of
water for San Antonio and the surrounding areas. Springs and streams originating in the
Contributing Zone eventually flow across the Recharge Zone where surface water can
infiltrate into the aquifer. Geologijc features (e.g., faults and fractures) in the Transition Zone
also provide an opportunity for surface water infiltration into the aquifer.

Build Alternative: The northern portion of the project area between SH 45N and
approximately Howard Lane overlays the Edwards Aquifer Transition Zone. A TCEQ Edwards
Aquifer Protection Plan (i.e., Water Pollution Abatement Plan or Contributing Zone Plan) is
not required. There are no BMPs required by the TCEQ Edwards Aquifer Rules.

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
the Edwards Aquifer.

5.10.12 International Boundary and Water Commission

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

5.10.13 Drinking Water Systems

Build Alternative: Austin relies on surface water from the Colorado River and Round Rock
relies on surface water from Lake Georgetown for their water supply. In accordance with
TxDOT'’s Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets and
Bridges (Item 103, Disposal of Wells), any drinking water wells would need to be properly
removed and disposed of during construction of the project.
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No Build Alternative: Because the proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements would
not be constructed, the No Build Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to
the drinking water systems.

5.11 Biological Resources

For information regarding biological resources refer to the Tier | Site Assessment Form,
Species Analysis Form, and S pecies Analysis Table available at the TxDOT Austin District
office, and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

5.11.1 Texas Parks and Wildlife Coordination

Coordination with TWPD for the project was triggered by impacts to vegetation exceeding the
thresholds outlined in the 2013 MOU (2017 Revision) (see Section 5.11.2) and for impacts
to Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) (see Section 5.11.11). Early coordination
with TPWD regarding potential effects to natural resources was initiated and is on-going.

5.11.2 Impacts to Vegetation

The Tier | Site Assessment Form, prepared for this proposed project, describes 14 different
vegetation communities that were mapped within the project area by TPWD’s Ecological
Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST). These are shown below in Table 5-3.
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1 Table 5-3: Project Area Vegetation
MOU EMST MOU Field Coordination
Ecoregion | Vegetation Common Name Mapped A Verified Threshold
creage
Type Acreage Acreage (acres)
Agriculture Barren 0.1 0.1 0.0 10.0
Edwards Plateau: Ashe Juniper Motte 0.0
and Woodland )
Edwards Edwards Plateau: Oak / Hardwood 0.7
Plateau: Motte and Woodland )
Savanna, Edwards Plateau: Deciduous Oak /
Woodland, Evergreen Motte and Woodland 0.1 4.5 1.9 3.0
and Edwards Plateau: Oak / Hardwood 0.1
Shrubland Slope Forest )
- Edwards Plateau: Savanna Grassland 3.5
§ Tallgrass
o o
o~ Sralie Blackland Prairie: Disturbance or Tame 0.9 0.9 0.01 0.1
) Grassland
g Grassland
= Central Texas: Floodplain Hardwood 3.4
& Forest )
. Central Texas: Riparian Hardwood
Riparian Forest 0.5 4.0 4.0 0.1
Central Texas: Riparian Juniper Forest 0.0
. Native Invasive: Mesquite Shrubland 1.4
D'g:‘;irﬁ:d 2.1 1.0 2.0
Native Invasive: Deciduous Woodland 0.7
Urban: High Intensity 493.3
Urban 688.3 693.0 N/A
Urban: Low Intensity 195.0
Totals 699.9 699.9 699.9 N/A
2
3  As detailed in §2.206 of the 2013 MOU, coordination with TPWD is required for projects
4  based on certain triggers, including the disturbance of habitat in an area equal to or greater
5 than the area of disturbance indicated in the Threshold Table PA. Vegetation within the
6  proposed project falls into six MOU vegetation types: Agriculture; Edwards Plateau: Savanna,
7  Woodland, and Shrubland; Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland; Riparian; Disturbed Prairie; and
8 Urban. The Threshold Table PA sets a disturbance threshold of 10 acres for Agriculture; 3
9 acres for Edwards Plateau: Savanna, Woodland, and Shrubland; 0.1 acre for Tallgrass
10 Prairie, Grassland; 0.1 acre for Riparian; and 2 acres for Disturbed Prairie. No threshold has
11  been established for Urban.
12
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Build Alternative: Vegetation impacts quantified in Table 5-3 show that the proposed project
would exceed the threshold for one MOU vegetation type: Riparian. Early coordination with
TPWD regarding effects to vegetation communities was initiated in accordance with
provisions of the 2013 MOU. Coordination is on-going.

The vast majority of the project area is characterized as urban, with only approximately one
percent of the project area comprised of native vegetation. Impacts to vegetation would be
avoided or minimized by limiting disturbance to only that which is necessary to construct the
proposed project. The removal of native vegetation, particularly mature native trees and
shrubs would be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. A native and locally-adapted
seed mix would be used in the landscaping and re-vegetation of disturbed areas.

No Build Alternative: If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project
would not be constructed. No effects to vegetation related to the construction of the
proposed project would occur. Existing land use and activities, including routine mowing,
would continue to periodically affect vegetation communities.

5.11.3 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species

Build Alternative: This project is subject to and would comply with federal EO 13112 on
Invasive Species. The department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its
Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.
In compliance with EO 13112, a native and locally-adapted seed mix would be used in the
landscaping and revegetation of disturbed areas.

No Build Alternative: If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project
would not be constructed; thus, the provisions of EO 13112 would not be triggered.

5.11.4 Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically
Beneficial Landscaping

Build Alternative: This project is subject to and would comply with the federal Executive
Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping, effective April
26, 1994. The department implements this Executive Memorandum on a programmatic
basis through its Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics
Design Manual. With the exception of reseeding of disturbed areas, landscaping is not
currently planned for the proposed project. A native and locally-adapted seed mix would be
used.
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No Build Alternative: If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project
would not be constructed; thus, the provisions of the Executive Memorandum would not be
triggered.

5.11.5 Impacts to Wildlife

Within the urban areas along 1-35, native vegetation/natural habitat is minimal and limited
to approximately seven acres of the approximately 700-acre project area. As such, wildlife is
limited to those species adapted to an urban environment. Within the rural areas along the
corridor, native vegetation/natural habitat is present and consists generally of live oak/Ashe
juniper woodlands, riparian areas, and disturbed prairie, which is desirable habitat for a
variety of wildlife.

Build Alternative: The proposed project would result in vegetation clearing along the existing
and proposed ROW and drainage easements. This clearing activity would remove habitat for
wildlife. Adjacent areas are similar in vegetative composition and are in close proximity to
the construction limits which allow wildlife to relocate to nearby parcels. Revegetation would
occur within the disturbed areas and clearing of trees and shrubs would be avoided to the
extent possible.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express
North improvements would not be constructed; thus, there would be no project-related
impacts to wildlife.

5.11.6 Migratory Bird Protections

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 makes it unlawful to Kill, capture, collect,
possess, buy, sell, trade or transport any migratory bird, nest or egg in part or in whole,
without a federal permit issued in accordance with the Act’s policies and regulations. No
evidence of migratory bird nests was observed during the October 2019, March 2020, or
November 2020 field investigations.

