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Rowlett Corridor (R-1)
Task 3.0 Alternative Analysis
Meeting Minutes #1
April 27, 2005
1:30 PM

Attendees:

Cheri Bush — DART

Reza Shirmanesh - DART

Diane Cowin — LGGROUP

Peng Zhao — LGGROUP

Rod Kelly — Parsons Transportation Group
Larry Gaul — Trains Operations

Kala Krishnan — Wilbur Smith

Kevin St. Jacques — Wilbur Smith

Ann Bagley — Wilbur Smith

Pre- meeting

Obtained Track Map from Cheri
Create for Rowlett

Nathan’s move station
Track reconstruction
System reconstruction
Require construction staging
Impact operations
o Would have to single tack for a time period
Could keep canopies and existing station portions for bus
4% slope desirable maximum.

Rowlett Station

Freight 22’ clearance

Street 16 12’ clearance

Design exception — Approval okayed
What about freight speed? If rebuilding?

0O 0O 0O0OO0O0O0O0

Tangent coming out of station.

Site Grading Plan
o  End of line station

Peng reviewed the alternatives that are being considered to date.

Meet with Nathan about Alternative 4 “reconstruction of freight”
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o  What needed for operations
1) Interlocking as close to station plat on inbound side as possible
2) Storage tracks beyond (NE) of station
a. Use Garland as example
3) Crew Room (check CD)
a. Talk to David Erlicker about new standard.
4) Platform Access — Center Platform
a. Center walkway always problem with end station
b. Track lights

o Design access to station from one-side or other of platform.
o  How far back station in the property could restrain.
o If become a remote storage location, might be more like Parker Road, talk

to Tim Newby.
o  Access for emergency vehicles
o  Future -

e Additional parking expansion
e Shared uses
Turnpike shift in ridership
Electric transmission — GP & L
Freight track- if touch FP
H&H-
e Bridge Structures (piers)
e Storage loss areas
Plats and surveys to Wilbur Smith
o  Preliminary number of parking spaces (Tim Newby at bus planning)
o  Bus service, etc. (Tim Newby at bus planning)
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Rowlett Corridor (R-1)
Task 3.0 Alternative Analysis
Meeting Minutes #2
August 16, 2005

Attendees:

Doug Allen

David Euhlicker

Cheri Bush — DART

Reza Shirmanesh - DART

Diane Cowin — LGGROUP

Peng Zhao — LGGROUP

Rod Kelly — Parsons Transportation Group

¢ Shifting Station

Three girder bridge

23.5’ over KCS (22-23’)

14’ from center of track (10°)

4% slope (try using 5%)

102’ station platform shift

420’ station keeping (platform 460’ for ADA)

Last phase station

Obtain system and operations from Fariba at DART

OO0 00O0OO0O0O0

e Use platform — practice problems to anticipate design exceptions
Train doors/verticle curve (distance 6 or 7 inches)
o Verticle curve

Door

Jim — raising platform to make difference

(ADA, platform length, slope, KCS over clearance)

(Modification of station square feet)

Not, move street

85" move platform

Higher than 5% curve (can achieve)

0O 0 0O0O0OO0O0

e ADA - 385 before ramps start

10’ crosswalk

Doug - plan for 3 SLRVs [420’ station]

6% curve — okay [check differential platform/vertical height of door]
Platform adjustment/rail adjustment

Reiza — wheels on verticle curve

Do not focus on ADA [GEC will]

Vehicle profiles in criteria

OO0 00O O0O0O0
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List of design changes
Below top of rail
Examine ultimate configuration
12/04 Plan 830001 maybe 385’ 3SLRVs
Platform —
o 310
o 410
o KCS
s 235
o 22
* Next meeting September 22, 2005 KCS Crossing

O 0 0 0O



Rowlett Corridor (R-1)
Task 3.0 Alternative Analysis
Meeting Minutes #3
August 30, 2005

Subject: Downtown Garland Station Platform Location/Modification

Aftendees:

DART — Doug Allen, Eduardo Ugarte, Cheri Bush, David Ehrlicher, Reza Shirmanesh
LGGROUP — Diane Cowin, Peng Zhao, Joel Massey

PTG - Rod Kelly

PZ started with a brief review of the GPC’s PE study process based on the aerial topo.
While the aerial topo generally provided good base information, it was not accurate
enough for platform modification which was to be measured in inches. Therefore, during
the Alternative Study, the GPC reserved a slight margin in defining/determining the
combination of variables in the design to ensure our recommendations to DART would
remain practical/viable.

PZ explained that ground survey was requested early on. Survey control point data was
received from the GEC and DGNO flagger was used in early July for the KCS crossing
survey. The survey was not completed because our surveyors were ordered to leave
DART ROW where the station platform and the survey control points are located. Over
the previous week CB helped streamline the efforts and John Gault came out to flag;
survey between the KCS crossing and the platform was completed.

PZ explained that the ground survey information revealed that the KCS crossing is 6”
higher than previously thought. This would make the crossing over the KCS track even
more challenging.

PZ described an alternative with a 6% slope which will overcome the 6” aerial topo
discrepancy. This would result in a 5% inch platform change at the end of the platform
where the crosswalk is located. Referring to the existing Design Criteria based on three
95’ LRV cars configuration, the location for the wheels of the car will not be affected.

RS inquired about the slope of the crosswalk. PZ said it was approximately 1% % at the
crosswalk, less than ADA’s 2% limit.

DE asked if the crosswalk would be at a different elevation. PZ responded that the
crosswalk would be at the same (slightly raised) elevation as the adjusted top of rail.
Since it would be located in the vertical curve, it would not be at a uniform slope with the
rest of the platform.

It was asked if there would be any ramification to raising the platform 7 %2 inches. PZ
responded that the relationship between the car and the platform would be the same as
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the other conversions, since the top of rail would remain unchanged within the main
platform area.

* DA added that in the crosswalk, the ramp will need to change slope but not the active
portion of the platform.

* RS asked which platform level this alternative takes into consideration. PZ responded
that the top of rail would not change, so either platform will work.

e PZ explained the alternative further by mentioning that, with the 6% slope, a thru-girder
bridge with direct fixation for the tracks would be necessary. The span over the KCS is
approximately 140’ long.

e EU mentioned that that the bridge needs to be 500’ long at a minimum to justify direct
fixation. PZ clarified that the span over the KCS is 140’ and the total bridge length is
well over 500’. PZ further explained that direct fixation would be used for all spans. EU
requested that we confirm before committing to direct fixation. (After the meeting, PZ
checked the length of bridge and found it to be approximately 950’ long)

* DA asked if 5% was used how far back would the vertical curve go into the platform? PZ
responded it would be approximately 60’

e DA asked what the implications are if we use 6%. EU responded that for the Garland
Station he recommends 6%.

* DA asked if the LRV'’s would function well with 6%. EU responded that it would work
and that they are using it on the NW Corridor at Mockingbird.

» (B asked if DE was ok with this alternative. DE responded that he wouldn’t know until
further review of the proposed configuration.

e« DA mentioned that the existing handicap parking is across the street and a few spaces
at the opposite end of the platform. DE confirmed the locations of the parking. DA
asked if both ends of the station need to be ramped and DE responded that to meet
code only one side with access to a public road is necessary.

» DE asked if considering future geometry of a three car station or four car station? PZ
responded that typically design of stations have a platform that is 410’ from high block to
high block, but that the Garland Station is not 410’. EU suggested LGGROUP review
the design report for Garland Station. CB will request it and give it to LGGROUP. PZ
further explained that he is trying to match what is there today.

* DA mentioned that EU could potentially deal with cleaning up the ramps at a later point
in design.

¢ DA suggested that Tim Newby be contacted about ridership for number of future cars.

*» EU stated that the new Rowlett Station needed to be designed for the new standard
(raised platform & length, canopy configuration, no high blocks).



DGNO Meeting #1
Tuesday
January 10, 2006
9:00 a.m.

ATTENDEES:

Cheri Bush — DART Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
Numa Bulot — DART [TRE Liaison] Rod Kelly — Parsons
DGNO Representatives

MINUTES

¢ Introduction

o]
O
@]

Freight rail in center of ROW challenge tfo fit LRT as well.

Commuter on North; freight on South.

Tight extra siding and rail track.

» Three tracks in one area.

138kV on Northside on edge of ROW.

Displace siding on north, move to south, main line stays (middle.)
Add additional siding on south.

Constraint deep drainage channel along frack.

Residential area adjacent on Southside.

15" from ROW line. Public concerns about noise and vibration have
been raised.

e Northside to Centerville (up and over)

O
@]
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Centervile and DGNO track to be on the south.
Maintain separation between 20" -25°, minimum 20" centerline to centerline
average 22,
Southside doesn’t interfere with Foxworth gallbreath.
DGNO - Elevated? Through Ellis frack.
Rod - Visual, vibration and noise increase with elevated, however, have
thought about moving all operations and City of Garland to landfill area
including station.
DGNO - Are there environmental concerns in area?
Cheri - Garland plans to extend 6™ Street through to other side.
DGNO - Approves of moving the operations, maintenance, depot and yard.
Cheri - Need cost to give to DART.
e Property
e Listing of needs (size of building, length of tfrack)
e |ength of fime to move.
Rod - If can relocate prior o LRT construction to minimize impact.
Numa - Out of Garland, quad-gated?
Rod - Have some open information on operations. We will contact Numa
offline.

210059.35 Task 4
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Rowlett GP&L/TMPA Meeting #2

Wednesday
June 21, 2006
11:30 a.m.
Garland City Hall
ATTENDEES:
Cheri Bush — DART Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
GP & L Representatives Peng Zhao - LGGROUP
Rod Kelly — Parsons TMPA Representatives

MINUTES

e Catenary 6’ clearance to transmission line.
o Clearance okay on TMPA line.
o What clearance is needed from construction standpoint?
. May request an ocutage.
® Construction at night in off-peak hours.

e [t Street transmission - dead end spot.

» GP & L will need to take design to investigate poles.
o Goto pole fabricator and get 10” extension.
o  Corner foundations are not able fo move - water lines placed

e Parsons: Lowest line can be 16’ about rail (contact wire - 20’ other wire) (catenary?).
o Need fo raise transmission line &”.

e Problem with distribution being moved underground.
o Not enough easement.
o More complicated than fransmission problems.

e Suggest placement of additional pole.
» If cannot bury distribution, cannot bury double circuit.
¢ Take off angle from structures within substation.
e May not be able to increase angle.
o Distance required with increased angle will be a problem.
o May be able to increase height on one pole, but may not be able to change
other connected poles.

o 6 feet at 60 feet = 10%

210059.35 Task 4
1 of 2



e Distribution
o Easement restrictions - foreign contact
Phase wire occupies same space as catenary.
Would need to raise poles 157, but not reqguired to put anything underground.
Need to work backwards from first pole to see if foundation fails.
Ensure foundations can withstand the load.

O 0 0 O

o After 10% design report submittal, how much time will GP & L have to provide input?
o 15 to 18 months.

e GP &L will need to begin now to make alterations by 2009.
Design.

Bid.

Construction

Approximately 2 year process.

0 0 0O

¢ Track/Catenary will not be constructed until 2011.
o Will need coordinated construction schedule with GP & L.

o DART will need shut-down restrictions for power - up to ERCOT.
o 5to 6 sets of plots to GP & L.

¢ Follow-up meeting to discuss licenses.
o  Who pay for what
o Crossing agreements ( mid-August)

210059.35 Task 4
2of2



DGNO Internal Meeting #1

Monday
May 1, 2006
9:00 a.m.
ATTENDEES:

Cheri Bush - DART Sandy Price-Cox — DGNO
Steve Salin - DART Jim Kuntz - DGNO
Diane Cowin - LGGROUP Louis Szabo - DGNO
Peng Zhao - LGGROUP Robert Wunderlich — City of Garland
Rod Kelly - Parsons

MINUTES

1. Cost of relocation to City/Landfill area
2. How to move operations (Downtown facility)
3. How to move siding and place elsewhere

Moving Facility (depot, maintenance)
e Need to have an additional track due to rip track

o =1,400
e 54.5 million in 2004. 25% more in 2006

Add siding next to neighborhood
o Noise/vibration
e Potential low income/minority
e Drainage issues
e 2,200

Shift all operations to City of Garland/Landfill area
e What is the current zoning of landfill?
¢ DGNO preferred this option
¢ Almost a mile of frack - Commerce to Centerville

2,100’ between 1st Street
e Rebuild this tfrack?
o No-fransmission fowers cannot move due to Walnut Street
DGNO - Does this work the same operationally?
Siding becomes main line.
Add siding to 2,100
Short siding has to be connected at both ends without blockage

DGNO Internal Meeting #1
5/1/Q6
lof2



e Long siding to North end
o Away from residential
¢ Rip frack =1,400°
o Could squeeze on South side in same area between 15t and right
before residential.

Baseline - Not to move Maintenance and Depot
e Leave rip track and maintenance shack in Downtown Garland
e Future option to move DGNO to same parcels lafer
e Ripfrack 15" on either side
o 3 tracks
o 25 agpart

Yard moved to near end of line in G3 (West End)
e 2 Tracks in existing area
e Road crossing blocks
e Turn out for KCS
e 2 Man crews

DGNO Infernal Meeting # 1
5/1/06
20f2



July 2006
MINUTES

e Yard Option 4 (Base Option) A= $3.020,000

2200 Freight Relocation
1600 T

600 2200’ of Freight removal

600

400 Spur —engine storage track
5,400

Land acquisition — 79,440 sq. ft.

Power poles 9 (2) $100,000 x 2 =
$200,000
(7) $50,000 x 7 = $350,000

Drainage issues — redesign

e Yard Option 3 (Base Option 1) A= $1.324,300

land acquisition 24,580 sq. ft.
power poles same as above

2000
400 Freight relocation

400
2,800

Drainage — okay

Top S.A
6 13

¢ Rowlett Station
o relocate freight (2500’) south ($350 per foot
small piece of land — vacant — 10’
60’ added
No building take

O 00

Summary of impacts
Rowlett Station

THC

Anticipated Date

O 0 00

210059.35 Task 4
DGNO Meeting #2
July 2006
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Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Station Design Meeting #1

ATTENDEES:

Tuesday
October 3, 2005
10:00 p.m.

Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
Jerry Smiley - LGGROUP
Peng Zhao - LGGROUP
Kevin St. Jacques - WSA

* 10% Design
o Send over example from Don Raines

Cheri - projected number of parking needed

Number of space able to fit

o]
o]

@
10% Design
L

MINUTES

Approximately 330
Approximately 650

Three different layouts (6% design)

10% design conceptual layout October 17 - auto, bus, pedestrian,
circulation. (LGGROUP ultimate 20%)

600 parking spaces

Conceptual urban design plan.

Meet with Rowlett after Station Design Layout determined.

Progress Report due.
10:00 a.m. Monday, October 17 meet on station.

Rowlett
Lane configuration
Plan



Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Station Design Meeting #2

ATTENDEES:

Tuesday
October 18, 2005
3:00 p.m.

Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
Jerry Smiley - LGGROUP
Peng Zhao - LGGROUP
Kevin St. Jacques - WSA

MINUTES

e Comments fromm LGGROUP

575 spaces parking (944 spaces)

Bus bays -divide to make symmetrical.
Define existing and proposed.

Entertain the possibility of adding a street.
Parking handicap

o

O 0 0 O

2 van accessible
10 Handicap

DART Bus Operations

10 Kiss & Ride

Islands combine or reconfigure.

Handicap spacing with striping.

Possible access enfrance? Review with DART.
Zoom out with aerial parcels and square footage.
Preferably drainage hidden in islands.




Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Station Design Meeting #3
Tuesday
November 8, 2005
3:00 p.m.

ATTENDEES:

Cheri Bush - DART

Steve Salin - DART

Melinda Clary - LGGROUP
Peng Zhao - LGGROUP
Kevin St. Jacques - WSA

MINUTES

¢ Rowlett Station Design

o]
(6]

0

Shooting for 944 spaces
Parking currently planned north of rail, roundabout south of rail - downtown
center
Potential extension of Martin Street to roundabout (already under construction)
Extension of Martin Street anticipated to carry a lot of traffic (connects to SH 66)
This alternative may not be desirable - must analyze traffic movement (Rod Kelly
at PTG working on this)
Cheri’s team checking on land values for potential parking lot expansion north of
existing lofs.
Need to obtain a Thoroughfare Plan from the City of Rowlett (may not exist)
Meeting with Rowlett at 3:30 PM, Thursday, November 10, 2005
Components of Bus Traffic:

e Route 412 - out for now, until Station opens

e Special event/employer shutfle

e One para-transit
City want historic district gone - this may conflict with the Texas Historical
Commission’s findings.
May be some extra room for Station placement (could move the station a bif to
the west, which could make it more accessible for parking - would require land
acquisitions)
Freese and Nichols, Inc. working on Rowlett downtown streetscape (responsible
for roundabout)
Currently, Martin Street serves as “Gateway into Main Street.”

e Martin Street is a local street with a width of 36" - projected traffic

could convert this to a collector street/thoroughfare

Steve would like to see several alternative/options for station design, based on
city street grids around the station

e Kevin will bring the presented alternative and other possible

alternatives to the meeting on Thursday



Cheri to send Kevin the frequency of routes and headways
DART already has a large capital investment in Rowlett
e The City of Rowlett needs to work with DART
Need to know Rowlett’s bigger plans for access issues
Steve: land swaps may be possible - should take best advantage of geography.
Only rail and roundabout are fixed - current parking lot doesn’t have fo be
utilized as such in the future.
Peng will contact Rod to see where he is on traffic.



5% PE

March 1

O 0 0 0 0 o0

Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Station Design Meeting #4

Monday
February 13, 2006
11:00 a.m.
ATTENDEES:
Doug Allen

Cheri Bush - DART

Steve Salin - DART

Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
Peng Zhao - LGGROUP

MINUTES

Move siding track closer.