Build Alternative: This project will comply with applicable provisions of the MBTA and Texas
Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is the department’s policy to
avoid removal and destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state approved
options. In addition, it is the department’s policy, where appropriate and practicable, to:

1) use measures to prevent or discourage birds from building nests on man-made structures
within portions of the project area planned for construction, and 2) schedule construction
activities outside the typical nesting season. Migratory birds may arrive in the project area to
breed during construction of the proposed project. Appropriate measures would be taken to
avoid adverse impacts on migratory birds; thus, migratory birds protected under the MBTA
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would not be impacted by the Build Alternative. Specific BMPs implemented to protect
migratory birds are outlined in Section 8.0.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express
North improvements would not be constructed; thus, there would be no project-related
impacts to migratory birds.

5.11.7 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) of 1958 requires that federal agencies obtain
comments from USFWS and TPWD whenever a project involves impounding, diverting, or
deepening a stream channel or other body of water. This project is anticipated to require a
NWP issued by the USACE (see Section 5.10.1). Compliance with the FWCA will be
accomplished by complying with the terms and conditions of the NWP.

5.11.8 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

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

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express
North improvements would not be constructed; thus, there would be no project-related
impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles.

5.11.9 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act

The Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)/Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (MSA) does not apply.
(NOTE: Project area is not located in a coastal area.)

5.11.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The project area does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals.
(NOTE: Project area is not located in a coastal area.)

5.11.11 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species

Federally Listed Species
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federally listed threatened,

endangered, or candidate species and the ecosystems upon which they rely to be conserved
to the extent possible. An Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) report was
generated for the project area to identify those federally listed species that may occur or
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have suitable habitat within the project area. The official species list obtained from the
USFWS IPaC, dated January 26, 2021, indicates the project area is within the range of 20
federally listed threatened, endangered or candidate species, provided the preferred habitat
is found in sufficient quality and quantity to attract those species.

Desktop analysis and field investigations conducted in October 2019, March 2020, and
November 2020, indicate that suitable habitat for federally listed threatened, endangered,
or candidate species does not occur in the project area.

Build Alternative: Because there is no suitable habitat for any federally listed threatened,
endangered, or candidate species within the project area, a determination of “No Effect” has
been made for all federally listed species. The following information is provided to support
the No Effect determinations for the federally listed species:

Birds
Golden-cheeked Warbler (Dendroica chrysoparia) - No oak-juniper stands are found within
or adjacent to the project area.

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) - The list of federally threatened and endangered
species indicates that based on the project location within the migratory route, effects to
Piping Plover only need be considered for wind energy projects. The project area is outside
the breeding and wintering range of this species. Although suitable stopover habitat may be
present, the Piping Plover is not expected to regularly occur and any use of this habitat
would be incidental.

Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa) - The list of federally threatened and endangered species
indicates that based on the project location within the migratory route, effects to Red Knot
only need be considered for wind energy projects. The project area is outside the breeding
and wintering range of this species. Although suitable stopover habitat may be present, the
Red Knot is not expected to regularly occur and any use of this habitat would be incidental.

Whooping Crane (Grus americana) - No open bottomlands of large rivers and marshes,
flooded croplands, playas, or small ponds are located within the project area.

Amphibians
Austin Blind Salamander (Eurycea waterlooensis) - Only known from the outlets of Barton

Springs, which are not in the proposed project area.

Barton Springs Salamander (Eurycea sosorum) - Only known from the outlets of Barton
Springs, which are not in the proposed project area.
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Georgetown Salamander (Eurycea naufragia) - No surface springs associated with any forks
of the San Gabriel River are present within the project area. Additionally, according to a
2014 Geologic Assessment and 2016 field visit, the project area does not contain springs,
sinkholes, or other karst features associated with Georgetown Salamander habitat. No
critical habitat exists in or adjacent to the project area.

Jollyville Plateau Salamander (Eurycea tonkawae) - Project area is not located near Brushy
Creek. Additionally, according to a 2014 Geologic Assessment and 2016 field visit, the
project area does not contain springs, sinkholes, or other karst features associated with
Jollyville Plateau Salamander habitat. No critical habitat exists in or adjacent to the project
area.

Salado Salamander (Eurycea chisholmensis) - Neither of the known springs where this
species occur are located within the vicinity of the project area.

Clams

Texas Fatmucket (Lampsilis bracteate)- Two perennial streams within the project area
(Walnut Creek and Little Walnut Creek) could provide suitable habitat for this species;
however, the species was not identified during a 2015 survey of the project area (Schwalb,
2016).

Texas Fawnsfoot (Truncilla macrodon) - Two perennial streams within the project area
(Walnut Creek and Little Walnut Creek) could provide suitable habitat for this species;
however, the species was not identified during a 2015 survey of the project area (Schwalb,
2016).

Texas Pimpleback (Quadrula petrina) - No medium to large rivers are located within the
project area.

Insects

The project area is located within Karst Zone 4, which are areas that do not contain
endangered cave fauna. Additionally, a 2014 Geologic Assessment and 2016 field visit did
not locate any karst features within or adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the project
area does not contain suitable habitat for the Coffin Cave Mold Beetle (Batrisodes texanus),
Kretschmarr Cave Mold Beetle (Texamaurops reddelli), or Tooth Cave Ground Beetle
(Rhadine Persephone).

Arachnids

The project area is located within Karst Zone 4, which are areas that do not contain
endangered cave fauna. Additionally, a 2014 Geologic Assessment and 2016 field visit did
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not locate any karst features within or adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the project
area does not contain suitable habitat for the Bee Creek Cave Harvestman (Texella reddelli),
Bone Cave Harvestman (Texella reyesi), Tooth Cave Pseudoscorpion (Tartarocreagris
texana), or Tooth Cave Spider (Neoleptoneta myopica).

Flowering Plants
Bracted Twistflower (Streptanthus bracteatus)- No oak-juniper woodlands, steep to
moderate slopes and canyon bottoms are located within the project area.

For more detailed information regarding federally listed species, refer to the Species
Analysis Form and Species Analysis Table available at the TxDOT Austin District office, and
online at_https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express
North Project would not occur; therefore, there would be no project-related effects on any
federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species.

State-Listed Species

TPWD’s Rare, Threatened, Endangered Species of Texas (RTEST) list for Travis and
Williamson counties, both dated August 25, 2020, were reviewed for the project. Desktop
analysis and field investigations conducted in October 2019, March 2020, and November
2020 indicate that suitable habitat occurs within project area perennial streams (Walnut
Creek and Little Walnut Creek) for three state threatened species: false spike (Fusconaia
mitchelli), Texas fatmucket, and Texas fawnsfoot. No suitable habitat occurs in the project
area for any of the other state-listed threatened or endangered species.

Build Alternative: Suitable habitat occurs within project area perennial streams for the false
spike, Texas fatmucket, and Texas fawnsfoot. However, none of these species was identified
during a 2015 survey of the project area (Schwalb, 2016). Therefore, no impacts to the
species would occur. Because there is no suitable habitat for any other state-listed
threatened or endangered species within the project area, a determination of “No Impact”
has been made for all state-listed species.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express North
Project would not occur; therefore, there would be no project-related impacts on any state-
listed threatened or endangered species.
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need

The TPWD county lists include SGCN, which have no federal or state regulatory status.
Potentially suitable habitat for 7 SGCN exists within the proposed project area for: cave
myotis bat (Myotis velifer), eastern spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius), Mexican free-tailed
bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), Woodhouse's toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii), Correll's false dragon-
head (Physostegia correllii), tree dodder (Cuscuta exaltata), and Texas shiner (Notropis
amabilis).

Build Alternative: Native animals or plants designated as a SGCN are generally those that
are declining or rare and in need of attention to recover or to prevent the need to list under
state or federal regulation. Lists of SGCN were developed through expert consultation and
public feedback. Ranks are based on multiple criteria including range extent, known
occurrences, abundance, and threats. It should be noted that none of these species are
currently afforded regulatory protection.

The above listed species could occur within the project area. BMPs would be implemented
based on the PA between TxDOT and TPWD and those developed in coordination with TPWD.
The BMPs are further discussed in Section 8.0.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed I-35 Capital Express North
Project would not occur; therefore, there would be no project-related impacts on SGCN.

5.12 AirQuality

The proposed project is located within Travis County and Williamson County, which are both
designated as in attainment or unclassified for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). Therefore, the project is not subject to transportation conformity.

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air
Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA regulate 188
air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this expansive list
in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal
Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007), and identified a group of 93
compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS)2. In addition, EPA identified nine compounds with significant contributions
from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from

2 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has a program titled the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) that
characterizes the health hazards of chemicals found inthe environment, including MSAT. IRIS has a process
(https://www.epa.gov/iris/basic-information-about-integrated-risk-information-system) for developingthese assessments,
which allows for the for the publicand scientific community to submit relevantinformation for inclusionin them.”
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their 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)3. These are 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde,
acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (DPM), ethylbenzene, formaldehyde,
naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter (POM). While FHWA considers these the priority
mobile source air toxics (MSAT), the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in
consideration of future EPA rules.

Build Alternative: Since the project would add capacity and the design year traffic volume is
above 140,000 vpd (see Table 5-4), a carbon monoxide (CO) traffic air quality analysis
(TAQA) and quantitative MSAT analysis was required for the proposed project.

Table 5-4: Projected AADT

I-35 Sections: Mainlanes

2025 (ETC) (Design)

Section 2: S of William Cannon to N of Rundberg | 232,009 289,444
Section 3: N of Rundbergto N of Howard * 195,405 256,461

I1-35 Sections: Frontage Roads

2025 (ETC)

Section 7: S of US 290 Ramps to N of US 290 56,224 68,411
Ramps

Section 8: N of US 290 Ramps to N of US 183 78,398 88,676
Ramps

Section 9: N of US 1R83 Ramps to S of Howard 89,055 116,543
amps

Section 10: S of Howard Ramps to N of Howard* 78,497 102,934

*North of Howard to the northern project limits.
AADT - Annual Average Daily Traffic

Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis
A CO TAQA analysis was required to assess whether the project would adversely affect local
air quality by contributing to CO levels that exceed the 1-hour or 8-hour CO NAAQS.

CO concentrations for the Build Alternative were modeled for the estimated time of
completion (ETC) and design years using the CAL3QHC dispersion model. The segments
modeled in the CO analysis were chosen based on the areas of the project with the highest
AADT and narrowest ROW. The analysis results for each segment of the project indicate that
CO concentrations are not expected to exceed the national standard; furthermore, CO
concentrations are expected to slightly decrease from the ETC to the design year because of

3 See: https: www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment
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decreasing CO emission rates in the Austin area. Table 5-5 depicts the worst-case 1-hour
and 8-hour CO concentration for each analyzed segment of the project.

Table 5-5: Worst-Case 1-Hour and 8-Hour CO Concentrations by Segment

1-Hour CO PPM 8-Hour CO PPM
NAAQS: 35 ppm NAAQS: 9 ppm

Segment
2025 (ETC) 2045(Design) | 2025 (ETC) | 2045 (Design)

Segment 1 . 1.8 1.5 1.4

Segment 2 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.4

Segment 3 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.4

Segment 4 1.9 1.7 1.5 1.4

Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis

A quantitative MSAT analysis for the nine priority MSAT was conducted for the 1-35 Capital
Express North Project. The approach used in the analysis considers the on-road sources for
the nine priority MSATs in three different scenarios: Base (2018), No Build (2045), and Build
(2045). A project links method was used for the analysis. The mainlanes, frontage roads,
and ramps within the project area were represented as links in the analysis, with a distinct
traffic volume, length, and speed for each scenario. The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for
each link was multiplied by an emission rate for each of the nine priority MSATs for a total in
each scenario.

The analysis utilizes the TxDOT Emission Rates Lookup Table (ERLT) for MSAT (TxDOT Air
Quality Toolkit, January 2017) for the Austin region, which are based on the MOVES2014
model for each of the priority MSATs for the corresponding analysis years and associated
roadway link parameters. These parameters include posted speeds for all road types, an
urban or rural designation, and roadway classification of restricted or unrestricted. Because
the current ERLTs do not extend to the design year of 2045, the rates for the year 2040
were used as a surrogate. The use of these rates represents a worst-case analysis since
emission rates decline over time.

The resulting emission inventory for the nine priority MSATs for the project link network is
summarized in Figure 5-1. The analysis indicates that a decrease in MSAT emissions can be
expected for both the Build and No Build Alternatives in 2045, compared to the existing year
of 2018. Under the Build Alternative, emissions of total MSAT are predicted to decrease by
73 percent from 2018 to 2045, even though VMT is expected to rise by 54 percent.
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1 Figure 5-1: Projected MSAT Emissions vs. VMT by Scenario
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4 All nine MSAT compounds are expected to decrease from the base scenario in both the
5 Build and No Build scenarios. Of the nine priority MSAT compounds, DPM contributes the
6 mosttothe emissions total for all scenarios, followed by formaldehyde. In future years, a
7  large reduction in DPM emissions is predicted, with a calculated 81 percent decrease from
8 2018to0 2045 in both scenarios.
9
10 Though VMT is projected to increase from 2018 to 2045, emissions are expected to
11  decrease during this timeframe because of the offset of significantly better fuel efficiency of
12 vehicles over time. Based on modeling using MOVES2014a, overall MSAT emissions will
13  decline significantly over the next several decades as a result of EPA’s vehicle and fuel
14  regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, as shown in Figure 5- 2. This significant decline will
15 reduce both the background level of MSAT as well as the possibility of even minor MSAT
16  emissions from this project.
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1 Figure 5-2: Projected National MSAT Emissions Trends
For Vehicles Operating on Roadways (2010-2050)
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Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information
representing vehicle-miles traveled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs,
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Details on the air quality analyses can be found in the Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality
Analysis Technical Report and Quantitative Mobile Source Air Toxics Technical Report

10 available for review at the TxDOT Austin District office, and online at

11  https://my35capex.com/.

12

13 No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not result in improvements to I1-35 in the
14  proposed project area; therefore, the existing condition of this facility would remain the

15 same, and the AADT would continue to increase over time. Under both the Build Alternative
16 and the No Build Alternative, the current trend of improving air quality in the region is

17  expectedto continue at the same pace for both criteria pollutants and MSAT as a result of
18 EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels.
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5.13 Hazardous Materials

A Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed to summarize potential
hazardous materials within and adjacent to the project corridor. The ISAincluded a site
reconnaissance and environmental regulatory database search for the project area. The ISA
was completed to identify sites or facilities that might pose a potential for hazardous
materials impacts to the proposed project.

Build Alternative: Based on an evaluation of the sites identified in the environmental
regulatory database search, nine regulatory sites were determined to be a moderate risk to
the project and six regulatory sites were determined to be a high risk to the project. The
moderate and high environmental risk sites are shown on the Resource-specific Maps in
Appendix F. Below is a summary of the moderate and high risk sites:

1. TxDOT District 14, 7901 N 1-35, Austin (HazMat ID 52). This site is located along the
northbound access road of I-35 and lists an in-use petroleum storage tank (PST). A
groundwater contamination case (GWCC) is associated with an industrial hazardous
waste corrective action (IHWCA) case in 2006 of a release of an unknown amount of
volatile organic compounds. A leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST) case was
documented in 1990 for a large groundwater release of an uncharacterized size and
footprint. While no ROW would be required at this site, the site poses a high risk to
the project.