Check on easement on north side tfransmission lines for grading and drainage.
Create section of new transmission lines

Centerville - at grade crossing (double track.)

Centerville/KCS

Freeba check costs for each single and double track operationally cover
20 minutes and 15 minutes.
LGG will provide speed and new alignment to Cheri for Freeba.
1,070 to 980
2,000" at 65 mph (3 minutes)
North side of floodplain - higher bridge/retaining wall
Relocate existing freight to south at 50 mph.
ROW to expand ROW to match rest of ROW width.
At grade at Dexham.
Flood plain up to bridge stay up over Rowlett,
Spur track stays as is over at correct clearance.
Bush Turnpike - Kathy Waters
Dough to see Station area at BT; 66 all of Main Street
Flood plain to flood plain (1,150 to 1,110)
Technical memorandum
= Cost
. Operational
Costs from Parsons Transportation
Cheri Bush - DGNO shipments af night agreements
Cost out shorter bridge with spur track flipped. (never mind)
560 million



Financial Plan

GP&L close service driveway
Centerville - cost to grade separate.
Cheri to review policy on closing.

o Planning Committee
o Federal process - see if worth exploring.
o Reduction of parking

¢« Funding
o $180 million
o Single track
o bmiles



Rowlett Station Design Meeting #5
Monday
February 20, 2006
10:00 a.m.
Rowlett City Hall
4000 Main Street

MINUTES

Two Diagrams
1. DART’s current - Cannot come down quick enough for west side of road
¢ 944 spaces - 973 spaces

* Three property spaces between city and existing parking
» Six bus berths

e One parcel to acquire for garage - house not needed

e DART Cost only

2. Martin Street Extension
e Brings people to Main
e Busonly entrance
¢ Independent capability of not precluding Martin Street extension

TOD Concepts
e Parking garage too small on existing site

Steve Salin: Is placement of statfion limited by aerial over Rowlett?
Over Spur 22 Y2 (not 16 as on road)

Need fransition

Then tangent length

Steve Salin: On South before
e Yes, but cost on North side
o Cost of crossing
If get rid of spur can do
No, still have the freight fo consider

North side
e Stay away from residential
e Acquire =25 on North of industrial property
e From Dexham West

Rowlett Maximize Economic Development
Freedom Drive
e Expand existing facility on land
e Craig: Flatten curve of Freedom Drive is good
e They will react to this option and send letter
e  Cheri will hold off on
o Deadlines from Rowlett
o Two weeks comments fromn Wednesday
Sewer line
e 50" away from Station to road

Rowlett Station Design Meeting #5
2/20/06
lofl



Garland Station Design Meeting #6
Alignment Review
S Monday
e February 20, 2006
2:00 p.m.
City of Garland
Field Engineering Building
116 Glenbrook

MINUTES

Garland Station
¢ 6% slope
e KCS allow 22’ not 23’ typical
Rowlett: Nothing from FRA?
o No, KCS is okay
 Aerial over 1% Street outside of ROW
¢ Let us know of expansion might need to build with medium with pier or steel span
(through girder bridge)
Rowlett: What does retaining wall look like?
e Art program
Rowlett: Does have to be art just look better?
e Can do design
Rowlett: What happens to crew building?
¢ Moves to Rowlett

o Cross high stay up across Lavon

o Existing railroad bridge to be rebuilt
Rowlett: What type?

e Concrete or possible steel girder
Rowlett: Moves South?

e Correct
Rowlett: Any way to get rid of piers?

e 120" ROW so necessary or go steel girders

Rainbow Estates

e« DGNO have siding track

¢ Take out DGNO

e Give them same length in industrial area
Question: Do they use this?

e Storage

e Switching

e Fairly active
Question: Need for second track (railroad)?

Garland Station Design Meeting #6
2/20/06
lof2



Question: Easement?

e City of Garland

e Can build
Question: What will happen to drainage?

e Culvert to Natural Channel - old CMP pipe running along rail
Comment: Want drainage to look good not trapezoidal ditches.

Garland likes Natural Channel
e Highway 66 aerial same structures
Question: Piers in middle attenuating devices?
* Not fancy

Local Match
Question: How much money if didn’t have road at Commerce?
e We will look into.
Question: What type of ditch or easements?
* Drainage ditch (grass.)
Question: Maintenance duties on easement?
¢ Cross Centerville at-grade have distance and storage track for at-grade.
Question: Someone looking at hydraulic effects of bridge piers?
e Infinal design look at hydraulic modeling — just floodplain during 5%.
Question: Round piers?
e Yes, 90’ spans typically.
Question: Pedestrian fix?
e Looking for money
e As stands right now
Question: Step grant?
o Wider pedestrian paths
e (Context sensitive design
1. Functionally to narrow
e Safety
e Inviting
2. Looking like barrier
e Request in writing
* Not closing 5th Street
e Sustainable DW Grant for 5" (more inviting) and 6" closure.

e Garland willing to put some towards pedestrian crossing.
e (Context sensitive design of bridge

o  On record with Board

o  Make landmark and unity point

o  Putin letter with examples

e Move DGNO
o  Garland suggests vacant land next to new switching yard.
o  They will check zoning.

Garland Station Design Meeting #6
2/20/06
20f2



Rowlett Station Design Meeting #7

< August 1, 2006
~ e 10:00 AM

MINUTES

Attendees:
LOPEZGACIA GROUP, INC.
Parsons Transportation

¢ Add second auditor
¢ Parking required 944/950

Rowlett Station

e Road - 30 spaces — 4 lane undivided
e Building expansion plan
o  5bspaces
e Kiss and Ride
o on street both directions
o Bus Bays
o 3 saw tooth/paratransit (2 vans)
o 6 bays — run traps with bus
" Bus routes
e  Formal request for bus routes circulation
= Variance/ ? bus only
e 6 in buttons for divide back from

e Cheri/Steve
¢ Downtown Master Plan
o 2 Weeks — Cheri

. Station
- Construction Impacts
. Budget
= Traction Power
. Engineering Crossover locations (Cheri)
=  Get station with adjustment to Rod/Gretchen

e BRW?
o LEA copy

210059.35 Task 5

Rowlett Station Design Meeting #7
8/1/2006
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Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Station Design Meeting #8
Monday
September 11, 2006
9:30 a.m.

ATTENDEES:

Cheri Bush — DART

Steve Salin — DART

Diane Cowin — LGGROUP

Peng Zhao — LGGROUP

Jack W

Rod Kelley — Parsons

Cleo

Phillip Snoddy — Spectrum Global Solutions
Patricia Houseman - International Equities

MINUTES

Concern on Martin Street Side
e Would like to move west more (another 257)
e The parcel zoned for 4/5 stories (one of few)
¢ Underground parking for downtown on property
e Martin Street-in process with City; not final

o Moving is really the City’s call

o Dart has no problem

=  More of abend in road but doable

Row Adjustment
e Adjust to south - 20’
e They were thinking of place for people to sit/eat outside along property

Cost Analysis - with Mike Shaw (real estate) for different alternatives
¢ City purchasing street
o Utilities

o need to be moved by city

o Not Dart’s responsibilities

o Stormdrain in roadway - cannot move 60” stormdrain

210059.35 Task 5

Station Design Meeting #8
9/11/06

Page 1 of2



Architects
e Seltzer
e B&O

Delivery

e drawing of realignment of what possible
e get o city/developer

e setup meeting

210059.35 Task 5

Station Design Meeting #8
9/11/06
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m DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connecting Communities

Vol. 1, Issue 1 April 2005

The Rowlett Extension ,
PI ano Q Parker Road (P
The pieces are coming together to
Downtown Piano

bring DART Rail Service to Rowlett. In

1995, Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) o Rt aF]

identified the Rowlett Corridor with the f! —

Northeast Corridor Major Investment .

: Richardson
Study (MIS). In 1997, the corridor Arapaho Center P)
was included as a Phase Il project in >on /
the DART Transit System Plan. The Spring Valley (P) Rowlett
proposed DART Rail to Rowlett project / G arl and
[P] LBJ/Ceniral
is an extension of the Blue Line which
(P] Forest Lane
anches off the main Light Rail Transit d ’ ﬁq,’ %ﬁ
(LRT) Line at Mockingbird LRT Stationin | ! (
Walnut Hill %)’0,
Dallas and ends in downtown Garland. 1
1(JP)Park Loneg
[ ]
The study area for the proposed s
y prop ErS|ty " Whife Rock [F)

DART Rail to Rowlett extends from the
existing Downtown Garland Station
into downtown Rowlett. It involves the
cities of Garland and Rowlett, which are
located within DART's service area. The
Rowlett LRT extension will utilize the

existing MKT Railroad.

During the Preliminary Engineering/
(PE/EA),

efforts for the Rowlett LRT Extension line

Environmental Assessment
engineering detail will be developed
| the associated environmental

impacts will be fully documented.

Lovers Lan
irk - 4
#A7 P]Mockingbird

and ."7,

Public and agency involvement will
occur throughout the study process to
ensure that the DART Rail to Rowlett
PE/EA results are consistent with
local guidelines, a public consensus
is reached, that impacts are identified
and appropriate mitigation measures

developed.

panr DART Rail Extension

Calling on the Community

A community-based work group will be
established, consisting of citizens from
Garland and Rowlett. This group will
be comprised of representatives from
organized interest groups, business
leaders, and other stakeholders in the
corridor. These persons will offer input
on issues and potential solutions on
behalf of their organization or area.

If you are interested in becoming a
member of either group, please contact
Lawrence Meshack jmeshack@DART.org
or Joanna Colvin jcolvin@lggroupinc.

April 2005 ¢ 1
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Public Involvement Process

e objective of the public
involvement process is to ensure that
stakeholder concerns are heard and
addressed and that the resulting project

has broad public support.

Neighborhood groups, businesses,

property owners, residents, public

officials, the driving public, and

others along the project corridor
have an interest in understanding
the study, the schedule, and the
issues that

Public

may affect them. A

and Agency Involvement

Plan was developed to establish a

April 2005

through similar reports and meetings.
City Council members have a particular
interest in issues that affect their cities
and districts within and along the

corridor.

A Community Work Group will
be established to provide targeted
citizen input to the environmental
impact analysis. It will be comprised
of representatives of homeowner
associations, property

business leaders, and others; working

owners,

together to stay informed about the
project and to inform the Project Team

about issues that affect them.

Downtown Rowlett Cotton Gin Near Proposed
Downtown Station

also began in April, and it is anticipated

that the Final Environmental

Assessment should be completed at the

end of March 2006.

Study Process Timeline

approximately approximately
1995 1995 2005-2006 2 years 4-6 years Ongoing
Long Range y Preliminary ;

Transportation Mobility MIS Engineering | . ] Construction )
System * . and : Final Design or » Operation
Planning Product: LPIS | Environmental Implementation|

(completed) Assessment ;

PUBLIC

TR R G s s R

N OLVEMENT

process to keep these stake holders
informed and to obtain their input
about the

project  throughout

the project.

DART staff and the Project Team will
communicate regularly with the DART
Board of Directors and its committees
through written reports and briefings.
The City Councils in the project corridor

-.e also participating in the process

The public can also stay current on the
study progress and issues of concern,
through project newsletters, DART's
web site (www.DART.org), and public

meetings.
Study Timeline

The Preliminary Engineering process
began in April and should be completed
by the end of February 2006. The

preparation of environmental studies

2 = April 2005

For more information about the DART
Rail to Rowlett, please check our
website - www.dart.org - or contact:
Lawrence Meshack

DART Community Affairs
jmeshack@dart.org

Or send comments directly to:

DART Community Affairs

| Dallas Area Rapid Transit

P.O. Box 660163

Dallas, TX 75266-0163

| 214-749-2543

DART Rail Extension
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NEXT PUBLIC MEETING Plano G -
Thursday, 9/22/05 - 6:30 p.m. B powntown Piano __":egf:e .
Austin Academy for Excellence — i e e LT
1125 Beverly Drive i Ranoks 7 Future LRT Line
Garland, TX ©  LRT/Transit Station
(Mapsco Page 29A-F). ( Galatyn Park [  Parking at Station
Richardson
The Rowlett Extension rasapn
In 1995, Dallas Area Rapid Transit
(DART) completed the Northeast i ROW'Ett
Corridor Major investment Study
(MIS). In 1997, the Rowlett corridor PE R el O
was included as a Phase Il project P LEL osmst)emie %'a; o)
in the DART Transit System Plan @ %@g;b%
as an extension of the Northeast O walnut Hill @ ‘r"“’:',:
Corridor, which currently begins at @ @
Mockingbird LRT Station in Dallas
and ends in downtown Garland. A
The Rowlett LRT Exention extends

from the existing Downtown Garland
Station into downtown Rowlett.
During the Preliminary Engineering
/Local Environmental Assessment
(PE/LEA), engineering detail will
be developed and the associated
environmental impacts will be fully
documented. Public and agency
involvement will occur throughout
the study process to ensure that
results are consistent with local
guidelines; a public consensus is
reached; impacts are identified; and
appropriate mitigation measures are
developed.

Northeast portion of the DART System Plan Map

Public Meeting #1

The first public meeting, held at Rowlett City Hall on the May 12, 2005 was
attended by over 40 members of the community. The Project Team gave a
presentation describing the study. Several key issues were presented, and
include:

Crossing KCS tracks east of Downtown Garland;

Rowlett Creek and floodplain issues;

Noise and vibration issues;

Historical issues; and

Coordination efforts with Downtown Garland Planning Initiatives and

the Rowlett Main Street Improvements project.
Following the meeting, the City of Rowlett gave a presentation on
proposed downtown improvements.

oarr DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter
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Extending LRT from Downtown
Garland Station

One of the challenges discussed
during the May public meeting was
DART Light Rail Transit (LRT) crossing
over the Kansas City Southern (KCS)
line just east of the Downtown
Garland station. This freight track
carries up to seven trains daily and
will continue to be a busy corridor for
the freight company.

Four options to cross the KCS line
were evaluated:

Option A involves relocating the
Downtown Garland station to west
of 5th Street. This option requires
the removal of the current station
and the construction of a new light
rail station. This alternative also
necessitates thereconstructionof the
DART light rail track from Glenbrook
Drive to 5th Street. The construction
effort for this option would need
to be phased in several stages to
maintain the existing operation
during construction. In addition, this
option would require passengers
who use the bus transfer facility, and
those utilizing DART parking, to walk
a longer distance and cross both
Walnut Streetand 5th Street. Because
of the extensive rail reconstruction
and new station construction
required, this is potentially the most
expensive option.

Option B entails the construction
of an at-grade crossing of the KCS
railroad. While this is seemingly the
leastexpensive alternative, it presents
the most difficult challenges. The
first challenge is safety. Coordinating

2
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freight traffic with light rail traffic

assumes high risks and requires
close communication with freight
dispatchers. The other issue is the
difficulty of system element design
at the crossing. The conventional
catenary poles and the overhead
wires used to supply electrical power
to the light rail vehicle, would have
to be rerouted to avoid conflicts with
the freight trains. The crossing at 1st
Street, a fairly busy street in Garland,
would also have to be at-grade
since there is not enough distance
between the KCS crossing and 1st
Street to build the rail with enough
clearance over the road.

Option (, the

established prior

alternative
to the EA/PE,
requires the light rail vehicle to make

initial

a left turn and cross over Walnut
Street, at-grade. The train would
then ascend by looping up and over
private properties at 1st Street and
then descend at the Walnut Street at-
grade crossing. The light rail vehicle
would then reenter the existing
right-of-way at the bridge area over

Highway 78 (Lavon Drive). This is
an expensive option that limits the
speeds of the train due to the at-
grade crossing and multiple sharp
turns. The bridge itself would extend
over 2,000 feet and several properties
would be impacted by this option.

Option D requires extending the
current station platform into the
existing 5th Street right-of-way.
5th Street would be
and the intersection with Walnut

realigned

Street would be reconstructed with
streetscape features. The improved
intersection would help enhance
the pedestrian connection to the
existing bus transit station and could
become one of the focal points for
the Downtown Garland area, which
is becoming a vibrant urban center.
This is the second least expensive
option available, and it requires
minimal impact to not only rail
operations, but also DART customers.
This option would also require two
properties to be purchased for the
5th Street realignment.

These options have been discussed
with the City of Garland staff
and will be presented at the next
public meeting to be held at the
end of August or the beginning of

September.

DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter pupr
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1995 1995

approximately

2005-2006 2 years

approximately
4-6 years

Long Range
Transportation
System
Planning
(completed)

Mobility MIS

Product: LPIS

B

Preliminary
Engineering
and
Environmental

* Final Design »

Construction
or
Implementation

Operation

: PUBLIC
Study Timeline

The
process began in April and should

Preliminary  Engineering

be completed by the end of

Frequently Asked Questions

Q

‘ The planning and design
- process has many steps

that DART must complete

Can you get to Rowleft
before 2012?

to ensure safety and efficient
operating and to rush the design
process typically only creates future
problems. Also, DART is committed
to a financial plan that limits how
quickly studies and designs can be
paid for and when money will be
available for construction. As part
of the 2030 Transit System Plan,
currently being updated, the Rowlett
line is compared against other
planned lines and must wait for fund

availability according to this plan.

‘ When can | take the train to
Rowlett?
fa

sarr DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter

Revenue service is expected

to begin in late 2012,

Assessment

INVOLVEMENT

February 2006. The preparation of
environmental studies also began
in April, and it is anticipated that

‘ Are there plans to expand
past Rowlett to Rockwall?

" DART owns the rail ROW all
u the way to Fate, Texas. There

are currently not any plans
to extend to Rockwall, however,
DART is working on the 2030 Transit
System Plan that is evaluating needs
within the DART Service Area and
those areas immediatelly adjacent to

the service area.
. What is Transit Oriented
Development (TOD)?
s TOD is a mix of high-density

land uses that creates a

vibrant community and
complements or fills a need for
the surrounding area(s). This also
includes pedestrian/bicycle linkages
to and from transit facilities, the
development and the surrounding

area.