2. 7-Eleven 35805, 13641 N I-35, Austin (HazMat ID 55). This is an active PST gas
station with anticipated ROW acquisition. An LPST case was documented here in
1991 with a resolution date of 2003. This LPST was for a minor release with no
apparent threats or impacts to receptors. As the tanks noted here would be
potentially displaced, this site is a moderate risk to the project.

3. ERNSTX, 3219 S I-35, Round Rock (HazMat ID 48). Little details are available for this
material release. The case details the release of approximately 500 gallons of diesel
fuel from an aboveground tank. No details on remedial actions are provided. As some
ROW acquisition is planned near the site, this site is a moderate risk to the project for
encountering lingering contaminants.

4. Centex Materials, LP, 16438 N I-35, Austin (HazMat ID 33). This site is a construction
vehicle storage, staging, and rental facility (as provided in the IHW and ICISNDPES
listings) with an in-use PST. The LPST case, dated 1993, is for contamination of the
Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone with resolution date of 1995. While final
concurrence has been issued for the site, and there is no ROW acquisition planned
for the site, there is still the potential for contamination to be encountered around
the site within the project area. The site is therefore of high risk to the project.
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5. Circle K Truck Stop 3286, 15829 1-35, Pflugerville (HazMat ID 88). This site is an

active gas station with in-use PSTs. ROW acquisition is planned for the site. LPST
case 1100874, dated 1996 and closed 1999, is for contamination of the Edwards
Aquifer Recharge Zone and is located immediately adjacent to and at higher
elevation than the proposed project area. While final concurrence has been issued
for the site, there is the potential for contamination to be encountered around the
site. This site is of high risk to the project.

. Wells Branch Cleaners, Inc. & Exxon 620008, 1625 Wells Branch Pkwy, Austin

(HazMat ID 66). This is an active gas station with an LPST case, dated 1992 and
closed 1994, that lists contamination of the Edwards Aquifer Recharge/Transition
zone and is located immediately adjacent to and at a higher elevation than the
proposed project area. While final concurrence has been issued for the site, there is
the potential for contamination to be encountered around the site. This site is of high
risk to the project.

. Austin/Commercial, 1-35 & FM 1825, Pflugerville (HazMat ID 4). This closed and

abandoned landfill is within the project area and associated with CLI Unpermitted
Site 1188. No size or depth for the landfill is given, nor a closing date. Contents of
the landfill are listed as a general disposal site and may contain underground storage
tanks. Because little information is available for the site, the possible boundaries of
the site are within the proposed project area, and there are subsurface utilities
planned for the area, there is a high risk of encountering buried hazardous materials
associated with the site during construction.

. Hercules Wire Rope & Sling, 12200 N I-35, Austin (HazMat ID 62). This is an inactive

industrial hazardous waste generator with a notice of violation (NOV) that lists two
active waste media violations. No details are provided on the specific violations, and
no remedial actions or releases are documented on-site. Until further research
determines otherwise, this site is of moderate risk to the project due to ROW
acquisitions planned near the site.

. SS 63668, 11220 N I-35, Austin (HazMat ID 17). This is an inactive gas station with

an out-of-use PST. The LPST case, dated 2014 and closed 2015, lists contamination
of groundwater with no apparent impact to receptors. The GWCC is associated with
the LPST case. Contaminants are listed as gasoline; the volume released is not
reported. Due to the possibility of lingering contamination in the soil and the
proximity of the site to the project area and ROW acquisition, this site is of moderate
risk to the project.

10.Exxon 62726 & Exxon SS 62726, 8100 N I-35, Austin (HazMat ID 31). This location

is an inactive gas station with an LPST case and associated SPILLS case dated and
closed in 1991. The LPST case lists contamination of groundwater with a large plume
with potential to move off-site and is located immediately adjacent to and is at a
higher elevation than the proposed project area. This site is of high risk to the project.

41



© 0 N O 0o~ WDN PP

B W W W W W W W W W WNDNDNDNDDNDNDDNDNDNMNDNNEPERPRPRPRPEREPRPPEPRERPRPREPPRE
O © 0N O O W NPFP O O 0WWNO O M~WDNPREPOOOWOWNOOG M WDNLPEO

11.Gulf Service Station, 7500 N I-35, (HazMat ID 25). This is an inactive gas station with

an out-of-use PST. The LPST case, associated with a SPILLS case, is dated 1989 and
closed 1994. The LPST case details groundwater contamination with an incomplete
characterization of the plume. While the site is below grade and resolved, there exists
a chance of encountering lingering contaminants from the site given the proximity to
the project area and the uncharacterized groundwater plume. This site is therefore a
moderate risk to the project.

12.Stop-N-Go Store 379 & Longhorn Market, 704 E Saint Johns Ave, Austin (HazMat ID

73). This is an active gas station with an in-use PST. The LPST case at this site, dated
1986 and closed 1996, lists groundwater contamination of non-public well supply
within 0.25 mile of the site and is immediately adjacent to the proposed project area.
This site is a moderate risk to the project.

13.Exxon Mobil No. 62013 & Speedy Stop 410 & 7-Eleven Store 36618, 7114 N |-35,

Austin (HazMat ID 74). This is an active gas station with an in-use PST. LPST case ID
105200, dated 1992 and closed 1996, lists on-site groundwater contamination and
the site is immediately adjacent to the proposed project area. While final
concurrence has been issued for this site, there is a risk of lingering petroleum
contaminants associated with this site to be encountered within the project area.
LPST case ID 118914, dated and closed in 2012, is associated with a GWCC listing
and is immediately adjacent to the proposed project area. This location is a moderate
risk to the project.

14.HEB 476, 500 Canyon Ridge Dr, Austin (HazMat ID 53). This active PST site is within

the project area within proposed ROW acquisitions and in an area with planned
utilities. Both tanks registered on-site are currently in-use with the most recent
registration recertification for both tanks occurring in 2019, indicating a capacity of
23,000in Tank 1 and 12,000 gallons in Tank 2. No records or releases, spills,
violations, or remedial actions are recorded for this site. Due to the planned utility
relocation and ROW acquisition at the site, the underground PST would need to be
relocated, increasing the likelihood of releases occurring on-site. This site is therefore
a moderate risk to the project.

15.Undocumented Dump Site, 30.350622 N, 97.694971 W (No assigned Hazmat ID).

An undocumented dump site with 100+ tires and other debris located within a
proposed drainage easement was observed during field investigations. Since project
activities would occur in the area, the site is a moderate risk to the project.

Additional investigations will be conducted on the six high risk hazardous materials sites.
The results of those investigations will be added to the Final EA. The proposed project would
also include the demolition of buildings and bridge structures. Asbestos-containing materials
(ACM) and lead-containing paint (LCP) may be present in the structures. ACM and LCP
inspections, notification, and removal, as applicable, would be addressed prior to demolition
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in accordance with regulatory requirements. Detailed information about the hazardous
materials evaluation conducted for the project can be found in the Hazardous Materials ISA
available for review at the TxDOT Austin District office, and online at
https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed I-35 improvements would not occur,
there would be no project-related hazardous material impacts associated with the No Build
Alternative.

5.14 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was conducted for the proposed project in accordance with TxDOT's
(FHWA approved) 2011 Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise. The
Traffic Noise Technical Report (2020), which includes details about the analysis, is available
for public review at the TxDOT Austin District office, and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

Build Alternative: Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at representative
land use activity areas (receptors) adjacent to the project that might be impacted by traffic
noise and would potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement.

Modeled noise-sensitive locations were primarily residential, hotels, and restaurants, but
also included schools, places of worship, public/non-profit institutional facilities, medical
facilities, day cares, funeral homes, and cemeteries. The traffic noise analysis determined
that out of 89 representative receptors, 51 were predicted to have noise levels that
approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or that substantially exceed the
existing noise levels; therefore, the proposed project would result in traffic noise impacts
(see Appendix F).

Noise abatement measures were considered and analyzed for each impacted receptor
location. Abatement measures, typically noise barriers, must provide a minimum noise
reduction, or benefit, at or above the threshold of 5 dB(A). A barrier is not acoustically
feasible unless it reduces noise levels by at least 5 dB(A) at greater than 50 percent of first-
row impacted receptors. To be reasonable, the barrier must not exceed the cost
reasonableness allowance of $25,000 per benefited rece ptor and must meet the noise
reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) for at least one receptor.

Seven noise barriers were found to be both reasonable and feasible and are recommended

for incorporation into the proposed project (see Table 5-6). Noise barriers were not
reasonable and feasible for the remaining impacted representative receivers, and
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abatement is not proposed for those locations. Additional details regarding the barrier
analysis can be found in the Traffic Noise Technical Report (2020).

A noise barrier is proposed for the following locations (see Appendix F):

Lantower Ambrosio Apartment Complex (R15): This receiver represents the Lantower
Ambrosio Apartment complex located on the east side of 1-35 south of Wells Branch
Parkway. The representative receiver was placed on the outdoor porch of a first-row
apartment building and additional receivers were placed on other first, second, and third
story balconies for purposes of the barrier analysis. Based on preliminary calculations, a
barrier 510 feet in length and 16 feet in height would reduce noise levels by at least five
dB(A) for 10 of the 15 impacted, first-row receivers and reduce the noise level at one or
more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the barrier is $146,880 and a total
of 18 receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $8,160 per benefitted receiver.

The Vineyard Apartment Complex (R17): This receiver represents the Vineyard Apartment
Complex on the east side of I-35 north of The Lakes Boulevard. The representative receiver
was placed on the outdoor porch of a first-row apartment building and additional receivers
were placed on other first, second, and third story balconies for purposes of the barrier
analysis. Based on preliminary calculations, a barrier 478 feet in length and 16 feet in
height would reduce noise levels by at least five dB(A) for 12 of the 18 impacted, first-row
receivers and reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The
total cost of the barrieris $137,664 and a total of 21 receivers were benefitted, at a cost of
$6,555 per benefitted receiver.

North Oaks Neighborhood (R42 - R43 and R45 - R46): These receivers represent the North
Oaks residential neighborhood on the east side of I-35 north of Braker Lane. The
representative receivers were placed in residential backyards, and additional first and
second-row receivers were included in the barrier analysis. Based on preliminary
calculations, a segmented barrier 2,837 feet in length and 20 feet tall would reduce noise
levels by at least five dB(A) for 25 of the 31 impacted, first-row receivers and reduce the
noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the barrier is
$1,021,320 and a total of 42 receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $24,317 per benefitted
receiver.

Cricket Hollow Apartment Complex (R48): This receiver represents the Cricket Hollow
Apartment complex located on the east side of I-35 north of Plaza Drive. The representative
receiver was placed on the porch of a first floor unit and additional receivers were placed on
other first and second story balconies for purposes of the barrier analysis. Based on
preliminary calculations, a barrier 205 feet in length and 16 feet in height would reduce
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noise levels by at least five dB(A) for seven of the eight impacted, first-row receivers and
reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the
barrier is $59,040 and a total of ten receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $5,904 per
benefitted receiver.

Starburst and Orbit Apartment Complexes (R59 and R60): These receivers represent the
adjacent Starburst Apartment complex and Orbit Apartment complex located on the west
side of I-35 south of Rundberg Lane. The representative receivers were placed on the
outdoor porch of the first-row apartment buildings and additional receivers were placed on
other first, second, and third story balconies for purposes of the barrier analyses. Though
these apartments are on separate parcels, they were analyzed both together and separately
for noise abatement. Because a wall would not be feasible for R59 in a standalone analysis,
a combined barrier analysis is proposed for maximum abatement. Based on preliminary
calculations, a segmented barrier totaling 912 feet in length and 20 feet in height would
reduce noise levels by at least five dB(A) for 31 of the 52 impacted, first-row receivers and
reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the
barrier is $328,320 and a total of 59 receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $5,565 per
benefitted receiver.

Woodland Heights Apartment Complex (R67): This receiver represents the Woodland
Heights Apartment complex located on the west side of I-35 north of Powell Lane. The
representative receiver was placed on the porch of a first floor unit and additional receivers
were placed on other first and second story balconies for purposes of the barrier analysis.
Based on preliminary calculations, a barrier 453 feet in length and 14 feet in height would
reduce noise levels by at least five dB(A) for 23 of the 38 impacted, first-row receivers and
reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the
barrier is $114,156 and a total of 23 receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $4,963 per
benefitted receiver.

Towne Oaks 1 Apartment Complex (R73): This receiver represents the Towne Oaks 1
Apartment complex located on the west side of I-35 north of US 183. The representative
receiver was placed at the community pool and additional receivers were placed on other
first story porches for purposes of the barrier analysis. Based on preliminary calculations, a
segmented barrier totaling 257 feet in length and 10 feet in height would reduce noise
levels by at least five dB(A) for two of the three impacted, first-row receivers and reduce the
noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the barrier is
$46,260 and a total of two receivers were benefitted, at a cost of $23,130 per benefitted
receiver.
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1 Table 5-6: Noise Barrier Proposal (preliminary)
. Total # . Costper
Traffic Noise Barrier Repres_entatlve Benefitted hietgnt i Eength Total Cost Benefitted
Receiver (s) . (feet) | (feet) .
Receivers Receiver
Lantower Ambrosio
Apartment Complex R15 18 16 510 $146,880 $8,160
Ui BT e R17 21 16 | 478 | $137,664 | $6,555
Complex
North Oaks R42-43,
e RA5-RAG 42 20 2,837 | $1,021,320 $24,317
Cricket Hollow
Y e R48 10 16 205 $59,040 $5,904
Starburstand Orbit R59, R60 59 20 | 912 | $328320 | $5,565
Apartment Complexes
Woodland Heights
Apartment Complex R67 23 14 453 $114,156 $4,963
Towne Oaks 1
e R73 2 10 257 $46,260 $23,130
2
3  Anysubsequent project design changes may require a reevaluation of this preliminary noise
4  barrier proposal. The final decision to construct the proposed noise barriers will not be made
5 until completion of the project design, utility evaluation, and polling of all benefited and
6 adjacent property owners and residents.
7
8 To avoid noise impacts that may result from future development of properties adjacent to
9 the proposed project, local officials responsible for land use control programs must ensure,
10 tothe maximum extent possible, that no new activities are planned or constructed along or
11 within the following predicted (2038) noise impact contours (see Table 5-7).
12

13




Table 5-7: Traffic Noise Contours [dB(A) Leq]
Distance from ROW

© 00 N O 0o~ W

10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Location NAC CategoryB& C | NAC Category E
66 dB(A) 71 dB(A)

I-35 (east side) — 280 feet south of Picadilly Dr >440 feet* 240 feet

I-35 (west side) - 275 feet north of Fleischer Dr >180 feet* 180 feet

I-35 (east side) - 900 feet south of Ridge Blvd 540 feet 260 feet

I-35 (east side) - 135 feet south of Bowery Trl >300 feet 220 feet

I-35 (east side) — 200 feet south of Ruby Dr >200 feet* 120 feet

[-35 (west side) - 135 feet south of Starburst Apts >300 feet 120 feet

[-35 (east side) - 65 feet south of Hermitage Dr >220 feet* 160 feet

*Beyond the extent of the undeveloped parcel boundary

A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials to assist in future land
use planning. On the date of approval of this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA
and TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development

adjacent to the project.