Timeline of the study process

the Final Environmental Assessment

should be completed at the end of

March 2006.

Eastside Village and Downtown Plano Station
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Public Involvement Process
“he objective of the public
wivolvement process is to ensure
that stakeholder concerns are heard
and addressed and that the resulting
project has broad public support.
Neighborhood groups, businesses,
property owners, residents, public
officials, the driving public, and
others along the project corridor all
have interests in understanding the
study, the schedule, and the issues
that may affect them. A Public/
Agency Involvement Plan was
developed to establish a process to
keep these individuals and groups
informed and to obtain their input
about the project throughout the

PE/LEA preparation process.

DART staff and the Project Team
will communicate regularly with
the DART Board of Directors and its
committees through written reports
and briefings. The city councils in the
project corridor are also participating
in the process through similar reports
and meetings. City council members
have a particular interest in issues
that affect their cities and districts
within and along the corridor.

The public can also stay current
on the study progress and issues of
concern, through project newsletters
like this one, DART's web site (www.
DART.org), and public meetings.

For moreinformation aboutthe Rowlett
Light Rail Transit Extension, please

check our website - www.dart.org -

or contact:

Lawrence Meshack

DART Community Affairs
jmeshack@dart.org

Or send comments directly to:
DART Community Affairs
Dallas Area Rapid Transit

P.O. Box 660163

Dallas, TX 75266-0163
214-749-2543
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NEXT PUBLIC MEETING
Thursday, 6/28/06 - 6:30 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall

4000 Main Street

Rowlett, TX

(Mapsco Page 30-D)

To arrange for Paratransit services to reach
the meeting, please contact Paratransit
Scheduling at 214-515-PARA(7272) in
advance of the meeting.

Local Environmental Assessment
Progress

The first step in implementing
light rail service in an area is the
local environmental assessment/
preliminary engineering study. A
local environmental assessment
(LEA) identifies a variety of issues
that are important to the cities
and neighborhoods that surround
a rail corridor. This assessment is
conducted for each corridor that
is identified for transit. This is also
done concurrently with preliminary
engineering for the light rail systems
and station areas.

The LEA phase for the Rowlett
Extension is the next step for
construction of light rail transit (LRT)
to Rowlett. It follows the Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the
Downtown Garland Station that was
completed in the late 1990s. The LEA
identifies, assesses and documents

environmental factors such as air

June 2006

quality, historic resources, visual
quality, parkland, socio-economics,
noise and vibration, land use and
economic development potential
along the study area.

During this study period, the
public as well as local and county
governmental agencies are kept
informed of the progress and
potential and final findings. This
ensures that the LEA results are
consistent with local guidelines,
identified,

reached and

impacts are public
consensus is
appropriate mitigation measures are
developed.

In the course of preparing the draft
LEA for the Rowlett corridor, various
environmental  issues
identified,

those associated with historic and

potential

have been including
natural resources. In addition to
field

of existing documents and data

investigations and research

resources, coordination with various

o i i,

DART Light Rail at Downtown Garland Station

local, state and federal agencies
provides data for the LEA. Those
agencies include:

-Texas Historical Commission -
historic structures and archeological
resources;

US Army Corps of Engineers -
potential jurisdictional waters;

«Texas Parks and Wildlife & US Fish
and Wildlife Service- threatened and
endangered species; and

«North Central Texas Council of

Governments — demographic and

economic data.

Public Meeting #2

The second public meeting, held at Austin Academy for Excellence in Garland on the September 22,

2005, was attended by over 20 members of the community. The Project Team gave a presentation

describing the study. Several key issues were presented, and include:

Crossing KCS tracks east of Downtown Garland;

Aesthetic considerations of bridge design;
Project cost and schedule;

Bridges vs. at-Grade crossings and

Noise and vibration studies.

oanr DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter



Vol. 2, Issue 1

Natural Resources
The proposed project crosses five
jurisdictional waters of the US.

including two tributaries of Rowlett
Creek, Rowlett Creek, Mills Branch
Tributary and Long Branch Creek.

e

Bridge Crossing Rowlett Creek

Minor impacts are anticipated to
the two tributaries of Rowlett Creek,
Rowlett Creek, and the Mills Branch
tributary as a result of the project. A
permit for the proposed action from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will
be applied for upon completion of
design.

There are several publicly owned
parks and recreation areas in the
Garland to Rowlett rail corridor.
Parklands within ¥2-mile of proposed
LRT line were identified and include
Heritage Park, Lou Huff Park, Rowlett
Creek Preserve, Dallas Off Road
Bicycle Association (DORBA) Trail and
Herfurth Park.

Noise Sensitive Areas
The basic
environmental

parameters  of
noise that affect
residents and businesses include

- intensity or level,

- frequency content and

« variation with time.

Intensity or level is determined
by how much the sound pressure
fluctuates above and below the
atmospheric  pressure, and s
expressed in units of decibels. On a
relative basis, a 3-decibel change in
sound level generally represents a
barely-noticeable change, whereas
a 10-decibel change in sound level
would typically be perceived as a
doubling in the loudness of a sound.

The frequency content of noise is
related to the tone or pitch of the
sound, and is expressed as Hertz
(Hz).
a wide range of frequencies from
about 20 Hz to 17,000 Hz. However,
because the sensitivity of human

The human ear can detect

hearing varies with frequency, the A-
weighting system is commonly used
when measuring environmental
noise to provide a single number

descriptor. Sound levels measured

June 2006

using this weighting system are
called "A-weighted” sound levels, and
are expressed in decibel notation
as "dBA” The A-weighted sound
level is widely accepted as a proper
unit for describing environmental
noise. The extremes are shown to
range from 35 dBA in a wilderness
environment to 85 dBA in noisy
urban area. The average Day-Night
sound level is generally found to
range between 55 dBA and 75 dBA in
most communities.

Noise  sensitive areas  were
identified during the LEA. Typically,
noise sensitive areas are buildings
or parks where quiet is an essential
element of their purpose, residences
and buildings where people
normally sleep (including homes,
hospitals, and hotels), or institutional
land uses including schools, libraries,
Areas within 200

ft of the proposed alignment that

and churches.

may be sensitive to potential noise
and vibration include 11 single-
family residences, one multi-family
residence, seven churches and two
schools.

Single Family Home Near Railroad Tracks

DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter mumr
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Structure Type Location Preliminary Determination
Formed concrete bridge (1930s)  over Commerce Street Potentially eligible
~ormed concrete bridge (1930s) over potential wetland Potentially eligible
Steel pony truss bridge over Rowlett Creek Potentially eligible
Formed concrete bridge (1930s)  East of Rowlett Creek Potentially eligible
Formed concrete bridge (1922)  over Business Hwy 66 Potentially eligible

Potentially Historic Bridges in the Study Area

Historic Resources
A number of state and federal laws
are in place to protect potential
archeological sites and historic
structures. Section 106 of 36 CFR Part
800 is one federal law that requires
anyone receiving federal funding or
permits to consider the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties.
The Section 106 process seeks to
identify and assess possible effects, and
find ways to avoid adverse effects on
historic properties.
i Texas, all publicly owned
historic

structures are considered to have

archeological sites and
intrinsic historic value and should be
identified, protected, and preserved.
The Antiquities Code of Texas provides
some level of protection for those sites
or structures and requires that state
agencies and political subdivisions of
the state notify the Texas Historical
Commission (THC) of any action on
public land or any project with the
potential to disturb recorded historic or
archeological sites. The THC determines
the protective action if an historically
significant site is likely to be present.

There are specific criteria for evaluation
under the Antiquities Code and Section
"4, Historic structures are considered

important if the structure or building is
listed in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) or if a building fits into at
least of one of the following criteria:

(A)  Itis associated with events that
have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of Texas history.

(B)  Itis associated with the lives of
persons significant in the past.

(C) It is important to a particular
cultural or ethnic group.

(D) It is the work of a significant
architect, master builder, or craftsman.

(E) It embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period or
method of construction, possesses
high aesthetic value, or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity
whose components lack individual
distinctions.

(F) It yielded or may be likely to
yield information important to the
understanding of Texas culture or
history.

The above criteria, as well as, state
and federal laws ensure that no
archeological site or historic structure
of value is lost during construction.
During the planning process for the
DART Rail to Rowlett project, historic-
age resources will be evaluated by
architectural historians to determine if
they meet the requirements to qualify
them for eligibility under Section 106
and the Texas Antiquities Code.

Bridge Aesthetics

Through several public meetings,
DART has heard that the aesthetics,
or looks, of major bridges along the
corridor are of great concern to citizens
of Garland and Rowlett. Many options
exist to vary the look and structure of
the bridges designed to support the
new rail line. One example of the type
of bridge structures DART intends to
build in the Downtown Garland area is

shown below.

Steel Thru Girder Bridge Example

DanT DART Rail to Rowlett Newsletter
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Public Involvement Process

The objective of the public
involvement process is to ensure
that stakeholder concerns are heard
and addressed and that the resulting
project has broad public support.

Neighborhood groups, businesses,
property owners, residents, public
officials, the driving public, and
others along the project corridor all
have interests in understanding the
study, the schedule, and the issues
that may affect them.

DART staff and the Project Team
will communicate regularly with
the DART Board of Directors and its
committees through written reports
and briefings. The city councils in the
project corridor are also participating

June 2006

in the process through similar reports
and meetings. City council members
have a particular interest in issues
that affect their cities and districts
within and along the corridor.

The public can also stay current
on the study progress and issues of
concern, through project newsletters
like this one, DART's web site (www.

DART.org), and public meetings.

For more information about
the Rowlett Light Rail Transit
Extension,
website -

please check our

www.dart.org -

or contact:
Lawrence Meshack
DART Community Affairs

jmeshack@dart.org

Or send comments directly to:
DART Community Affairs
Dallas Area Rapid Transit
P.O.Box 660163

Dallas, TX 75266-0163
214-749-2543

Para mas informacion, favor
de comunicarse con la Oficina
de Asuntos Comunitarios
(DART Community Affairs) al
(214) 749-2543.
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Preliminary Engineering/

Local Environmental Assessment

Agenda

Community Work Group Meeting

July 14, 2005 - 6:30 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall — Council Chambers
4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas 75088

Welcome and Introductions
Project Background

DART Service Plan

Major Investment Study and Northeast Corridor

Environmental Assessment Process

e Environmental
e Public Involvement

PE/LEA Process and Schedule
Key Project Issues

Garland Station

Potential Wetlands/Floodplain
Potential Historic Structures

Noise/Vibration Sensitive Areas

Role of Community Work Group

. Purpose

Goals
Next Steps

Adjournment
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Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment

Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Task 2.0
Minutes
Community Work Group Meeting
July 14, 2005 - 6:30 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall — Council Chambers

4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas 75088

Cheri Bush of DART opened the meeting at 6:50 p.m.

Ms. Bush introduced the project team and council members.

The PowerPoint presentation was viewed.

Question: Would the Downtown Rowlett bus station go away?

Answer: Bus would go away (207)

Comment: Takes almost an hour to get to downtown Dallas.

Answer: Looking at nonstop — faster speeds — 20 minute headway off peak.
Question A chance for double track?

Answer: Budget — no, engineering plans to accommodate double tracks.
Question: Where will parking go in Rowlett?

Answer: Stay the same, bus access, no reduction in spaces.

Question: If Garland was locally funded, why did they get double track?

Answer: Initially intermediate service, this corridor will maintain same frequency of service as
Downtown Garland.

Question: Main Street Bridge historic?
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Answer: Still considered potential — preliminary coordination with THC.
Comment:Came close the collapsing a few years ago.

Question: Council talked about committee to keep design Downtown Rowlett Station, are you
open?

Answer: Yes, have members come to these meetings, good forum.
Question: When will you discuss noise?

Answer: Measure Downtown noise to determine whether or not mitigation is necessary, will be
disclosed at public meetings.

Question: Have you considered safety — children, backyards?
Answer: Line will be fenced at 45 mph. Row will be fenced.
Comment: People can look and sound wall by Garland Post Office as example.

Comment: Ride train from Garland to Dallas, look at the station design, betterments, barrier, what
takes place, plans a good example of TOD.

Question: What local funding is required from Rowlett?

Answer: For construction, nothing. Rowlett’s been a member city for a certain number of years.
Garland paid in for enhanced station. Richardson shared funds for tunnel.

Comment:  When Park’n Ride was put in, not great amenities, promised a really nice station.

Comment: There would not be restrooms in station, landscaping would be just as good as
Garland.

Question: What was original date on NW Corridor 2007-2008?
Comment:  Sore spot — DART was supposed to be here THIS year. Told to stay in member city
2001 economy got bad. Now 2012, would like to see DART give Rowlett the same

respect, original city like Carrollton.

Response:  Our funds are from local economy, economy is bad, we are in a tight spot.

Question: Garland station’s only access on front side, will Rowlett station have access on both
sides?
Answer: Extension of Martin will allow safety - people want to make sure signals are in

place.
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Comment:

Question:

Answer:

Comment:

Response:

Question:

Answer:

Comment:

Question:

Answer:

Question:
Answer:
Question:
Answer:
Question:
Answer:
Question:

Answer:

Put station on the same side as parking.

Operating funds and construction funds are construction funds in place?

Yes.

In the past, underestimated parking and ridership.

Modeling has been done, fortunately, ROW has extended land for expansion.

Does DART take into account ridership and parking with respect to oil prices,
connectivity, etc.?

That will be looked at on the whole as more projects are implemented.

A difficulty for projections is finding the numbers outside of the service area. Park
‘n Rides are used by people outside the service area extensively.

Is Rowlett the end of the line?

DART owns corridor out to Fate, Texas. 2030 System Plan looks at extending
further.

Any plans for a loop?

That’s in the 2030 System Plan, looking at crosstown.

All of these plans are existing rail lines?

Everything but Irving.

Any interest in non-member cities to join in?

They have to join, bus service immediately, get in line for LRT.
This Service Plan, is everything for next 15 years?

All of these promises will be built out by 2012.
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Community Work Group
Thursday, July 14, 2005
Rowlett City Hall - 6:30 p.m.

Agenda

Welcome and Introductions
Project Background |
PE/LEA Process and Schedule |
Key Project Issues '
Role of Community Work Group o
Next Steps

Irving/DFW
Corridor |
20112013 | 1

Southeast

Corridor
2010

Phase I

Northwest Corridor Final Design underway

Southeast Corridor Final Design underway

Irving/DFW Corridor PE/EIS underway

Rowlett Extension PE/LEA underway

Phase I

South Oak Cliff Extension | Right-of-way preservation; PE/EA TBD

2rd CBD Alignment Needs & Opppnunilias in‘2(‘)30 System f = ¢
il i it ol il -,Land uses include industrial, floodplain and residential

NOTES: PE = Preliminary Engineering: FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement;
EA -~ Environmental Assessment; LEA — Local Envitonmental Assessment e

+ Route length = 4.5 miles ot TR g
+ Locally funded project {!” LA mm
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PLANNING PRSIV | PRELIMINARY
(Compieted) ANALYSIS | ENGIMEERING

COGRDINATION
WITH OTHER
MiS EFFORTS

1995 1997 2005 | Approx.2vears | Approx. 4-6 Years

OPERATION

PE/LEA completion expected in March 2006

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include: ) |
* Purpose and Needs statement (draft complete) |

« Preliminary engineering and preparation of local environmental
assessment (Data coilection and base mapping underway)

» Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis

|
+ Stalion area planning - includes urban design and TOD analysis

Public Meetings
KCS Crossing Analysis
Preliminary Engineering
Station Planning & Design
Environmental Analysis
Operation Planning
Ridership Revenue Analysis

LEA Report

@ OWG Mesting T}mnam Public Mesting

|* Crossing KCS tracks east of Downtown

Garland
* Rowlett Creek and Wetlands
* Noise and Vibration Issues
* Historical Issues
* Coordination Efforts

— City of Garland Downtown Planning Initiatives

— City of Rowlett Main Street Improvements project

(R



The CWG is intended to provide technical staff with

The responsibilities of the CWG are to

* Monitor the DART Rail to Rowlett PE/LEA Study from a community
perspective;

= Highlight potential issues and concerns specific to their interest
group,;

= Coordinate DART Rail to Rowlett PE/LEA Study activities for their
local interest group;

* Disseminate information and generate project interest throughout the
community; and

= Offer strategies to resolve issues between competing interests.

¢ Public Meeting
— late August/ early September

* Next CWG Meeting
— late September




DART,

Project Manager:

Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org
214.749.2568

Community Affairs:

Lawrence Meshack

Jmeshack@dart.org
214.749.2590
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DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connecting Communnitics

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment

Agenda
Community Work Group Meeting
January 25, 2006 - 6:30 p.m.
The Atrium at the Granville Arts Center
300 N. Fifth Street
Garland, Texas

l. Welcome and Introductions
Il The crossing of the light rail over the KCS alignment, just east of the Downtown
Garland station
« Impacts to the existing Downtown Garland Station
« Impacts to the existing utility lines near the crossing
II. The appearance of bridge structures for the new line
V. Design and development of the new Rowlett Station
V. Environmental issues including noise and vibration

VI. Next Steps

VII.  Adjournment



Page 1 of 2

DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Cennecling Communities

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment

Rowlett Corridor (R-1) Task 2.0
Minutes
Community Work Group Meeting

January 25, 2006 — 6:30 p.m.
The Atrium at the Granville Arts Center
300 N. Fifth Street
Garland, Texas

Cheri Bush — DART Diane Cowin - LGGROUP
Lawrence Meshack — DART Peng Zhao — LGGROUP
Joanna Colvin — LGGROUP Kevin St. Jacques - WSA
Melinda Clary — LGGROUP Boro Dedeitch — Parsons

. Introductions — 32 in attendance

# Agenda

° Phase II Build out

. Study Area

° PE/LEA Process — December 2012

. PE/LEA Timeline
o  Public Hearing

° Key Issues
o  KCS — Movement of station
o  SLRYV vehicle — raise platforms 8” to allow for a walkway.
o 2 miles of floodplain

. Aesthetics
o  Enhanced bridge
o  Working with Garland to create design that fits with community aesthetics
o  Shared parking

° Comment — HazMat



Page 2 of 2
o Quick Trip Fuel new station being built — check database
Question: When would construction begin on the bridge over KCS?
Answer: 2009, finishing perhaps by 2012.
Comment: Will there be any bearing on current services?
Answer: No, there will be no interruption in service.
Question Any change west of the current station, will the 5" Street crossing change at all?
Answer: At this time it stays the same.
Question: Will there be noise/vibration issues on the new Community College Campus?