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be
constructed. If the No Build Alternative were implemented, traffic noise levels would be
expected to increase with an associated future increase in traffic volumes.

5.15 Induced Growth

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines indirect effects as those “. .. caused by
an action and occur later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably
foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related
effects on air and water, and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR
§1508.8).

Build Alternative: An analysis of indirect impacts was conducted that followed the processes
outlined in TXDOT’s Indirect Impacts Analysis Guidance. The Area of Influence (AOI) for the
proposed project encompasses the entire Build Alternative and adjacent areas where
development or accelerated rates of development could potentially occur. The AOI for the
proposed project encompasses approximately 383 square miles (245,114.4 acres) in Travis
and Williamson counties, and intersects six municipalities (Austin, Cedar Park, Georgetown,
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Leander, Pflugerville, and Round Rock), and one Census Designated Place (Wells Branch
MUD).

Based on the analysis of existing and future land use, historic and projected population, and
access, it is anticipated that the proposed project would not induce development orincrease
the rate or intensity of development in the AOI. Roughly 39 percent of the AOl is
developable, and it is anticipated that future development would be driven primarily by
increased population growth and other planned development in the region and not the
proposed I-35 Capital Express North improvements. Further, none of the questionnaire
respondents thought that the proposed project would induce development in their
jurisdictions. However, the Round Rock respondent did believe that other commercial and
mixed-use projects in the area would further induce development.

Water quality in the study area is not expected to detrimentally be affected or cause further
impairment to Walnut Creek or Gilleland Creek from project construction or highway usage.
Additionally, implementation of BMPs would mitigate potential off-site water quality impacts.
As a result, no encroachment-alteration effects or substantial indirect impacts to water
resources are anticipated to occur from the project. Implementation of the project would not
indirectly affect vegetation, as the majority of the corridor is developed. Additionally,
construction impacts to vegetation outside of existing and proposed ROW are not
anticipated. As a result, no encroachment-alteration effects or substantial indirect impacts
are anticipated to occur from the project.

The Indirect Effects Technical Report provides a detailed discussion of the indirect effects
analysis and is available for review at the TxDOT Austin District office, and online at
https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed I-35 Capital Express North
improvements would not occur, there would be no project-induced growth under the No
Build Alternative.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts

The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as those which result from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time (40 CFR §1508.7).
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Build Alternative: A Risk Assessment for Cumulative Impacts was conducted and concluded
that a cumulative impacts analysis is not required for the proposed project. The following
provides justification for this determination:

e The proposed project was determined to have no substantial direct or indirect
impacts on any resource.

e Impactsto waters of the U.S., a resource in poor and declining health, would occur.
However, because those impacts would not exceed specified limits of the USACE
NWPs, the project would proceed under a non-reporting NWP 14 without the need for
mitigation (see Section 5.10.1). Additionally, water quality would be protected by
meeting the general conditions and Section 401 Certification requirements for NWP
14. The SW3P implemented for the project would include at least one BMP for
erosion control, sediment control, and post-construction TSS control from the Tier 1
401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs as published by the TCEQ.

e No otherimpacts to resources in poor and declining health would occur as a result of
the proposed project.

The Cumulative Impacts Risk Assessment is available for review at the TxDOT Austin District
office, and online at_https://my35capex.com/.

No Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed |-35 Capital Express North
improvements would not occur, there would be no cumulative impacts under the No Build
Alternative.

5.17 Construction Phase Impacts

Construction-phase impacts are temporary (short-term; only occurring during actual
construction) and potentially encompass a range of issues.

Construction Noise
Build Alternative: Noise associated with the construction of the proposed project is difficult
to predict. Heavy machinery, the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving
in unpredictable patterns. However, construction normally occurs during daylight hours
when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. None of the receptors are expected to be
exposed to construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended disruption of
normal activities is not expected. Provisions would be included in the plans and
specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize
construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper
maintenance of muffler systems.
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Fugitive Dustand Air Pollution
Build Alternative: During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in
particulate matter (PM) and MSAT emissions may occur from construction activities. The
primary construction-related emissions of PM are fugitive dust from site preparation, and the
primary construction related emissions of MSAT are DPM from diesel powered construction
equipment and vehicles. The potential impacts of PM emissions would be minimized by
using fugitive dust control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate.
The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP) provides financial incentives to reduce
emissions from vehicles and equipment. TxDOT encourages construction contractors to use
this and other local and federal incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize
diesel emissions.

Considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, the use
of fugitive dust control measures, the encouragement of the use of TERP, and compliance
with applicable regulatory requirements; it is not anticipated that emissions from
construction of this project would have any substantial impact on air quality in the area.

Light Pollution
Build Alternative: Construction normally occurs during daylight hours; however, construction
could occur during the night-time hours to minimize impacts to the traveling public during
the daylight hours. Due to the close proximity of businesses and residents to the project, if
construction were to occur during the night-time hours, it would be of short duration.
Construction during the night-time hours would follow any local policies and ordinances
established for construction activities, such as light limitations.

Vibration Impacts
Build Alternative: Construction activities would be limited to the proposed project footprint.
Vibration from construction equipment would be of short duration; however, excessive
vibration from construction is not anticipated.

Temporary Lane, Road or Bridge Closures
Build Alternative: During the construction phase, traffic would follow the existing traffic
patterns. Traffic control plans would be prepared and implemented in coordination with the
cities and counties. Construction that would require cross street closures would be
scheduled so only one crossing in an area is affected at one time. Where detours are
required, clear and visible signage for an alternative route would be displayed. Access to
businesses and residences would be maintained at all times and no detours are anticipated.
However, in the event that road closures or detours are required, county and local public
safety officials would be notified of the proposed road closures or detours. Detour timing
and necessary rerouting of emergency vehicles would be coordinated with the proper local
agencies. Motorists would be inconvenienced during construction of the project due to lane
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and cross-street closures; however, these closures would be of short duration and alternate
routes would be provided.

Residents and businesses in the immediate construction area would be notified in advance
of proposed construction activity using a variety of techniques, including signage, electronic
media, community newspapers, and other technigues. The proposed project would not
restrict access to any existing public or community services, businesses, commercial areas,
or employment centers.

Construction-Phase Water Quality Impacts
Build Alternative: A NWP 14 would be used for impacts to jurisdictional waters in the project
area. During the construction phase, appropriate measures would be taken to maintain
normal downstream flows to the maximum extent practicable. Construction activities would
require compliance with the State of Texas Water Quality Certification Program. The 401
Certification requirements would be met by implementing BMPs from the TCEQ 401 Water
Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs. Construction equipment, spoil material, supplies,
forms, and buildings shall not be placed or stored in the floodway during construction
activities. Any item that may be transported by flood flows shall not be stored within the
floodway. Any work within jurisdictional areas would be coordinated with USACE and
permitted, as necessatry.