Answer: Assuming there would be no impact, would have to slow down, might hear the train
horn, understand people get used to all of the noise.



LRT I?hase [l Buildout

Northwest

Corridor Rowlett
§ 2010 i
Community Work Group S . Goftitior
Wednesday, January 25, 2006 .

The Atrium at the Granville Arts Center -
3
Garland, Texas

Rraden

Agenda - ;

d ‘ Irving/DFW
“Welcome and Introductions Corridor
*Project Background 2011-201
The crossing of the light rail over the KCS alignment, just —

east of the Downlown Garland station

*impacts o the existing Downtown Garland Station

Southeast
simpacts ta the existing utility lines near the crossing Corridor
“The appearance of bridge structures for the new line L e gplg :
«Environmental issues including noise and vibration ot aan e mcc ——

+Design and development of the new Rowlett Station

L

TR ==

Downtown Garland

PE/LEA completion expected in March 2006

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:
* Purpose and Need statement (draft complete)

= Preliminary Engineering and preparation of Local Environmental
Assessment (Data collection and base mapping complete; 5%
PE and impact analysis underway)

Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(complete)

Station area planning - includes urban design and TOD analysis
o £ - (underway)

« Land uses include Industrial, Floodplain and Residential 1”““‘"""‘""" i

= Route length = 4.5 miles

* Locally funded project




Public Meetings
KCS Crossing Analysis

5 % Praliminary Engineering
10% Preliminary Engineering
Rowlett Station Planning/Design
Environmental Analysis

Operation Planning
Ridership Revenue Analysis

LEA Report

# CWG Meeting {?senml Public Meating

2006

DART.,

+ Crossing the KCS alignment — Downtown Garland Station and
transmission lines

+ The appearance of bridge structures for the new line

= Environmental issues including noise and vibration and
jurisdictional waters/Howlett Creek

= The new Rowlett LRT Station
* Potential Historical Issues

* Coordination Efforts

(W]



Jurisdictional Waters

Noise and Vibration
Historical Resources
Hazardous Materials
Socio-economic Conditions
Land Use Considerations

Rowlett Creek
100-year
Mills Branch Floodplain

Rowlett
Creek

Rowlelt Creek ¥
Tributas Rowlett Creek §&
= Tributary

: La
Goardination is angoing with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

A USACE project number and manager have been assigned and further
coordination will take place following 5% design.

Ralnbow
Eslatos

Impact analysis will be completed following 5%




1;

: Preliminary
Structure Type Location - Determination
Formed concrele bridge | over Commerce Streel | Polentially efigible
{1930s) :
Formed concrete bridge | over potential wetiand | Potentially eligible
{1930s) : -
Steal pony truss bridge | cver Rowlett Creek Potentially eligible
Formed concrete bridge | East of Rowlett Creek | Potentially eligible
(1930s) R
Formed congcrete bridge - | over Business Hwy 66 F"otemially eligible
(1922

* Additional analysis and coordination with
the Texas Historical Commission will be
initiated following completion of 5%
design.

®

— Analysis indicated that a significant minority

* A review of a hazardous Distance population exists in the study area.
materials database search from rinins . . . .
sistad ol it alignment | — Median household income levels within the project
was cancucled along projec - Within 1/8 i area are higher than the Dallas County average.
area. S oile =
e — The study area has slightly lower income and higher
+ No sites were identified lefo amic e poverty levels than Dallas County.
directly along railroad. Y to ¥ mile 29

— The proposed project would not impact these tracts

“sites include low, medium disproportionately or adversely.
and high risk potential




DART

Land uses
include
Industrial, |}
Floodplain
and
Residential

Garland

N. 1! Street -Grade Separation Aecommended
Lavon Drive (SH 78} Already Grads Separated

SH 66 Already Grade Separated
Commerce Street Already Grads Separated

Centerville Road

| Existing At-Grade Crossing ‘acceptable

Rowleti

Dexham Poad Existing At-Grade Crossing acceptable
Main Street Already Grade Separated

HRowiett Hoad Grade Separation Recommended

Commerce Stle:i_e__u Richards Street

At-Grade Crossing 1o be closed

=From 1990 1o 2000, Rowlatt experienced some of the highes! population
growth in the region (21 percent increase)

~Rowlett adopted a comprehensivs Economic Development Strategic Plan
2002-2003 in order lo: foster growth and attract and relain business

Fulura Downtown Area Crossing

Mot yet analyzed

. Parking ',
and7\23 A

Ride

Rowlett
Station

Initial build-out
scenario providing
parking by DART for
transit customers




* Complete Environmental Analysis
* Complete Preliminary Engineering
* Complete Rowlett Station design

* Submit Draft Local Environmental
Assessment for public review

Project Manager:

Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org
214.749.2568

Community Affairs:

Lawrence Meshack
Jmeshack@dart.org

214.749.2590
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DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connecting Communities

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment

Agenda
Technical Work Group Meeting 1

Thursday, June 16, 2005 - 11:30 a.m.
The Atrium at the Granville Arts Center
300 N. Fifth Street
Garland, Texas

l. Welcome and Introductions
I1. Background/Purpose of the Project
Il Role of Technical Work Group in Decision-Making Process

V. Description of Preliminary Engineering/Local Environmental Assessment
Process and Schedule

V. Review and Discussion of Key Project Issues

VI.  Break-out group discussions of Station Area Planning
A. Garland
B. Rowlett

VIl.  Next Steps

VIIl.  Adjournment



Rowlett Corridor (R-1)
Technical Work Group Meeting 1
Thursday
June 16, 2005
11:30 a.m.

Cheri Bush opened the meeting at 12:00 p.m.

o Project team introductions
o Cheri began PowerPoint
o Break-out Sessions

Garland break-out session notes
o Peng Zhao presented KCS crossing alternatives

o Garland Station - is enhanced station - $2M more
o 2 options most feasible - from 7-8 first considered

Option A - Station to rest side of 5t
Option D - realign 5™ Street, extend station, demo portion

o Option A is most expensive option

* Presented alternatives that were eliminate prior to meeting
o OptionD

= Pedestrian friendly crossing opportunity

*  Bring new community college closer to rail

Robert Wunderlich
Station area important: redevelop downtown area
Catalyst: community college placement
Key redevelopment area - change character - tie together with master plan
Didn’t do a good job the first fime integrating the station info downtown
Shifting to west - more visible from downtown (benefit)
No long term plans to widen 5" Street on either side of Walnut
Community College - urban style / transit orientated

nita:
When will station construction begin? - 2009-2010
50,000 foot building - Community college start, open 2007 - 2008
Timing construction activities on all four comers of intersection is critical
Opportunity to widen sidewalks

0000 »OOOOGOGODO



Rod:

O

Get together with RKL: to talk about downtown revitalization plan and staiotn

GP+L

o
o
o]

23 > ft for frain
19 ft, for centenary
5-6 ft for clearance - voltage envelope consideration ~ 20 ft

Crossing: TNPA line (Tom Chambers - contact)

O 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0

O O

QO O 9 O

Start grading 1-2 structures back

Line parallel to station being redone (within ROW)

Bring up to 138

Name: Walnut to Fairdale

Minimum separation 14ff - 138 kv

Distribution issues all along corridor

At grad may not be a problem - but aerial will not have enough clearance
Can under build distribution

» Comcast / Verizon may be under currently (6 ft above them for neutral)
Transmission cannot dip under

Cost Estimate

»  Commodities change - steel etc.

» Need exact elevation to give realistic number

Line within ROW by license - based on agreement

»  Who covers cost?

Most GP&L trans lines will be 138 kv in next 10 years

Hold on active rebuild of transmission line

Wait for DART final plan

Concern with the way the aerial structure looks - gateway to downtown - steel
bridge - don't care what Dallas looks like - has to work for Garland

*DART has review these plans

Rowlett break-out session notes

0O 0 0O 0 0 O

o]

Extended City Building

Certain properties cleared

Cotton Gin, not historical - not stable and most likely will be raised

Move Commerce Street Crossing

Historical Society Building near Ponder

City owns block where City Building now stands - future retail development (with
Round about) on 9 Y2 acres of city property

Large water tower on park property

Historical downtown - west of city block connected buildings - across the
structure - buildings are not related

East of Cityblock - residential buildings converted to commercial



East & West of station site - lots of non-conforming uses and structures - zoned to
north west are mixed use

4 story minimum higher density desired

New building to east is public works, police and fleet services



- LRT Phase Il Buildout

Northwest e
Corridor Rowlett
Technical Work Group L. 20 “-}Y.‘.‘ ‘ Cog:(z:!or
Thursday, June 16, 2005 e A o
Granville Arts Center, Atrium \'" i
%
Agenda |
Welcome and Introductions Irving/DF
Project Background Corridor

Role of Technical Work Group 2011-2013
PE/LEA Process and Schedule o .
Key Project Issues

Station Area Breakout Discussions
Next Steps

Southeast
Corridor
2010 |

. s

Phase I!

Northwest Corridor Final Design underway

Southeast Corridor Final Design underway

Irving/DFW Carridor PE/EIS underway

Rowletl Extension PE/LEA underway

Phase Il

South Oak Cliff Extension | Right-of-way preservation; PE/EA TBD

2 CBD Alignment Needs & Oppartunities in 2030 System - ;
Sleoi ol M -4L.and uses include industrial, fleodplain and residential

NOTES: PE - Praiiminary Enpineering FE'S - Final Environmenlal Impact Statement. b e i = Route length = 45 miles L - R e
- = Eeh : ' “M‘-ﬁ-—ﬂm s s = Locally funded project o e




DART,

* Crossing KCS tracks east of Downtown
Gariand (break oul discussion)

* Rowlett Creek and Wetlands
* Noise and Vibration Issues
* Historical Issues

* Coordination Efforts
— City of Garland Downtown Planning Initiatives
— City of Rowlett Main Street Improvements project

g

PE/LEA completion expected in March 2006

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:
|+ Purpose and Needs statement (draft complete)
|

+ Preliminary engineering and preparation of local environmental
assessment (Data collection and base mapping underway)

= Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(MATRIX comments due 6/24/05) |

= Station area planning - includes urban design and TOD analysis

Task

Public Meetings |

KCS Crossing Analysis
Preliminary Engineering
Station Planning & Design
Enviranmentsl Analysis
Operation Planning |

Ridership Revenue Analysis |
|

$ TWG Meeting ﬂ?ﬁ-mm Public Meeting




The TWG is intended to provide technical staff support
from a broad range of affected agencies.

The charge of the TWG is to:
= Assist in the definition and evaluation of project alternatives; |
+ Review technical studies and staff recommendations; |

+ Coordinate agency activities and review functions for the DART Rail
to Rowlett PE/LEA;

+ Provide requested data to study team; and

+ Coordinate and arrange briefings with their elected officials

City of Garland

City of Rowlett

|» Data Needs

* Matrix Feedback

* Public Meeting — late August

* Next TWG Meeting — September

Project Manager: )

Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org
214.749.2568

Community Affairs:
Lawrence Meshack
Jmeshack @dart.org
214.749.2590 -

eurmm—
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DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connceting Communities

Agenda
Technical Work Group Meeting 2
Thursday, November 17, 2005
11:30 - 1:00 p.m.
Rowlett Community Centre
4002 Main St.
Rowlett

Welcome and Introductions

Data Collection Efforts

Coordination Efforts
Next Steps
Station Area Breakout Sessions
A. Garland Station Alternatives for Crossing KCS Railroad

B. Rowlett Station Concept Design

Adjournment

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment



Technical Work Group Meeting #2
Thursday
November 17, 2005
11:30 a.m. — 1:00 p.m.
Rowlett Community Centre
4002 Main Street

Rowlett
Attendees:
City of Rowlett Melinda Clary - LGGROUP
City of Garland Diane Cowin — LGGROUP
Cheri Bush — DART Lori Lively - LGGROUP
Suku Banerjee — DART Peng Zhao - LGGROUP
Lawrence Meshab — DART Rod Kelly — Parsons
Reza Shirmanesh — DART Kevin St. Jacques — WSA
MINUTES

Welcome & Introductions -Cheri Bush

Add total schedule for process PE/EA to Operating Service.
Reminder of other DART lines in progress

Overview of Study Area

Project Work Summary

o Revenue SVC 12/12/2012

o Purpose & Need Statement done

o 2-3 weeks from 5% PE Submittal

Data Collection Efforts

o Last bridge on CR list — it's been taken off the system. Highway 66 is no longer part of
the State Highway System, it's just Main Street now.

o Schedule slide

o Jurisdictional waters slide and other Environmental slides.

o Patrick B. —What is to be presented at Z/OU PM? Concerned about giving the public
too much information, especially if everything is not final.
® Cheri — Some will be final; will state what is not final.
° City of Rowlett want to be privy to what will be presented before it is made known

to the general public.

Breakout Sessions — GARLAND

GP &L

KCS Issue

o Going through analysis, ranked alternatives based on various criteria, particularly the
transmission lines — check if DART already has an agreement with Garland Power &
Light (GP & L).
° Major city planning obstacles (GP & L) — lack of communication.
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o Cheri — we have been talking w/ GP & L representative in prior meetings.

° Will elaborate during breakout session.

Cheri — Have huge budget constraints. Obtained permission to go over 22" KCS track

and were aware of transmission lines.

Power line

o Why cross up and over KCS? Cars cannot cross at grade.

° Not FA? approved. Would disrupt service; have to go over and under, no other
option.

° Light rail cannot combine with heavy rail. These two systems can’t exist within
same track system. (Same in Fort Worth.)

At prior meetings GP & L expressed concerns — we're expressing them again. Art

Martinez — we've only been to the July meeting, we presented our concerns then, we’ll

say them again today.

Cliff Parker - Has a consultant or anyone from DART contacted TNPA? Peng received

drawings/communication from TNPA. Two lines in addition to GP & L lines would need

relocating. The final design phase will require more coordination from them (5% will
have more work to do.)

Cheri — call me at anytime, even for an update. Gave everyone a card before meeting’s

end.

Next TWG in January. Very important for you to be on the invitee list. Public meeting in

February.

Check the MOA from original blue line.

Rowlett and Garland Fire Departments to review 5% for access.

Meet with Garland staff.

TMPA — 345 heavily loaded one-side. 138 other — any -?- on that line must be

coordinated with ERCOT.

Peng — Will see what agreements have been set with the real estate group.

Cannot take transmission lines down without coordinating permission with ERCOT (SW-

TX).

Will be expensive. Peng - This is already part of project’s cost.

GP & L revealed in prior discussions that approximately three towers would have to be

removed.

Need to ascertain that it is still okay to take out or move the lines.

Do not proceed much farther in the project without permission from ERCOT!! [Ken

Donohue at ERCOT]

Peng — GP & L people have directed him to consultant.

° Double circuit at 1% Street will possibly be impacted as well. Tracks going right
between the lines.

138 kV — Walnut to Castle and Walnut to Newman impacted.

TOTAL —three 138 kV and one 345 kV, heavily loaded from Royse to Arlington.
345 kV Loop

Why not at grade?

o Safety — cars aren’t cleared for safety; light rail cars are not built to collide with
freight cars (DART Safety Policy.) Not negotiable, no matter the speed. Cannot
upgrade car class.

® Cheri — We promised Rowlett that we'd build this DART line. Have to do it most
cost effectively.

° Catarary (?) cable equals 16’. Pole is 19’. From existing grade to top of cat. Cable

is approximately 40°.

Require 200’ pole costing GP & L about $2 to $3 million.



. Check National Electric Safety Code to get clearance number for swag between

cat. cable.

Contacts at GP & L are Cliff Parker and Johnny Carlock.

Figure horizontal limits without transmission lines.

Elevated areas are main concern.

Problem is dropping it into Rowlett substation after elevation; 1°' Street problem.

. False rumor circulating that we’re moving the station.

° Retaining wall at end of station and raising it up.

e  Cheri — Need to talk to other City personnel about 6" Street.
° Will set up a separate meeting.

o 345 kV heavy loading, sag increases (20’/segment) must determine
appropriate clearance.
At the existing grade, we're already at 135’
Underground not an option for 345kV.

Reza — Who's under license to cross whom?

° GP & L has permits to cross DART's ROW. Cheri will discuss with real estate
folks.

? GP & L is within City of Garland; they've previously been reimbursed for utility

relocation. TXU and other private CO’s typically pay for relocation if crossing a privately

owned ROW.

Scheduling June through August October, note for construction that none of the

transmission will be taken out of service during (peak load)

Allow six weeks for construction, probably cannot shut down a line that long.

Cannot build parallel — no ROW, clearance or existing easement.

New poles have to be in perfect alignment with existing ones. Most likely will have to

take the existing down.

Resolve issue during final design phase — construction in 2009.

Lower voltages will not be problematic as long as you get TMPA and ERCOT'’s

permission. You can have alternate back-ups, but not 345kV. Not regulated by PUC.

Does GP & L require a separate meeting? Peng — Let us send a set of 5% design plans

to GP & L in order to avoid a conflict.

® Let us know if GP & L sees any additional conflicts.

e Suku — Can we send that to GP & L now before the 5%?7 Peng —We won't have
everything together before 5% (things still shifting.)

° Rick Gurly — TMPA owner of 345 kV; obtain contact information from GP & L for
future correspondence.

® TMPA has an agreement with the KCS Railroad of which we need to know the
details.

° Cannot angle the line for more strength, steel too expensive.

. Keep it at bridge at 1% Street; challenge is how to get line back down to Rowlett
Substation.

° Would have to lift ends and drop steel to station.

. Would have to raise lines prior to construction start.

° Burying lines in order of magnitude.

o Cost increase may be prohibited.

. 345 if underground, oil-pumping station, outages out for weeks.
® Cannot take track underground, it would have to go down and up too steeply due
to proximity of the H,O table.



Breakout Sessions — ROWLETT

O
o

Kevin drew on DART property lines.

Basic Criteria:

. 460’ platform

. Six bus bays

° 944 parking places (total)

Rod Kelly — The ‘close 2 to open one new’ street policy is still an issue.

Citywide trail plan.

Access to neighboring parcel — 1B could provide two ways, another roundabout could

reduce attractiveness for cut thru traffic.

Parking — structured parking — why not? - Costs are very high, estimated at $10 million.

Our estimated cost for buying property saves us $5 million.

Option 1B:

° Pat — Let's move some (300-400) parking spaces to downtown government center
so that people will walk through retail center and be exposed to opportunities to
spend money in Rowlett.

. Rod — Can City commit to having those spaces ready on December 12, 20127

° Result: set 1A aside, 1B preferred.

Option 2:

° C — Most realistic property acquisition option.

2 Pat — We all like this one a lot.

Option 3:

Getting to far away from ‘heartbeat’ of downtown.

Option 2C:

. Disadvantages:

° Acquisition of property.

. Grade changes with LRT bridge.

o Have to cross Martin Street to access one-half of parking.
Advantages:

Providing additional ? with tie into downtown theme.

Better potential for getting Callongen property for TOD.



LRT Phase Il Buildout

- ‘Northwest i
DAR I_n Corridor qern Rowlett
Technical Work Group I Co;-g:tzjor
Thursday, November 17, 2005

Aok

Rowlett Community Centre

Agenda |
Welcome and Introductions |rW
Overview Corridor

Data Collection Efforts

|
Coordination Efforts

e % :
[ e
Garland Station Alternatives for Crossing a8 Southeast
KCS Railroad F - 2k Corridor
Rowlett Station Concept Design - 2010
Next Steps NN o JREp— s

R x & o S PE/LEA completion expected in March 2006
Dawntown Garland

Sxation

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:
» Purpose and Need statement (draft completg)
* Preliminary engineering and preparation of local environmental

assessment (Data collection and base mapping complete; 5%
PE and impact analysis underway)

= Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(complete)

+ Land uses include Industrial, Floodplain and Residential
= Route length = 4.5 miles
= Locally funded project

« Station area planning - includes urban design and TOD analysis
(underway)




Task

Public Meetings
KCS Crossing Analysis
Prellminary Engineering
Station Planning & Design
Environmental Analysis
Operation Planning
Ridership Revenue Analysis

LEA Report

& WG Meeting {(nmm Public Mesting

B -(_JFOISISing KCS tracks east of Downtown

Garland (break out discussion)

* Rowlett Creek and other Jurisdictional Waters
* Noise and Vibration Issues
* Historical Issues
* Coordination Efforts
— City of Garland Downtown Planning Initiatives
— City of Rowlett Main Street Improvements project

* Jurisdictional Waters (break out discussion)
|* Noise and Vibration

'+ Historical Resources

\* Hazardous Materials

¢ Socio-economic Conditions
* Land Use CC_)I:]f.:»_iC_Ie_ratl'O[lﬁ -

Rowlett Creek
100-year

Mills Branch 2 Floodplain

Tributary
Rowlett
Creek

Rowlett Creek &
Tributary | Rowlett Creek

Coordination is ongoing with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

A USACE project number and manager have been assigned and further
coordination will take place following 5% design.

2



Mt Hebron
Baptist Church

W < e

design

R

Impact analysis will be completed following 5%

Location

Preliminary

5 Slrl%f:.lure Aipe Determination
Formed concrete bridge | over Commerce Streel | Potentially efigible
{1930s)
Formed concrete bridge | over potential wetland | Potentially eligible
(togosy | -

Steel pony {russ bridge:

over Rowlett Creek

Potentially eligible

Farmed concrate bridge | East of Rowlett Creek | Potentially eligible

(1930s) = e b :

Formed concrete bridge | over Business Hwy 66 | Potentially eligitle
- (1922)

« Additional analysis and coordination with
the Texas Histarical Commission will be

initiated following completion of 5%

design.

A review of a hazardous
materials database search
was conducted along project
area.

No sites were identified
directly along railroad.

Distance :
Arom- # of sites
 alignment
Within- 1/8 |
-
Ystotemie | €8
Yitolemile | 29

prepT——

e

— Analysis indicated that a significant minority

population exists in the study area

— Median household income levels within the project
area are higher than the Dallas County average.

— The study area has slightly lower income and higher

poverty levels than Dallas County

— The proposed project would not impact these tracts

disproportionately or adversely.




Garland
Land uses -
include N. 1% Street Grada Separation Recommendad
Industrial, =
Floodplain [ Lavon Drive (SH 78) Already Grade Separated
and z SH B8 Ajready Grade Separated
Residential
o Gommerce Street : Already Grade Separated
Centervills Road Existing At-Grade Crossing acceplable
Rowlett
Dexham Road Existing At-Grade Crossing acceptable
Main Stiest Already Grade Separated
Rowlett Road Grade Separation Recommended
Commerce Street/ Richards Street | Al-Grade Grossing lo be closed
Future Downtown Area Crossing Mot yet analyzed
+From 1980 lo 2000, Rowlelt experienced some of the highest growth in the S s P ———
region (91 parcent incraase)
~Rowlett adopted a comprahensive Economic Development Strategic Plan
2002-2003 in order lo: Fosler Growth and Attract and retain business

« Complete 5% Design Project Manager:
) Cheri Bush
¢ Complete Impact Analysis Chush@dzart.org
214.749.2568

|* Public Meeting — February 2006

Next TWG Meeting — January 2006 Gy Aals:
. e Lawrence Meshack

Jmeshack@dart.org
214.749.2590




City of Garland

City of Rowlett
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DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Conneeting Communitics

Agenda
Technical Work Group Meeting 3
Wednesday, June 14, 2006
11:30 - 1:00 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall Conference Room
4000 Main St., Rowlett, Texas

Welcome and Introductions
Schedule and Progress

Local Environmental Assessment
Right-of-Way

Rowlett Station Concept Design

Next Steps

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment



DART

Technical Work Group Meeting #3A
Wednesday
June 14, 2006
11:30 a.m. —1:00 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall Conference Room
4000 Main Street
Rowlett

Attendees:

Robert Wunderlich - City of Garland Clifton Parker —GP & L

Dave Schultz — COG Transportation Melinda Clary — LGGROUP
Johnny Carlock —GP & L Joanna Colvin — LGGROUP
Steve Foster —-GP & L Diane Cowin — LGGROUP
Jim Harder —-GP & L Bo Dedeitch — Parsons

Art Martinez-GP & L Rick Gurley — TMPA

Frank Owens —GP & L

MINUTES
P & R at Dalrock at 130
TxDOT Transportation Study over the next 10 years.
(Unified Development Code UDC on City Planning Website)
TxDOT managed lanes
Will see LEA (give to cities)
Aesthetics expected at building abutments (like TxDOT).

Dexham Road Noise/Vibration Impacts

e 15 Noise Analysis difference?

e Be prepared to discuss at the public meeting

e Vegetation

e Existing berm

e Need to explain report findings that Dexham did not trigger impact
e HMMH (Lance Meister) in attendance?

e Four houses on big lots back up to that

e Discuss minimum efforts

e Increased distance

e Residents in area are vocal about noise impacts to the north side.
e Quadgate/wayside horn example

210059.35 Task 2

Rowlett Extension

DART

1 of 2 pages




No build/build scenario
¢ Based on 2025

e GB-B

¢ 66-C,D

Less than an acre
Need response from THC regarding Cotton Gin
Update THC schedule to the City ASAP

Implement integrated Southwest Stormwater Management Plan
e From NCTCOG

e To offset detention

e Ft. Worth is first to adopt new

Peng discussed ROW acquisition fro drainage easements
o Left 90% set with City

Kevin presented Station Design

e Mark apparently showed this at the Commerce Meeting

e “Worried faces” — “My building is now a parking lot.”

e Want to take a closer look, especially at intersection radii. “Looks hard for emergency
vehicles.” (have until June 30)

Finalizing Traffic (Build/No Build) from George Bush
e Looking at ridership effects from George Bush.

UDC - online
Doubletrack
Theresa getting a TOD RFQ

Visual Aesthetic Treatments to bridge
e No piers across Rowlett Road to bridges
e (City would consider paying portion

Foxworth Galbreth — spur potentially leaving

210059.35 Task 2
Rowlett Extension
DART

2 of 2 pages
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VII.

VIII.

XL

XII.

Xl

Agenda
Technical Work Group Meeting 3
Thursdaysday, June 15, 2006
11:30 - 1:00 p.m.
Garland City Hall, Austin State Room
200 North 5" Street, Garland, Texas

Welcome and Introductions
Schedule and Progress

Local Environmental Assessment
Right-of-Way

Drainage Design

Rainbow Estates

Next Steps

DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connecting Communtiiies

Preliminary Engineering/
Local Environmental Assessment



DART

Technical Work Group Meeting #3B
Thursday
June 15, 2006
11:30 a.m. —1:00 p.m.
Austin State Room
Garland City Hall

200 North 5th Street

Garland

Attendees:

Robert Wunderlich — City of Garland Joanna Colvin - LGGROUP

Patrick Baugh - City of Rowlett Diane Cowin — LGGROUP

Teresa Biddich - City of Rowlett Lori Lively - LGGROUP

Shawn Poe - City of Rowlett Peng Zhao - LGGROUP

Cheri Bush - DART Bo Dedeitch — Parsons

Melinda Clary — LGGROUP Kevin St. Jacques — WSA
MINUTES

Question: You have a final decision not to move the Garland Station, correct?

e Yes, Cheri explained extension of platform and KCS crossing saving considerable amount
of water (22 ft clearance).

e 6% internal adjustment.

Exhibited a steel-girder bridge sample.

Question: Are there any other examples?
e No.
e There are other bridges, but steel is required.

Question: Is this the only (low-cost) design alternative for the bridge?
e ltis structurally -- Steel-through girder is the only way to span KCS.
e (Rob requested copy of bridge picture).

Cheri: This is locally funded, not federally funded.

Robert: Does this mean we're less concerned?

e Cheri: No, we're trying t be as fair as we can across the whole system, while staying within
the cost constraints. If there is another desirable bridge that works within the costs
constraints, we’ll look at it.

Question: Was historical effort made during GIS on DGNO rail depot?
e Not at this level

210059.35 Task 2
Rowlett Extension
DART

1 of 3 pages



Robert: Not thinking it should be determined as eligible.

Question: When will we hear from THC?
e 4510 60 days.

Question: What is the decision in the response to THC?
e We can make recommendations, but THC will decide.

Robert: How much hydraulic work has been done?

e At 10% level, 95% done.

L]

Robert: Is there a Hydraulic Report?

e Yes, will have one soon.

e Will copy the cities of Rowlett and Garland on the submittal to DART which will be based on
zoning, drainage (existing).

 For FP, was not considered part of our scope.

Question: Can you roll the map out to show what we are doing along the Ellis yard area?

Question: Is there is a conflict just east of existing station at roughly 1* Street?
e Yes, problem area just at that zone.
e Sewer line crossings will be encased — biggest problem is with the electrical lines.

Question: No elevation?
¢ Peng explained vertical (grade verses at grade) alignment/construction scenario.

Is the area with physical facilities conflicting with existing pole line? GP & L
e Not exactly, line is within ROW 1-2 ft, systems said, ‘Okay’, - no physical barriers.

13’ ROW acquired at properties for drainage.

Question: Are you draining along the same line?

e Yes, 10 year or below storms all could handle overflow.

e Come up with 74-80” pipe to take water along the south side underground.
e Still have open ditch.

Question: How do you maintain access to power line?
e Open drainage.

Question: Is that an access problem? That's why we are here.

e We can go from 13’ to 8', need to know where fence/poles are to know how much room is
available to maneuver.

e Peng Zhao: let me know how wide that access easement needs to be. Could put fence on
top of wall to meet minimum 8’ the requirement.
Easement is 50’. Asking for 13’ of this.
Drainage easement is right up against pole

210059.35 Task 2
Rowlett Extension
DART

2 of 3 pages



Question: Will we have enough space on the north side to drive our equipment?

Comment: If you fence ROW - restricts GP & L access (just a real consideration)
e DART has to have 8 ft.

e GP &L has 50 ft. easement (DART is asking for 13 ft.)

» Not enough room for another pole line

e May overhang DART ROW during maintenance

Peng will meet with GP & L to determine required maintenance (single-pole line usually
requires 50°)

GP & L line crosses Centerville at Commerce.

Question: Will GP & L need permission each time they enter DART ROW for
maintenance? Having to obtain a permit to access DART ROW is going to be a problem.

Robert: More helpful to see cross-sections.

Peng: We are placing a ballast wall for mitigation.
e Need 8 for safety (27).

Question: Are wall and fence going in easement?

Question: What is the height of catenary at the bridge over KCS?

e Thisis a TMPA and GP & L issue.

e Approximately 50’ to top of catenary — need 10 — 12’ which totals 62’ at least (considerably
less at midspan) between that and the line (345 kV).

Induction current caused by two lines crossing.

Peng: We don’t have much choice, can not cross at grade.

70’ differential.

Lines are 212, don’t want to be derailed.

Shoot for a minimum of 12 ft. clearance, but better off with 15 ft.

Question: What about SH66 Bridge? Line crosses there and rail only slightly higher.
Cheri: Issue too important to wait until final design; need to resolve these issues soon.
Tentative meeting set for next Thursday, June 22 at GP & L with Rod and Systems.

May need to raise the TMP.

Assume your funding responsibilities for moving the line is DART’s.

Please mark up critical areas that you see as flags.

210059.35 Task 2
Rowlett Extension
DART

3 of 3 pages
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Technical Work Group

Wednesday, June 14, 2006
Rowlett

Agenda

Welcome and Introductions
Schedule and Progress

Local Environmental Assessment

Technical Work Group

Thursday, June 15, 2006
Garland

Agenda

Welcome and Introductions
Schedule and Progress
Local Environmental Assessment

Right-of-Way Right-of-Way
Rowlett Station Concept Design Drainage Design
Roadway Rainbow Estates
Next Steps Next Steps
(s e e

Public Meetings.
KCS Crassing Analysis

5 % Preliminary Engineering
10% Preliminary Engineering
Rowlet! Station Planning/Design
Environmental Analysis
Operatlon Planning

Ridership Revenue Analysis

Local Environmental
Assessmenl

@ TWG Mewting <\ General Public Mesting

PE/LEA completion expected in August 2006

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:

Purpose and Need Statement (Draft complete)
Preliminary Engineering (10% PE submittal 90% complete)
Local Environmental Assessment (Draft 90% complete)

Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(complete)

Station area planning - includes urban design and Transit-
Criented Development analysis (underway)




o Croééing KCS tracks east of Downtown
Garland

— Downtown Garland station will remain in existing |
location, bridge structure design will incorporate
aesthetic considerations

¢ Jurisdictional Waters

— Design minimizes potential impacts (less than 500
linear feet of impacts to Mills Branch, spanning the
Rowilett Creek floodplain and Long Branch Creek —
minor impacts at piling locations)

« Steel Thru Girder Bfidge-example

Simple design on outside of bridge sk

®

* MNoise and Vibration Issues
= All noise and vibration impacts are categorized as Moderate
— Noise and Vibration Impacts in Garland
* Rainbow Estates Neighborhood
— Noise impacts in Rowleft
* One residence al SH 66 and Main Street
= One residence north of Main Street and Richards Street
. EOU::f residences south of Main Street, just east of Rowlett
0a
« Proposed Rail Head Village Apartments, north of Main Street |
- Impact will depend on the exact location of the building,
which was not available at the time of the assessment.
— Mitigation determined feasible and reasonable at the
Rainbow Estates Neighborfiood |

» Historical Issues
— Potential historic structure impacts:
| * Railroad depot in Garland
1 « Cotton gin in downtown Rowlett
* Rowlett Central Business District
= Potentially locally significant railroad bridges and
culverts dating from ca. 1900 to 1930
— Needing to receive final eligibility determination from
the Texas Historical Commission

2



DART,

&

® Hazardous Materla|S |SSUGS * Jurisdictional Waters - minor impacts anticipated .
‘ '= Noise and Vibration - mitigation required at Rainbow |
Estates

— Ray Boyd Construction Systems, just southeast
| of the intersection of the MKT and KCS . .
+ LUST with groundwater impacts within 200 feet of the rail Historical Resources - elgiity of historic structures
centerline; TCEQ clean-up and assessment underway not yet confirmed
* Design elevated at this point, topography heading to the Hazardous Materials - one site of high concern in

southeast, away from the rail corridor project study area, TCEQ assessment and clean-up
= Extent of the impacts at this time is uncertain — groundwater underway
monitoring is ongoing TR

.