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

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, construction would not occur and
would not result in noise, dust or light pollution; impacts associated with physical
construction activity, temporary lane or road closures; or other traffic disruptions associated
with construction.
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6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

This section identifies all coordination with agencies outside TxDOT that are required to be
conducted for the Build Alternative. The list below identifies the agencies requiring
coordination and the status of efforts to coordinate the proposed project.

e SHPO (see Section 5.8): archeological and historic resource investigations were
conducted and results coordinated with TXDOT-ENV. See Appendix G for archeological
clearance, dated March 9, 2021, and historic, non-archeological clearance, dated
January 12, 2021. Individual project coordination with SHPO was not required for
archeological or historic resources.

e Coordination with federally-recognized Native American tribes was conducted. A tribal
review of the project resulted in the determination that no sites of concern would be
affected. The coordination response letter, dated February 23, 2021, is included in
Appendix G.

e FEMA (see Section 5.10): the proposed project includes work within a FEMA
designated 100-year floodplain; therefore, coordination with the local floodplain
administrator would be required.

e TPWD (see Section 5.11): early coordination with TPWD regarding potential effects to
natural resources is on-going.

o TCEQ: per the TXDOT-TCEQ MOU, TCEQ will be afforded the opportunity to review and
comment on the Draft EA. TxDOT will provide TCEQ with a Notice of Availability (NOA)
notifying them that the environmental documents are available for review.
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholder meetings were held in association with the proposed project. The project team
held regular meetings with the City of Austin throughout the schematic development phase
of the project. A series of meetings with property owners affected by ROW acquisition will be
held in winter 2021. The purpose of these meetings is to provide information on the
proposed project, gather feedback on the schematic design, and discuss project updates
with stakeholders within the project corridor.

Public Meeting

Three public meetings were held for this project. The purpose of the public meetings was to
share project information and updates and collect public input on the project. Maps,
drawings and project information were on display and representatives from TxDOT and
project consultants were available to answer questions about the proposed project
improvements.

The first public meeting was held on August 22, 2016. The meeting was held in an open
house format with no formal presentation at Cedar Ridge High School, located at 2801
Gattis School Road, Round Rock, Texas 78664. A total of 60 comments were received within
the 15-day comment period that ended on September 5, 2016. At the time this meeting was
held, the project included the construction of tolled express lanes. The majority of the
comments submitted were regarding anti-tolling. Other comments were regarding better
connections to cross streets, including direct connectors at SH 45N, and the use of SH 130
instead of I-35 for large trucks.

The second public meeting was held on February 2, 2017. The meeting was held in an open
house format with no formal presentation at Cedar Ridge High School, located at 2801
Gattis School Road, Round Rock, Texas 78664. A total of 38 comments were received within
the 15-day comment period that ended on February 16, 2017. The project still included
proposed tolled express lanes at the time this meeting was held. Therefore, many of the
same comment themes from the first public meeting were present during this public
meeting, including anti-tolling, direct connectors at SH 45N, and the use of SH 130 for large
trucks. Additional comments requested improved bicycle and pedestrian accommodations in
the project area.

The third public meeting was held on October 24, 2019. The meeting was held in an open
house format with no formal presentation at John B. Connally High School, located at 13212
N. Lamar Boulevard, Austin, Texas 78753. A total of 184 comments were received within
the 15-day comment period that ended on November 8, 2019. Following the second public
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meeting, the project changed from tolled express lanes to non-tolled HOV managed lanes.
The majority of the comments submitted were in support of changing the project to variable
priced express lanes to ease congestion. Other comments were regarding HOV lanes, transit
accommodations, bicycle and pedestrian safety, noise, and speed limits.

Public Hearing

A public hearing for the proposed project is planned following approval of this draft EA. The
NOA of the Draft EA will be published in both English and Spanish in various newspapers
that serve the project area and will also be available online at www.txdot.gov and
https://my35capex.com/.

A notice of impending construction would be provided to owners of adjoining property and
affected local governments and public officials. The notice may be provided via a sign or
signs posted in the ROW, mailed notice, printed notice distributed by hand, or notice via
website when the recipient has previously been informed of the relevant website address.
This notice would be provided after the environmental decision (i.e., FONSI), but before
earthmoving or other activities requiring the use of heavy equipment begin.
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8.0 POST-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES AND
DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION COMMITMENTS

8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities

Activities to be completed after environmental clearance are listed and discussed as follows:

1. Noise: Traffic noise barriers are proposed to abate traffic noise. In accordance with
TxDOT Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise, polling of
adjacent property owners will take place to determine whether or not property
owners desire the noise barriers. Additionally, traffic noise workshops will be held to
provide information on the proposed noise barriers to adjacent property owners. The
traffic noise workshops would be held after the FONSI. Provisions will be included in
the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable
effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work-
hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler systems.

2. Utilities: Utility relocations would be required throughout the corridor. Utility
agreements and notice to owners would be required for this project prior to
construction.

3. Section 404: The proposed project would require a NWP 14 without a PCN. The
proposed project would comply with all general conditions of the NWP.

4. Section 401: The Section 401 Certification requirements for NWP 14 would be met
by implementing a SW3P. The SW3P would include at least one BMP for erosion
control, sediment control, and post-construction TSS control from the Tier 1 401
Water Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs as published by the TCEQ.

5. Section 402: Project contractor will comply with the CGP, SW3P, and complete the
appropriate authorization documents.

6. Wetlands: Minimize impacts to wetlands during construction by keeping the
construction footprint as small as possible while enabling construction that meets all
requirements for the proposed project’s implementation. Current design does not
include wetland impacts. BMPs would be implemented during construction as
appropriate.

7. Floodplains: Notification and coordination with the local floodplain administrator is
required because the project is within the 100-year floodplain. This coordination will
be completed prior to the start of construction.

8. Invasive Species: Preserve native vegetation to the extent practical. The contractor
must adhere to Construction Specification Requirements Specs 162, 164, 192, 193,
506, 730, 751, & 752 in order to comply with requirements for invasive species,
beneficial landscaping, and tree/brush removal commitments.
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9. Migratory Birds: Before construction, use measures to prevent or discourage birds
from building nests on man-made structures within portions of the project area
planned for construction and, schedule construction activities outside the typical
nesting season to the extent practicable.

10.Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species: The proposed project would not
affect any federally listed species and would not impact any state-listed species. The
project may impact SGCNs. To mitigate the potential impacts to SGCNs, the following
BMPs would be implemented, per the 2013 MOU (2017 Revision):

For migratory birds, the following Bird BMPs and MBTA guidelines, as presentasa
Special Note onthe PS&E Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments (EPIC)
sheet, would be implemented:

Prior to construction, perform daytime surveys for nests including under
bridges and in culverts to determine if they are active before removal. Nests
that are active should not be disturbed.

Do not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests, including ground nesting birds,
during the nesting season;

Avoid removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable;

Prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season in TxDOT
owned and operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or
repair;

Do not collect, capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active
nests without a permit.

In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project
construction, TxDOT will take all appropriate actions to prevent the take of
migratory birds, their active nests, eggs, or young by the use of proper phasing
of the project or other appropriate actions to include:

o No active migratory bird nests (nests containing eggs and/or young) will
be removed or destroyed at any time of the year.

o No colonial nests (swallows, for example) on or in structures will be
removed until all nests in the colony become inactive.

o Measures, to the extent practicable, will be used to prevent or
discourage migratory birds from building nests within portions of the
project area planned for construction.

o Inactive nests will be removed from the project area to minimize the
potential for reuse by migratory birds.

o Construction or demolition activities will be scheduled outside the
typical nesting season (February 15 to October 1), and will comply with
the previously listed prohibitive provisions of the MBTA, which apply
year-round.
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The MBTA of 1918 states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, possess,
buy, sell, trade, or transport any migratory bird, nest, young, feather, or egg in
part or in whole, without a Federal permit issued in accordance within the Act's
policies and regulations. The contractor would remove all old migratory bird
nests from any structure where work would be done from October 1 to
February 15. In addition, the contractor would be prepared to prevent
migratory birds from building nest(s) between February 15 and October 1. In
the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project
construction, efforts to avoid adverse impacts on protected birds, active nests,
eggs, and/or young would be observed.

For the Texas shiner, the following Fish/Water Quality BMPs would apply at Little
Walnut Creek:

Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during
construction; when possible, equipment access should be from banks, bridge
decks, or paved road surfaces.

When temporary stream crossings are unavoidable, remove stream crossings
once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and soils around the
crossings.

Forthe Woodhouse’s toad, the following Amphibian BMPs would apply:

Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area and to
avoid harming the species if encountered.

Minimize impacts to wetland, temporary and permanent open water features,
including depressions and riverine habitats.

Maintain hydrologic regime and connections between wetlands and other
aquatic features.

Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization and/pr
re-vegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydro mulching and/or
hydroseeding area not feasible due to site conditions, using erosion control
blankets or mats that contain no netting, or only contain loosely woven natural
fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided to the extent
practicable.

Project specific locations (PSLs) proposed within state-owned ROW should be
located in upland away from aquatic features.

Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, and
leaf litter, which may be refugia for terrestrial amphibians, where feasible.

Forthe Mexican free-tailed bat and cave myotis bat, the following Bat BMPs would be
implemented:

For activities that have the potential to impact structures, cliffs or caves, or
trees, a qualified biologist will perform a habitat assessment and occupancy
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survey of the feature(s) with roost potential as early in the planning process as
possible or within one year before project letting.

e Forroosts where occupancy is strongly suspected but unconfirmed during the
initial survey, revisit feature(s) at most four weeks prior to scheduled
disturbance to confirm absence of bats.

e If bats are present or recent signs of occupation (i.e., piles of guano, distinct
musky odor, or staining and rub marks at potential entry points) are observed,
take appropriate measures to ensure that bats are not harmed, such as
implementing non-lethal exclusion activities or timing or phasing of
construction.

e Exclusion devices can be installed by a qualified individual between September
1 and March 31. Exclusion devices should be used for a minimum of seven
days when minimum nighttime temperatures are above 50 °F and minimum
daytime temperatures are above 70 °F. Prior to exclusion, ensure that
alternate roasting habitat is available in the immediate area. If no suitable
roosting habitat is available, installation of alternate roosts is recommended to
replace the loss of an occupied roost. If alternate roost sites are not provided,
bats may seek shelter in other inappropriate sites, such as buildings, in the
surrounding area.

o If feature(s) used by bats are removed as a result of construction, replacement
structures should incorporate bat-friendly design or artificial roosts should be
constructed to replace these features, as practicable.

e |n allinstances, avoid harm or death to bats. Bats should only be handled as a
last resort and after communication with TPWD.

For the eastern spotted skunk, tree dodder and Correll's false dragonhead,
contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area and to avoid
harming the species if encountered.

11.Detours: County and local public safety officials would be notified of any road
closures or detours during construction. Detour timing and necessary rerouting of
emergency vehicles would be coordinated with the proper local agencies during
construction.

12.Air Quality: Implement fugitive dust control measures contained in standard
specifications to minimize potential impacts of PM emissions during construction.

13.Hazardous Materials: Six sites are considered a high environmental risk and nine
sites are considered a moderate environmental risk to the project. Additional
investigations will be conducted on the six high risk hazardous materials sites. The
results of those investigations will be added to the Final EA. Any unanticipated
hazardous materials encountered during construction would be handled according to
the applicable federal, state and local regulations per TxXDOT Standard Specification.
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8.2

14.Public Involvement: Before construction, a notice of impending construction will be

provided to owners of adjoining property and affected local governments and public
officials.

Design/Construction Commitments

. Archeological Resources: If unanticipated archaeological deposits are encountered

during construction, work in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archaeological
staff will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures.

Wetlands: The construction contractor would be required to avoid and minimize
unnecessary impacts on wetlands during construction.

Construction (TPDES): The contractor shall comply with the CGP and SW3P;
complete, post and submit NOIl and NOT to TCEQ and the MS4 operator; and inspect
the project to ensure compliance with the CGP.

Drinking Water Systems: If any unknown wells are encountered during construction
activities, they would need to be properly plugged in accordance with state statutes.
Hazardous Materials: The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent,
minimize, and control the spill of hazardous materials in the construction staging
area. All construction materials used for the proposed project would be removed as
soon as the work schedules permit. The contractor would initiate early regulatory
agency coordination during project development.

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

Migratory Birds: The contractor would take all appropriate actions to prevent the take
of migratory birds, their active nests, eggs or young by the use of proper phasing of
the project or other appropriate actions. Refer to Section 8.1 for applicable BMPs.
Air Quality: The TERP provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles
and equipment. TxXDOT encourages construction contractors to use this and other
local and federal incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel
emissions.

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species: If any species on the Travis and
Williamson counties threatened and endangered species lists is sighted in the
project area during construction, construction would stop and the contractor would
notify the TxDOT Area Engineer. Refer to Section 8.1 for applicable BMPs.
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9.0 CONCLUSION

The Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, satisfies the project purpose and need by
addressing local plans, reducing congestion, improving mobility and increasing safety within
the corridor. Because the Build Alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and need, it is the
recommended alternative.

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the
human or natural environment. Therefore, a FONSI is recommended.
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Photo 1: Looking southeast at the northern project limits at the 1-35/SH 45N interchange.

Photo 2: Looking north along 1-35 at typical roadway view from Scarborough Drive.

Photos taken by CP&Y, Inc.
CSJs: 0015-10-062 & 0015-13-389 Page 10f10
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Photo 3: Looking northwest at GTO Auto Wheels (TCAD Parcel ID 246690), one of three businesses on
the same parcelthat would be displaced by the project.

Photo 4: Looking southwest at (unnamed) auto offices locatedat 9602 North I-35 (TCAD Parcel ID
246690). This building is on the same parcel as GTO Auto Wheels and would be displaced by the project.

Photos taken by CP&Y, Inc.
CSJs: 0015-10-062 & 0015-13-389 Page 2 of 10
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Photo 5: Looking west at Pickup Heaven, which is on the same parcelas GTO Auto Wheels (TCAD Parcel
ID 246690). This building would be displaced by the project.

Photo 6: Looking northwest at A-1 Tires (TCAD Parcel ID 246691). This building would be displaced by
the project.

Photos taken by CP&Y, Inc.
CSJs: 0015-10-062 & 0015-13-389 Page 30f10
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Photo 7: Looking northwest at Thermo King of Austin (TCAD Parcel ID 246692). This building would be
displaced by the project.

Photo 8: Cook-Walden Capital Parks Cemetery & Mausoleum located adjacent to the project area.

Photos taken by CP&Y, Inc.
CSJs: 0015-10-062 & 0015-13-389 Page 4 of 10
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Photo 9: Cook-Walden Memorial Hill Cemetery located adjacent to the project area.

kg i ST e T ;
Photo 10: View looking west at a forested wetland along Gilleland Creek within an existing easement.
This easement was mapped as Urban MOU but was field verified to be Riparian M