* Socioeconomic Conditions - no issues
- * Land Use Considerations - no issues

]

'» Utility Relocation
— DART currently working with Garland Power : .
& Light and Texas Municipal Power Agency * Complete 10% Design

* ROW Acquisition
— Required at six properties along the project

corridor, primarily along Dexham Estates * Public Meeting — June 29, 2006
(platted, but not built) — -

| Complete LEA




Project Manager:
Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org
214.749.2568

Community Affairs:
Lawrence Meshack

Jmeshack @dart.org
214.749.2590




Rowlett Corridor: GP&L/TMPA Transmission Line Concerns
Technical Work Group Meeting
City of Garland
June 15, 2006

In the Technical Work Group meeting last Thursday with the City of Garland (including
Garland Power and Light - GP&L) and TMPA, we discussed our guideway to be elevated
over the KCS track and First Street, and our proposed ROW acquisition (13 wide) along
GP&L’s 50 ROW to avoid replacement of a DGNO siding track at their Ellis Yard.
TMPA and GP&L indicated their main concerns are at two locations, the first at the KCS
crossing where TMPA’s 345 kV transmission lines are running along the KCS ROW, and
the second at the First Street crossing where GP&L’s 138 kV transmission lines are
running along the north ROW line of First Street.

Since our guideway will be elevated with the top of rail elevations at approximately 30’
above ground at the KCS crossing and 25' above ground at the First Street crossing,
TMPA and GP&L are concerned that our catenary cables will be encroaching or getting
too close to their transmission lines. They wanted to know the exact clearance
requirements between our catenary cables and their transmission lines. We advised the
group that we would have to bring in our Systems consultants to provide the accurate
information and adequately assess the situations.

After our meeting, we obtained the as-built information for the TMPA line and
investigated the GP&L line information again. The top of rail will be approximately 36’
below the lowest TMPA transmission line, while the top of rail at the First Street crossing
will be approximately 24 below the lowest GP&L transmission line. Please refer to the
attached sketches, which depict the crossing situations at these two locations.

While costs were not discussed in the Technical Work Group meeting, I wanted to point
out that initially we had made provisions to cover costs of raising the transmission lines
at both locations in our estimates. On a later date, we were told that the licensing
agreement at the KCS crossing requires the TMPA to raise the lines at their own
expenses. Therefore the cost at TMPA has been taken out from our most recent estimate.

While the GPC team expects these to be resolved during the final design phase, it would
be beneficial to all parties to clearly understand and identify the issues, including those
related to systems elements. We therefore would like to request support from the Systems

group.



MEETING SUMMARY

Subject: Rowlett Corridor LRT Extension
Public Meeting

Place: Rowlett City Hall - 4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas

Date & Time: Thursday, May 12, 2005, 6:30 p.m.

Preparer: Jerry Smiley Date: May 18, 2005

The following is our understanding of the items discussed in this meeting. If this differs from
your understanding, please notify Jerry Smiley at (214) 672-2970 or jsmiley@lggroupinc.com
within five working days.

The first round of public meetings for the Rowlett Corridor LRT Extension was held in Rowlett
on May 12, 2005.

Meeting Meeting Questions/
Date Location Time Attendance Comments
Rowlett City Hall 6:30 p.m.
5-12-05 4000 Main Street to 8:30 50 8
Rowlett, TX 75088 p.m.

An open house was held prior to a formal PowerPoint presentation. This was followed by a
question and answer session. A presentation on proposed improvements from the City of
Rowlett followed the DART presentation.

Lawrence Meshack, DART Community Affairs, brought the meeting to order and introduced
the project team.

Cheri Bush, DART Project Manager, gave a brief overview of the presentation and began the
formal PowerPoint presentation describing the study currently underway. A copy of the
presentation is provided as an attachment.

Ms. Bush opened the floor for comments/questions.

Question: Will the underpass at Main Street be widened?

Answer: That has not been determined at this time; however, the grade separation at
Main Street will be maintained.

1/2 May 12, 2005



Rowlett LRT Extension — Meeting Summary

Question: Since the track is currently used by freight, won't that make the environmental
easier?

Answer: The environmental documentation must be completed like any other corridor.
The fact that freight currently operates on the track will not change the
environmental analyses that will be required.

Question: Will you have to widen the ROW?

Answer: That has not been determined at this time. DART owns the ROW throughout the
corridor. Some additional ROW may be required at station areas or areas where the

freight track will be required to move.

Question: Since the LRT is planned to be installed on the north side of the freight track,
will you keep the freight sidings open?

Answer: Yes, the freight sidings will remain open. DART will coordinate with businesses so
that they may continue to receive shipments during construction.

Question: Can you get here faster?

Answer: DART is planning and design in accordance with the Transit System Plan and
Financial Plan.

Question: Will you have multi-phased construction? Do you have preliminary cost
estimates for construction?

Answer: Those issues have not been determined at this time.

Question: Are there plans to expand beyond Rowlett to Rockwall?

Answer: DART owns the rail ROW all the way to Fate, Texas. There are not any current
plans to extend to Rockwall; however, DART is completing a 2030 Transit System Plan
that considers transportation impacts from outside of the DART Service Area.

Question: Have you looked at noise reduction?

Answer: That will be examined during the environmental analysis phase of the project.

At this point, DART adjourned its portion of the presentation and the City of Rowlett began a
presentation on proposed downtown improvements.

2/2 May 12, 2005



DART Rowlett Extension

Public Meeting 1 — May 12, 2005

List of Exhibits

# Title Description

i Study Area Aerial photo printed on glossy paper with general
study area — to be used throughout study

2 System Map DART map — show entire service area

3 Public Involvement Contact info, how to submit comments, describe

work groups, future public meetings, etc.

4. Issues to Address Zoom in on Melinda’s slide at Garland Station
5 Corridor Issues Use Melinda’s slide as a template
6 Land Use & Activity Corridor
Centers
7 Frequently Asked - What is the timeframe? 2012
Questions - What is TOD?
- Noise/Vib
- Study Process
8 Betterments Pretties
9 Rowlett Station Land Use, nearby activity centers
10 Art Program/Typical

Station




DART4

Thursday, May 12, 2005
Rowlett City Hall

Agenda
Welcome and Introductions
Project Presentation
Questions and Answers
Next Steps

Adjournment o . e,
AT b

Northwest
Corridor
_ 200910 |

Irving/DFW

Corridor
2011-2013

Rowlett
Corridor
2012

Southeast

| Corridor
2009-10

LRT Phase Il Buildout R e

B

. Project Status
Phase Il
Northwest Corridor Waiting for Final Design approval

Southeast Corridor
Irving/DFW Corridor

Waiting for Final Design approval

Advanced Planning for PE/EIS underway

Rowlett Extension
Phase Il

South Oak Cliff Extension Right-of-way preservation; PE/EA TBD
2 CBD Alignment

PE/EA underway

Needs & Opportunities in 2030 System Plan;
Alternatives Analysis in Fall 2005

NOTES: PE - Prefiminary Engineering; FEIS — Final Enwironmental impact
Siatement. EA - Environmenial Assessment

b

DARN

Task

Environmental
Assessment/Preliminary
Enginsaring

Final Design

Canstruglion

Revenue
Sarvica

Dec
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
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R-1 Rowlett LRT Extension L@-

inN
Al =i

[ Downtown Garland

| Staton
7]

b A APS

Locally funded

4.5 miles-Downtown Garland to
urrent Rowlett Park & Ride

Primarily industrial w/ wetlands

Rowlstt Station
(next to Park & Rid

DAR’

* Art & Design committees created for each
LRT station

— Develop unique visual identity
* Final Design
— Community volunteers sought
* Process
— Community Orientation Meeting
— Two collaborative workshops
— Final presentation of art & design plan

* Crossing KCS tracks east of Downtown
Garland

* Rowlett Creek and Wetlands
« Noise and Vibration Issues
* Historical Issues
* Coordination Efforts
— City of Garland Downtown Planning Initiatives




* Project Manager: Cheri Bush

— Cbush@dart.org
—214.749.2568

* Community Affairs: Lawrence Meshack
—Jmeshack@dart.org

—214.749.2590
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Rowlett Public Meeting #2

Lawrence Meshack called the meeting to order at 6:40PM

Welcome and introductions... team

Cheri

Annie Dickson

Annie Dickson

Where is the Bush Turnpike extension?
Showed vicinity + increased service likely

Where is the Rainbow Addison/addition?

- (Identified) Has been tagged as an area of concern, if you
know of anyone that is effected, but not yet a part of the
project — let us know.

+ Herfurth Park is quite a bit south... Will it be effected?
- No, we look at noise issues within a 1/2 mile buffer.

+ My business is at the end of Richards Street... will the
station area run through my parking lot?
- All DART property, all conceptual.

+ Will you use existing rail?
- Yes, the row will not be expanded at Richards Street.

+ Is Garland Station similar to the exit at Lover’s
Station?
- 6% maybe higher at Garland — Lover’s is at 5%

What intersection is Garland Station bridge
descending?

- Lavon & 1% (After Lavon)

Descent between 1 & Lavon

Similar to Forest Lane?

Garland would be longer.

What is the center structure of the bridge?

Steel

+ The concrete base at each end is solid concrete like
Forest / Jupiter? Can it look nicer?

- It is something to consider — fagade.

+ Suggest that the community request an ‘artwork’ on
the bridge concrete?

+ Since Garland Station is not being moved - can this
line be built faster?

1 + 1 + ]



- We still have steps in place and must follow the timeline.

+ In design / planning have you considered boarding

train on both sides?

- Still center platform, LRV inititile

+ Are bridges constructed for double track?

- Yes.

+ What is the cost? What’s the difference?

- No answer for that.

+ If we are that close to full double track, why can’t we

initially build both?

- Will be considered. Look at differences.

+ We see increase in ridership — any idea what the % is

at Garland?

- No solid numbers yet.

+ When will we get more parking?

- Being suspended

+ When will construction begin?

- 2009

+ Has DART decided that the schedule will meet 2012

deadline?

- Typical for design to take longer than construction.

+ Freight trains make more noise now than LRT — why

study noise?

- FTA guidelines required

+ Is this the concept that DART board recommends?

Will it free extra money?

- In realigning 5™ Street, we would need to find 5 million —
rebuild station — 15 million.

- In order to do more, you would need to take the money
from something else.

+ Has Rowlett considered at grade crossings?

- Rowlett impact analysis say too much traffic

+ Will center will be at grade?

- Undecided — traffic says at grade — but need to elevate for

floodplain.



Project Status

Public Meeting 3
10% Engineering & Env. Documentation

Spring 2006 }
|
A

Early 2008

Welcome and

Winter 2005

Introductions

% Engineering
Station Design
Public Meeting 2
Data Collection
KCS Crossing Alternatives
Public Meeting 1
Purpose & Needs

Data Collection Efforts

Agenda

Thursday, September 22, 2005 « Jurisdictional Waters

Austin Academy for Excellence . L
y * Noise and Vibration

Data Collection Efforts * Historic Resources
Station Development » Coordination Efforts
Questions and Answers - Preliminary Coordination with Texas Historical

- Commission, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Texas
Adjournment Parks and Wildiife, and U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service




Jurisdictional Waters

The proposed project crosses five
jurisdictional waters of the U.S.:
— Two tributaries of Rowlett Creek
— Rowlett Creek
— Mills Branch Tributary
- Long Branch Creek

Jurisdictional Waters

% Mills Branch

Rowilett
Creek Lang Branch
) Creek

ett Creek
Tributary Rowiett Creek

Jurisdictional Waters

* Minor impacts are anticipated
to the two tributaries of Rowlett
Creek, Rowlett Creek, and the
Mills Branch tributary as a
result of the project.

A permit for the proposed
action from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers will be
applied for upon completion of
design.

Noise and Vibration

Sensitive receptors identified within 200 ft of the
proposed alignment:

= 11 single-family residences
* 1 multi-family residence”

* 7 churches*

» 2 schools

* Future developments




Noise and Vibration

/ Garland
7 Station

Legend

®  Potential Nose Senstive Racapiors

— Exisling DART LRT
e Planned Extanbon

Proposed
Rowleti
Station

-_
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Potential Noise and Vibration Sensitive Areas

=

Structure Type

Location

Formed concrete bridge
(1930s)

Formed concrete bridge
(1930s)

Steel pony truss bridge
(1920s)

Formed concrete bridge
(1930)

Formed concrete bridge
(1922)

Over Commerce Street
Over potential wetland
Over Rowlett Creek
East of Rowlett Creek

Over Business Hwy. 68

Historic Resources

Preliminary

Determination

Potentially eligible
Potentially eligible
Potentially eligible
Potentially eligible

Potentially eligible

Historic Resources

Steel pony truss B
bridge (1920s)
-

-1 Rowlst Staton
! (next to Park & Ride)

ed concrete
bridge (1930s)
£t ey




Parkland

Parklands within ¥2-mile of proposed LRT line include:

*Heritage Park
sLou Huff Park
*Rowlett Creek Preserve

+Dallas Off Road Bic}{cle
Association (DORBA) Trail

«Herfurth Park

DORBA Trail

Parkland

Coordination Efforts

Texas Historical Commission - historic
structures and archeological resources

» US Army Corps of Engineers
* Texas Parks and Wildlife
US Fish and Wildlife Service

Station Development

* Rowlett Station Concept Design

* Garland Station Alternatives for
Crossing KCS Railroad

= Transit Oriented Development




- Rowlett Station Concept

Station Design Transitions
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Garland Station Alternative




Garland Station Alternative
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Garland Station Alternative

Project Timeline

Dac
Task 2005 | 2008 | 2007 |2008 | 2008 | 2010 /2011}2012 2012
| I [~ .
! to :
Envirenmantal Assossment! ! b 1
Preliminary Engineering 1 ‘ ‘ !
i | '
H | ‘ L
| H
| ' :
| | :
— | e
| : [ v
Revenue Service === == v‘- ----- L ----- R P -!--------b @
| | |
| | o
| | [

Next Steps

Complete preliminary engineering design to 5%
— LRAT track alignment

— Conceptual design for Rowlett Station

Complete impact assessment

Complete preliminary engineering design to 10%
Continue Technical/Community Work Group meetings

Continue coordination with regulatory agencies and
member cities




Contact Information

¢ Project Manager: Cheri Bush

— Cbush@dart.org DART
— 214.749.2568

* Community Affairs: Lawrence Meshack =
 mstack acaron Bus Service
- 214.749.2590

Route 207 Routes 207 and 283

Proposal: [

1. Consolidate routes 207 and 283 into ’ e L

single express route, providing service to ! i

Downtown Dallas from both Rowlett Park

and Ride and Lake Ray Hubbard Transit
Center.




N R&%qa ia_g)and 385

Proposals:

1. Consolidate routes 412 and 385 into
single route serving productive portion of
412 and new demand at Harbor Point,
while operating closer to multi-family
housing south of I-30.

2. Expand Rowlett On-Call to pick up
dropped 412 coverage.

Routes 412 and 385

= - T

L b
g

Rowlett On-Call Area

1‘ MODHFIED ROWLETT ON-CALL Joil
s e | s :

Lakeview Parkway
(SH 66)

Rowlett Road




DART Rail To Rowlett

Public Meeting #3
Thursday, June 29, 2006
6:30 p.m.
Rowlett City Hall
4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas

MEETING SUMMARY

Lawrence Meshack, DART Community Affairs, brought the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. and
welcomed all 26 attendees.

A Powerpoint presentation entitled “LRT Phase Il Buildout” was shown illustrating the project’s
Schedule and Progress, Key Issues, Local Environmental Assessment, Rowlett Station
Concept Design, and Next Steps.

Points discussed in the presentation included:

DART plans to double their LRT system by 2012, which will include the Rowlett Extension.
The Draft Purpose and Need Statement is completed and the Local Environmental
Assessment (LEA) is to be completed in August 2006. The LEA will be submitted to the
Cities of Garland and Rowlett for their review.
10% Preliminary Engineering is 90% complete.
Station area planning is underway — the station design is still in its conceptual state and may
be influenced by ongoing communication with the public.
Key Issues include: Crossing the KCS track, bridge aesthetics, and utility relocation.
o KCS Crossing
» The KCS Crossing Analysis is complete
= The downtown Garland station will remain in its existing location
= The bridge structure design will incorporate simple aesthetic
considerations
o Bridge Aesthetics
» Concrete form liners are being considered for Rowlett retaining walls
o Utility Relocation
» Coordination ongoing with GP&L, design currently under review
» Transmission and distribution lines are an issue
» Final resolution requires more detailed track design
The current design minimizes impacts to jurisdictional waters — coordination with the US
Army Corps of Engineers is ongoing; mitigation and permitting for impacts to waters will be
determined upon completion of final design
Noise impacts were recorded in 24 areas while vibration impacts were recorded in 13 areas
along the project alignment.
o None of these impacts were considered severe.

210059.35
Rowlett Extension
DART

June 29, 2006
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o Currently proposing to construct a noise wall at the Rainbow Estates
neighborhood.

e Historical Issues were noted at various buildings, historic districts and bridges in both
Garland and Rowlett; coordination with the Texas Historical Commission is ongoing.

¢ One Leaking Underground Storage Tank was recorded within 200 feet of the rail centerline
in Garland. The extent of the impacts at this time is uncertain — groundwater monitoring is
ongoing

Ms. Bush completed the presentation and opened the floor for comments/questions.
Question: You did say you will recommend double-tracking the whole way?
Answer:  Yes.

Question: | own the red brick buildings just west of here. Will my property be affected by
the rail ROW?

Answer:  Not at the crossing, but further east, yes.

Question: Will Lambert's garage be impacted?

Answer: Yes, the garage parking lot encroaches on DART’s ROW.
Question: Didn’t we talk about crossing at grade over Centerville?
Answer: Yes, but it was not warranted due to traffic.

Question: How many feet of ROW would be taken from Lambert’'s?
Answer: More than 10’, less than 100°.

Question: Butit's 25’ to 30’ from edge of track to lot.

Answer:  That's the existing track; our new line must be 20’ from the existing track plus
some.

Question: What it would cost me to buy a new building, relocate my business, etc., would
cost more than what you are willing to pay.

Answer:  We only identify structures. You must work with DART Real Estate people to
negotiate the take.

Question: The auto building is the only building to be impacted, not the old house?

Answer: At this time, no. However, again, this is preliminary engineering. We'll work
out these details as we get closer to final design.

Question: When will property take negotiations be?

210059.35
Rowlett Extension
DART

June 29, 2006
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Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:
Answer:
Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:
Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

210059.35
Rowlett Extension
DART

2007. Contact me (Ms. Bush) and | can give you names and numbers of
DART’s ROW people.

Are you taking the historical building for the extension of Martin Street?

ROW is already owned by the City of Rowlett for Main Street project — next to
the Cotton Gin. None of the exact design decisions have been made (don'’t
know exactly where to punch through).

Where will there be parking for downtown businesses?

Parking will be in forefront of the city’s mind as we get closer to final design.

In the 3-D fly-through, what building is that on the north side of Coyle Street?

It's just representation of structures — we'll tweak this presentation to provide
more accurate representations of structures.

Will there be any betterments planned for Dexham Estates due to noise?

A berm already exists between the estates and the rail; sound walls are not in
Preliminary Engineering at this time. We do know that the noise impact at
Dexham was due to the bells and whistles at the intersection itself, not along
the rail. However, we'll coordinate as design gets closer.

Will they get a safety fence?

Yes, along the length of the ROW.

If they‘ll plan on taking the garage and closing Richards Street, how will we
access the house?

That’s something to determine during final design. Design is conceptual at this
time, but we know we must keep the area closed due to the track’s bridge.
DART’s policies, though, are to keep access maintained.

900 to 1,000 cars? Is that an expansion of the existing parking lot?

We're waiting for the city to decide. The city wants to get developer who'’s
interested in mixed-use development potential.

Multi-level?

With the proposed development, constructing a multi-level garage would be
the likely case.

Will there be other transportation modes in conjunction with the city?

June 29, 2006
3 of 5 pages



Answer:

There will be bus/rail/pedestrian modes and a traffic calming area for safe
pedestrian access.

Question: DART has underestimated parking capacity in the past, especially with high
gas prices — don’t you anticipate a ramping up of LRT use?

Answer: Yes, that is being considered along with the expansion of George Bush
Tollway. We're negotiating with the city - we must make sure that the
combined development and ample parking are successful (like at Mockingbird
Station). DART has also completed a parking study with a newer version of
software (the 900# was derived from the new, advanced model) — will be more
accurate than past lines.

Comment: I'm a daily rider of DART from Garland. Garland has joined parking with the
Arts Center — but it’s always full — dual parking doesn’t work. Have to go to
Forest Lane Station mid-day.

Question: Pretty decorations don't protect me from the rain, heat, or cold — why can't you
develop options that protect DART patrons?

Answer: It's the most cost-effective option for DART.

Question: So DART doesn’t care about its users’ protection?

Answer:  We must be functional. This is the DART board’s decision — you should talk to
your DART Board Representative. The City of Garland did put in extra money
for their station and the City of Rowlett might as well. DART must be fair to all
member cities.

Comment: Buses are closer to trains than cars are. Take bus from home to station.
Thank DART Planning Staff for their routing efforts. Bus from Rowlett to South
Dallas is very effective.

Question: Will routes change prior to rail? Frequency changes?

Answer:  Not sure of increased/decreased frequency. Both are based on ridership.
They're always tweaking.

Question: How will | be notified?

Answer: Bus card on bus, mail-outs, station posters, website, customer service line, etc.

Question: DART Transit Police seems to be stretched thin — what will it be here?

Answer: DART has great relationships with member city police. Will need to hire more.

210059.35
Rowlett Extension
DART

June 29, 2006
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Question: Issues with auto theft in Richardson. Will you monitor for that in Rowlett?

Answer: We'll install skywatch, private security, undercover and uniformed officers on
trains.

Question: Do you have crime statistics on trains?

Answer: Yes, as there have been issues in Dallas. We work with all municipalities to
insure transit officers and fee officers.

210059.35
Rowlett Extension
DART

June 29, 2006
5 of 5 pages



LRT Phase Il Buildout

DART Northwest Wi O
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Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:
* Purpose and Need Statement (Draft complete)

= Preliminary Engineering (90% complete)
= Local Environmental Assessment (Draft 90% complete)

= Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(complete)

» Station area planning (90% complete)

. CrossingiKCS tracks eastof
Downtown Garland

*» Bridge Aesthetics

|» Utility Relocation

Crossing KCS RR track east of
Downtown Garland

Downtown Garland Simple design on outside of bridge
station will remain at

exisling location

Bridge structure
design will incorporate
simple aesthetic
considerations

®

Bridge Aesthetics

Concrete form liners
are being considered
for retaining walls

w12 KT
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Utility Coordination
+ Coordination ongoing with
three electric utility
providers, design currently
under review

* Transmission and
distribution lines

= Final resolution requires
more detailed track design

*

Major Analysis Areas in Local
Environmental Assessment

SOCiOGCBhE)I;nfE Conditions - no issues
Land Use Considerations - no issues
« Jurisdictional Waters

* Noise and Vibration

|» Historical Issues

* Hazardous Materials

Mills Branch
Tributary

Aa ¢
Rowlett Creek
Tributary

Rowlett Creek
Tributary :

i i

Engineers (USACE).

DART

* Coordination is engoing with the US Army Corps of
CE

Mitigation for Jurisdictional Waters

LRT line design minimizes potential
impacts

= Spanning entire length of Rowlett Creek
floodplain (contains surface waters and
botiomland hardwood systems)

= Less than 500 linear feet of impacts to:
= Mills Branch
* Rowleit Creek

= Long Branch Creek

Coordination with the USACE is ongoing; any polential mitigation

requirements will be determined upon completion of final design.

W SRR
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Noise Impacts

«23 Impacts

*None Severe

=Impacits due to:
~distance from LAT tracks
= whistles and bells at crossings
sthe speed of train in some areas

«the location of bridge structures

Vibration Impacts

=13 Impacts

«None for damage to
structures

sImpacts due to distance
from LRT tracks

@ Noise Impacts
@ Vibration impacts

S R

the Rainbow Estates neighborhood.

Mitigation: proposing to construct a neise wall for

e

Noise and Vibrati

ion Issues

Historic Resources

Potential historic
structure impacts:

. -B_uifdfrlgs, Districts and
Bridges in both Garland
and Rowlett

Coordination with Texas
Historical Commission

regarding these sites is
ongoing

o 4 T e

Steel pony truss
bridge (1920s)
-

Formed concrete |
bridge (1930s) J

Formed concrete
bridge (1930)

-H Rowlett Station
{ to Park & Ride)

Formed concrete
bridge (1922)




Hazardous Materials Issue

* One Leaking Underground Storage Tank with
groundwater impacts within 200 feet of the rail
centerline; Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) clean-up and
assessment underway by others

» Extent of the impacts at this time is uncertain -
groundwater monitoring is ongoing




DART,

W;npleﬁareﬁminén; Design

|* Complete LEA

= Begin Final Engineering/Design (early 2007)
= Construction Begins (2009)

Project Manager:

Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org
214.749.2568

Community Affairs:

Lawrence Meshack

Jmeshack@dart.org
214.749.2590

Play Video
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DART Rail To Rowlett

Public Meeting #4
Thursday, December 14, 2006
6:30 p.m.

Rowlett City Hall
4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas

MEETING SUMMARY

Lawrence Meshack, DART Community Affairs, brought the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. with
an introduction of key attendees.

A Powerpoint presentation and posters describing the current status of the project were
presented by Cheri Bush of DART. Ms. Bush announced that copies of the Draft LEA are
available for review at Garland and Rowlett libraries and in .pdf format at www.DART.org. She
also mentioned that the time allowed for comments on the Draft LEA is 45 days.

Following the presentation, Ms. Bush opened the floor for comments/questions, which are
outlined below.

Question: Why can’t DART raise the KCS?

Response: The freight rail could not operate at a 6% slope. The percentage of slope would
have to be much less and begin as far south as Highway 78. Elevating the freight
rail would result in much higher costs as well.

Question: Is DGNO going to stay at grade?
Response: Yes.

Question: /I’m a resident of the Dexham Estates neighborhood. Currently, | don’t see
the track due to the berm and trees, but have heard they’re removing the
trees and putting up a chain-link fence. Is this true?

Response: At this time, we have not deemed any tree removal necessary. In addition, DART
is taking ROW north of the rail, not south where Dexham Estates would be
affected.

Question: What about a stone wall at Dexham Estates?

Response: That's a noise wall to which you are referring and our analysis does not indicate
any noise impact here. Since the impacts will be north of the existing track,
removal of trees to the south will not be likely. In addition, since Rowlett has a city
tree ordinance, we will examine the 10% design with City staff.

Rowlett Extension
DART

December 14, 2006
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Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Question:

Response:

Will the line stay to the north of the DGNO?
Yes.

Have you met with the historic African American community at Rainbow
Estates concerning its mitigation?

Yes, since that neighborhood is directly adjacent to the track, a noise wall will be
installed along the neighborhood.

Will you extend the train all the way to Lake Ray Hubbard?

No, not at this time. There are currently no plans for this even though DART does
own the ROW. The present line will end at Downtown Rowlett.

If the State of Texas does not agree, will you tear down the historic
structures?

We are not anticipating any adverse affect to these structures.
Is DART taking any buildings for the Rowlett Station?
No, just talking small clips of ROW.

Will the Centerville Road crossing be at-grade and how will that crossing
affect traffic?

There would be no excessive back up of traffic. Based on the traffic analysis,
there will be plenty of time with multiple traffic lanes (6). The intersection will not be
closed any longer than a normal intersection (30-45 seconds of delay). Even
during peak hours, this was not found to be excessive compared to other station
areas where the train speeds are slower. The train will be traveling at 55mph at
this crossing, scheduled to cross every 10 to 20 minutes.

Will every DART Blue Line go to Rowlett?
Yes.

When you conducted your traffic analysis, did you consider future growth,
such as the new fire training academy, for example? Did you talk to City
staff? | am concerned about future city facilities.

Yes, existing and 2025 traffic volumes were used in the analysis. We did not
speak directly to the fire marshal, but the City has the 10% design for review. The
2025 traffic analysis was based on projected residential and business growth.
Specific facilities were not addressed, but all potential growth was considered. We
will talk to the fire marshal, but do not anticipate an impact to our current traffic
projections.

Rowlett Extension

DART

December 14, 2006
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Question:

Are you considering increasing parking at Garland Station with this
expansion?

Response: DART is not planning any increase at present, structured parking requires a
massive effort of planning and coordination with the city.

Question: Are you dealing with the developers that are planning projects in
Downtown Garland?

Response: These are separate projects where DART is working with developers and is
aware of the city’s plans.

Question: Are you planning to erect a noise wall in Rainbow Estates? If so, how
long?

Response: Yes, along the entire length of the neighborhood.

Question: Will this be a transit center like the Garland station? With restrooms,
etc.?

Response: No, this will be a rail station; DART’s policy states restrooms are only a
prerequisite at Transit Stations.

Question: Will all trees be cleared in DART’s ROW at Dexham Estates?

Response: No, DART is to minimize tree removal as much as possible. The ROW will not
be entirely cleared. Details of this will be determined closer to final design. In
addition, DART’s Betterment policy includes replanting trees where removal
was necessary.

Question: Are the fences all six-foot chain-link? Do you ever deviate from that?
Could you construct a different kind of fence? There is a lot of concern
for the visual aesthetics at Dexham Estates.

Response: Chain-link fences are a typical DART standard. DART encourages Dexham
Estates Homeowners Association to work with DART during final design and
utilize DART’s Betterment policy.

Comment: Trees also block view of industrial buildings; currently there are several
very tall trees that block much of this.

Response: DART'’s Betterment Program will allay these concerns and it is encouraged that
citizens work with DART to determine the Betterment policy during the final
design.

Question: Has DART considered what bus lines would still run?

Rowlett Extension
DART

December 14, 2006
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Response:

Currently, Route 207 is planned to be taken away, but DART will be adding
service to Firewheel and the DART On-Call services would be expanded to
include the entire city. You should provide comments to DART service planning
regarding feeder service.

Question: What is planned about the train whistle in residential areas?

Response: There are currently horn and bell options. DART will work with the cities in final
design, but most likely the lesser of the two noise options will be chosen. In
addition, by the time this is implemented. there could be new technology.

Question: Concerned that cars will be packed by the time the train arrives in
Garland from Rowlett. Are you going to have more cars on the trains or
consider adding cars?

Response: DART is currently constrained to full-length, three-car trains, but considering
new types of train cars that hold more people. More equipment is being
ordered that should arrive before the extension is implemented.

Question: What was the rationale for not putting two and three car trains to
Garland?

Response: The Red Line had more ridership than the Blue Line at implementation and
DART is limited to the existing equipment. Plans are being implemented to
add more train cars and add Super Light Rail Vehicle (SLRV) cars to the Blue
Line as soon as the implementation process can be completed.

Question: Do you know the timeline for SLRV completion?

Response: Station modifications will begin next summer.  Marketing/Informational
campaign will begin in the spring.

Question: What is the expected date of arrival of the new cars?

Response: Do not know yet, will find out.

Question: Will the new station be built for flat boarding?

Response: Yes and this will be ready for SLRVs when built. Design takes into account

airport transfers, luggage, etc.

Ms. Bush closed the meeting by stating that if there are no more questions, to please sign in
to be added to the database and receive future updates.

Meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.
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DART Rail To Rowlett

Public Meeting
Thursday, December 14, 2006
Garland City Hall

Agenda

Welcome and Introductions
Schedule and Progress

Key Issues

Local Environmental Assessment
Rowlett Station Concept Design
Next Steps

LRT Phase Il Buildout

=]
| Northwest | N
i Corridor ‘ Rowlett
3 2010 e | Corridor
1 Xomolion oo
LT S = ,}012 ‘
be ATUNR N
B S ey L e
\ ey, W 4 Sy,
~ ¢ \\\ \ -
s RER ..
Irving/DFW | = =3\
Corridor = \\'\*
o013 | TR
TN g < [ southeast
£ YY" .0 7T | Corridor
i (S iy |

e e T

DART Study Area

« Land uses include Industrial, Commercial, Floodplain and Residential
« Route length = 4.5 miles s ity

« Locally funded project “%

Task

Public Meetings
KCS Crossing Analysis

5 % Preliminary Engineering
10% Preliminary Engineering
Rowlett Station Planning/Design

Environmental Analysis
Operation Planning
Ridership Revenue Analysis

Local Environmental
Assessment

Public Meeting

DART PE/LEA Process

Revenue service planned for December 2012

Study activities include:
* Purpose and Need Statement (complete)

* Preliminary Engineering (complete)
* Local Environmental Assessment (draft complete)

+ Kansas City Southern (KCS) Freight Railroad Crossing Analysis
(complete)

« Station area planning (complete)

Update on Key Issues

e Crossing KCS tracks east of
Downtown Garland

* Bridge Aesthetics
» Utility Relocation




Update on Key Issues

Crossing KCS RR track east of
Downtown Garland

Simple de;iﬁn on outside of bndge e

R

Downtown Garland
station will remain at
existing location

Briage structure
design will incorporate
simple aesthetic
considerations

DART Update on Key Issues

®

Crossing KCS RR track east of Downtown
Garland — View from Granville Arts Center

Update on Key Issues

Update on Key Issues

®

Crossing KCS RR track east of Downtown
Garland — View from Garland Station

Concrete form liners
are being considered
for retaining walls

DART Update on Key Issues

®

Utility Coordination

» Coordination ongoing with
three electric utility
providers, design currently
under review

¢ Transmission and
distribution lines

* Final resolution requires
more detailed track design

DART,

x

Major Analysis Areas in Local
Environmental Assessment

¢ Socioeconomic Conditions - no issues
¢ | and Use Considerations - no issues
* Jurisdictional Waters

* Noise and Vibration

¢ Historical Issues

¢ Hazardous Materials




DART,

"
S MO ML SN
urisdictional Waters

Engineers (USACE).

DART,

Noise Impacts Vibration Impacts

*20 Impacts *13 Impacts

*None Severe *None for damage to

structures
*Impacts due to:

*Impacts due to distance

«distance from LRT tracks
from LRT tracks

* whistles and bells at crossings
«the speed of train in some areas

the location of bridge structures

DART

Historic Resources
Potential historic
structure impacts:

* Six resources were
recommended eligible

* Awaiting final concurrence
from the Texas Historical
Commission

DART

Mitiéation for Jurisdictional Waters

LRT line design minimizes potential
impacts

« Spanning entire length of Rowlett Creek
floodplain (contains surface waters and
bottomland hardwood systems)

* Less than 500 linear feet of impacts to:
« Mills Branch

+ Rowlett Creek

* Long Branch Creek

Coordination with the USACE is ongoing; any potential mitigation
requirements will be determined upon completion of final design.

£ 3

=y

Issues §

13 Houses on
Parker Circle in
Rainbow Estates

Two residences
on Main Street

One residence on
Main Street

| Four residences
on Main Street

@ Noise Impacts
@ Vibration Impacts

G

Mitigation: proposing to construct a noise wall for
the Rainbow Estates neighborhood. L )

Li

SN Wl R b
e e L Potentially Historic Structures
owntown Garland .
Station = = o s

= A . == J.E. Coyle
3 B Cotton Gin and
Office

T = Iron Pony Truss
LA 3 Railroad Bridge
(1920s)

MKT Freight
Depot

Rowlett Independent
School




DART,

Hazardous Materials Issue

* One Leaking Underground Storage Tank with
groundwater impacts within 200 feet of the rail
centerline; Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality (TCEQ) assessment underway

+ Groundwater monitoring is ongoing

\‘Mim.m

Rowlett Station Concept
Alternative A

Rowlett Station Concept
Alternative C

Rowlett Station Concept

Rowlett Station Concept
Alternative B

DART,

¢ Finalize LEA (early 2007)
* Begin Final Engineering/Design (early 2007)
* Construction Begins (2009)




Contact Information

Corridor Video

Project Manager:
Cheri Bush

Cbush@dart.org

214.749.2568

Community Affairs:
Lawrence Meshack

Jmeshack@dart.org

214.749.2590

Play Video
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ROWLETT COMMUNITY UPDATE MEETING

DART has completed the Preliminary Engineering/Local
Environmental Assessment phase of the Rowlett Light Rail
Transit (LRT) Extension.

DART has held several public meetings throughout the
Preliminary Engineering/Local Environmental Assessment to
provide information about the project, operations, and
potential impacts associated with the project.

This public meeting will address the completion of the draft

Local Environmental Assessment. The public will be allowed

to provide input and the next steps anticipated for project
completion will be discussed.

Rowlett Community Update Meeting
Thursday, December 14, 2006
6:30 p.m.

City of Garland Council Chambers
200 N. Fifth St.

Garland, Texas 75040
MAPSCO 19V

For more information, contact DART Community Affairs at
214.749.2543 or visit www.DART.org.

DART>

142-006-106  4.25" x 5" Rowlett Community Mtg. Update Ad
Dallas Chinese News, Viethamese News, Korea Daily, Rockwall
County News, Garland Journal News




tt Department of Planning and

T E X A S Community Development

March 13, 2007

Cheri Bush

Dallas Area Rapid Transit
PO Box 660163

Dallas, Texas 75266-7213

Re: Comments; Draft LEA and PE — DART Rail to Rowlett
Dear Ms. Bush;

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Local Environmental Assessment (DLEA)
and 10% Preliminary Engineering (PE) plans for DART’s rail to Rowlett project. This project
will be a highly visible part of the City’s development and infrastructure. City of Rowlett
(COR) staff review of these documents generated a number of comments, which were dated
February 28, 2007 and provided to you via email. The following comment summary
represents key issues discussed in our March 2™ meeting with you and DART consultants:

1. The COR preferred alternative is Alternative “B” as depicted in the 10% PE review
plans; this was staff's first review of two of the alternatives; preference is due
primarily to the reduced number of driveways and increased landscape width.

2. The COR has provided Historic Society contact information to you regarding
documenting historic properties within and adjacent to the rail corridor.

3. COR estimates of population projections and employment differ somewhat from the
NCTCOG source used in the DLEA and request that COR numbers be used instead;
that is, 2025 population is projected to be 72,350 (Table 2-4) and 2005 employment
was 6,858 (Table 2-6); the COR is working with NCTCOG to update and utilize the
same set of numbers for their 2008 demographics publication.

4. COR requests that proactive efforts be given to the existing residential development
east of Dexham Road and immediately adjacent to the rail corridor. Use of design
elements provided through the “betterment program”, such as quiet gates at the
crossing and a sound wall would lessen the impacts of the rail service to the
neighborhood. Another consideration could be use of dense evergreen vegetation,
which if planted now would allow plant growth and maturity so that visual and noise
mitigation will already be in place when operations begin.

5. Design of rail crossings at thoroughfares must provide for right-of-way and bicycle-
pedestrian routes as outlined on the Rowlett Thoroughfare Plan, which is available on
the COR web site (http://gisweb.rowletttx.ora/).

6. Due to the preliminary nature of current plans, the COR requests the opportunity to
discuss aesthetic treatments for station, bridge, and abutment, and other design

3901 Main Street » P.O. Box 99 « Rowlett, TX « 75030-0099 « (972) 463-3934 - Fax (972) 412-6228



elements as planning progresses. The DART rail project will be a highly visible
element within the downtown district and the city as a whole. COR would like to
incorporate existing/planned landmark design style and materials, such as the planned
Main Street bridge over the PGBT corridor, into the new DART project in order to unify
and compliment these public projects.

7. The COR development process includes a required predevelopment meeting for all
new applications. Because of the costs and complexity of this project, COR staff
recommends predevelopment meetings for the DART rail to Rowlett project at several
stages so as to coordinate COR and DART efforts and to clarify design issues related
to bridges, ROW, etc. The first meeting should be scheduled as work begins on the
final design and engineering plans, then at the 30% plans stage, and again at the 50%
plan stage. Additional predevelopment meetings can be determined as the project
progresses.

Please let me know if there are questions or concerns, or if additional information is needed.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on these plans. The City of
Rowlett looks forward to the completion of the DART rail to Rowlett project.

Sincerely,
t."‘ \
ke . ;._»,Cl--wfg@ V€ i

) oA S e

Keri Samford
Interim Director Planning & Community Development

Cc: Craig Owen, City Manager, Rowlett

3901 Main Street « P.O. Box 99 + Rowlett, TX = 75030-0099 « (972) 463-3934 « Fax (972) 412-6228
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: September 23, 2005

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division
Regulatory Branch

SUBJECT: Project Number 200500549, DART NORTHEAST CORRIDOR
GARLAND-ROWLETT

Ms. Diane Cowin

Lopezgarcia Group

1825 Market Center Boulevard, Suite 500
Dallas, Texas 75207

Dear Ms. Cowin:

Thank you for your letter dated September 20, 2005. Your request has been assigned Project
Number 200500549,

Ms. Cheryl Jasper has been assigned as the regulatory project manager for your request and
will be evaluating it as expeditiously as possible. However, because of our permit workload it
will take a while for us to respond.

You may be contacted for additional information about your request. For your information,
please reference the Fort Worth District Regulatory Branch homepage at
http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/regulatory/ and particularly guidance on submittals at
http://www .swf.usace.army.mil/pubdata/environ/regulatory/introduction/submital.pdf, and mitigation
at http://www swf.usace.army.mil/pubdata/environ/regulatory/permitting/mitigation/fwmitguid.pdf
that may help you supplement your current request or prepare future requests.

If you have any questions about the evaluation of your submittal or would like to request a copy
of one of the documents referenced above, please contact Ms. Cheryl Jasper at the address above or
telephone (817)886-1738 and refer to your assigned project number. Please note that it is unlawtul to
start work without a Department of the Army permit if one is required.

Wayne A. Lea
Chief, Regulatory Branch



September 20, 2005

Mr. Wayne Lea

Regulatory Branch (CESWF-PER-R)

Ft. Worth District — U.S. Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 17300

Ft. Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Re: Jurisdictional Waters Review Request - DART Rail to Rowlett
Dear Mr. Lea:

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) is in the process of performing an environmental review,
pursuant to the DART Environmental Impact Assessment and Mitigation Policy Guidelines, in
order to assess the environmental impacts of the Rowlett Light Rail Transit (LRT) extension
from the existing downtown Garland LRT Station to downtown Rowlett, Dallas County, Texas
(Exhibit 1). The DART guidelines are being utilized as opposed to the guidelines set forth by
the National Environmental Policy Act as no federal monies will be funding the project.
However, the DART guidelines were developed to ensure the environment is protected during
project planning and implementation.

As part of the agency coordination effort during the Preliminary Engineering/Local
Environmental Assessment (PE/LEA) phase, we are requesting information concerning
jurisdictional waters in the study area. A full biological assessment, the delineation of wetlands
and a thorough survey of 4(f) properties will be undertaken during the development of the Draft
LEA document. We would appreciate your input to complement our efforts during this phase of
work at your earliest convenience.

Background and Scope of Project

In 1995, the Northeast Corridor Major Investment Study (Northeast Corridor MIS) assessed the
transportation issues within the Northeast Corridor and evaluated four alternatives to Garland,
with future service to Rowlett with LRT chosen as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The
proposed 4.5-mile LRT Extension will share the Missouri-Kansas-Texas (MKT) Railroad right-of-
way (ROW), which is owned by DART, from the existing Garland LRT Station into downtown
Rowlett. The future Rowlett Station would be situated on undeveloped land currently owned by
DART, adjacent to the existing Rowlett Park-and-Ride.

Existing Conditions

Vegetation
The Northeast Corridor is located in the Oaks and Prairies Physiographic Region and the

Blackland Prairie ecological subregion of Texas (Fenneman 1938). The Oaks and Prairies
Region approximately extends from the Red River of Oklahoma south to San Antonio, Texas,
east of the acidic sandy soils of the East Texas Pineywoods and west of the Eastern Cross
Timbers. Within this area, the Blackland Prairie represents the southernmost extension of the
North American tallgrass prairie. Within this subregion, the principal habitat is tallgrass, which




typically occurs in higher areas with good drainage. The dominant vegetation associated with
these habitats includes big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii Vitman), little bluestem (Andropogen
scoparium), Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), brownseed
paspalum (Paspalum plicatulum Michx.), and gamagrass (Tripsacum dactyloides). Also present
within the Oaks and Prairies physiographic area are bottomland hardwood forests. Bur oak
(Quercus macrocarpa), Shumard oak (Quercus shumardii), black walnut (Juglans nigra),
American elm (Ulmus Americana), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), and white ash (Fraxinus
Americana) are all common components of these forests. Riparian forests include cottonwood
(Populus deltoides), sycamore (Acer Pseudoplantus L.), black willow (Salix nigra), and green
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Upland hardwood forests, which occur on the upper slopes and
summits of Austin chalk escarpments include Texas oak (Quercus texana), Mexican plum
(Prunus mexicana), and cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia). There is often an associated dense
scrub layer within these forests, including species such as aromatic sumac (Anacardiaceae
Rhus aromatica), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), Carolina buckthorn (Rhamnus
caroliniana), and coralberry (Symphoricarpos orbioulatus). There are occasional wetlands and
freshwater marshes in the Oaks and Prairies area, primarily associated with the peripheral
areas of streams, rivers, and reservoirs.

Although native prairie remnants are found within in the corridor, much of it has been removed
or disturbed through agricultural activities and urbanization. The dominance of the urban
environment with regard to the vegetation of the area is reflected in TPWD’s Vegetation Types
of Texas (1984), which classifies the areas vegetation as Urban. Photographs of the project
area are provided in Exhibit 2. Vegetative species observed within the proposed project area
during preliminary field surveys are provided in Table 1.

Table 1.
Vegetation Observed within the Proposed Project Area
Strata Common Name | Scientific Name

Trees Sugar Hackberry Celtis Laevigata
American elm Ulmus americana
Black willow Salix nigra
Cedar elm Ulmus crassifolia
Bois d’Arc Maclura pomifera
Red mulberry Morus rubra
Texas mulberry Morus microphylla
Box elder Acer negundo
Eastern redbud Cercis canadensis
Green ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Eastern red cedar Juniperus virginiana
Smooth sumac Rhus glabra
Texas sophora Sophora affinis
Bur oak Quercus macrocarpa
Mimosa Albizia julibrissin
Pecan Carya illionensis
Chinaberry Sapindus drummondii
Eastern cottonwood Populus deltoides

Herbs Great ragweed Ambrosia trifida
Annual ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia
Common sunflower Helianthus annuus
Giant goldenrod Solidago gigantea
Canada wildrye Elymus canadensis
Indian woodoats Chasmanthium latifolium




Strata Common Name ‘Scientific Name
Dayflower Commelina erecta
Green foxtail Setaria viridis
Caralina geranium Geranium carolinianum
Henbit Lamium amplexicalile
Johnson grass Sorghum halepense
Mimosa vine Mimosa strugillosa
Musk thistle Carduus nutans
Peppergrass Lepidium austinum
Pokeweed Phytolacca americana
Roundleaf spurge Euphorbia cordifolia
One-seed croton Croton monanthogynus
Smartweed Polygonum hydropiperoides
Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon
St. Augustine grass Stenotaphrum secundatum
Annual bedstraw Galium aparine

Vines Poison ivy Toxicodendron radicans
Honeysuckle Lonicera japonica
Virginia creeper Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Mustang grape Vitis mustangensis
Saw greenbrier Smilax bona-nox
Peppervine Ampelopsis arborea

Source: Vegetation recorded during a site reconnaissance completed on July 7, 2005.

Soils and Geography

Ten soil types occur along the proposed DART Rail to Rowlett project area. These include
Burleson Clay, Branyon Clay, Frio Silty Clay, Houston Black Clay, Houston Black-Urban,
Lewsiville Silty Clay, Lewisville-Urban Complex, Altoga Silty Clay, Heiden Clay and Ferris-
Heiden Complex (Soil Conservation Service, 1980). The main properties of these soils are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

_ g the Project Corridor
: ;-.;:;;-- p s Sy : ’ 2 =
T.Ypei ) ‘.: 5 abjlty Capaci
Burleson Clay No Yes Very Slow High
Branyon Clay No Yes Moderate High
o Moderately :
Frio Silty Clay No Yes Slow High
Houston Black Clay No Yes Very Slow High
Houston Black-Urban .
Land Complex No No Very Slow High
Lewisville Silty Clay No Yes Moderate High
Lewisville-Urban land ;
Complex No No Moderate High
Altoga Silty Clay No No Moderate High
Heiden Clay No Yes Very Slow High
Ferris-Heiden Complex No No Very Slow High

Source: Dallas County Soil Survey, 1980

According to the Geology of Texas (1981), the underlying geology of the region is almost
exclusively Austin Chalk. The base of the chalk overlies the softer Eagle Ford Shale and forms
the prominent west-facing White Rock escarpment. Austin Chalk consists of three components:
the upper chalk, the middle marl and the lower chalk. Large, two- to five-foot beds of light grey



to tan chalk are interbedded with beds of marl throughout the upper and lower chalks. The
middle member is made up of beds of marl interbedded with beds of chalk. Alternating layers of
limestone chalk and calcareous marls make up several distinct units of Austin Chalk which are
dissected by the proposed project corridor.

Waters of the U.S.

Lake Ray Hubbard, an impoundment of the East Fork of the Trinity River, and its tributaries are
the major surface waters found in northeastern Dallas County. Among these tributaries are
Mills Branch, Rowlett Creek, and Longbranch Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT line would
pass through the floodplain of Mills Branch, which parallels the project corridor to the south;
cross Rowlett Creek, the largest creek in the area; and cross Longbranch Creek, just before
entering downtown Rowlett. The majority of surface water runoff in the study area would be
intercepted by either storm water drains or surface waters and carried to Lake Ray Hubbard.
National Wetland Inventory maps indicate that wetlands may exist within the study area, most of
which would surround Rowlett Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT would pass through
approximately 1,980 feet of the 97-acre Rowlett Creek Preserve, a component of the Dallas
County Park & Open Space Program. This preserve is within a palustrine system characterized
by woody vegetation suited to temporarily flooded conditions. A USGS 7.5-minute Quadrangle
map depicting the existing and potential waters of the U.S. within the proposed project area is
provided in Exhibit 3. A full delineation of the project area will be completed as project design
progresses.

Existing Site Development

Approximately 75 percent of the project corridor is currently developed while the remaining 25
percent is vacant land. Industrial and commercial land uses comprise the majority of the land
use along the project corridor. Residential development is limited to two neighborhoods in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed LRT corridor while large tracts of single family dwellings
adjoin the vacant land adjacent to the proposed Rowlett LRT. The residential and commercial
areas located along the project corridor appear to be relatively new, although some older
structures remain. The condition and style of the newer buildings appear to be modern and
consistent with current architecture. The businesses in the project area consist of a variety of
industries, including electronics, steel fabrication, aluminum die casting, hat manufacturing,
dairy production and food processing. An aerial photograph of the project area is included as
Exhibit 4.

Historic Use/Function of Site

The presence of the MKT Railroad, built in 1886, and the completion of Lake Ray Hubbard in
1971 have had a strong influence on the historic use and function of the project area. With the
completion of Lake Ray Hubbard, a building boom began for the City of Rowlett and the
population rose to more than 1,600 by 1973 and to 5,100 by 1978. By the early 1990s, the
community had increased to a population of over 20,000 with more than thirty miles of shoreline
on Lake Ray Hubbard, a nature trail and Springfield Park (north of State Highway 66) developed
along Rowlett Creek, and 200 businesses, mostly light industry and services.

Cultural Resources
There is a potential for the existence of historic structures and archeological resources within
the project area. Coordination with the Texas Historical Commission is currently underway.

Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species
A list of rare species occurring in Dallas County and their habitat preferences can be found in
Exhibit 5. At this time, only a preliminary site reconnaissance has taken place. During the




railway including impacts to soils, such as the removal of vegetation, which could cause the
mixing of the soil horizons, the loss of topsoil productivity and short-term increased susceptibility
to wind and water erosion. Long-term visual and aesthetic resources impacts may occur as a
result of the proposed project. In addition, noise impacts may occur at certain areas along the
track and potential vehicle delays at some at-grade crossings.

Because more than one acre of land would be disturbed, DART would be required to comply
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Texas Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit for construction activity. A Notice of Intent would
be filed with the TCEQ Storm Water Division. In accordance with the TPDES permit
requirements, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared. This plan, to be
implemented by the contractor, would prevent, minimize and control the spill of hazardous
materials in staging areas.

Planned Beneficial Enhancements
No beneficial enhancements have been planned at this point.

Should you have any questions or need additional information to formulate your response, feel
free to contact me at 214-741-7777 or Cheri Bush of DART at 214-749-2568. Thank you in
advance for you assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

T

‘\__,’-*" <
Diane Cowin
LOPEZGARCIA GROUP



September 20, 2005

Mr. Tom Cloud

Arlington Ecological Service Office
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
711 Stadium Drive, Suite #252
Arlington, Texas 76011

Re: Threatened and Endangered Species Review Request — City of Irving Bank
Stabilization

Dear Mr. Cloud:

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) is in the process of performing an environmental review,
pursuant to the DART Environmental Impact Assessment and Mitigation Policy Guidelines, in
order to assess the environmental impacts of the Rowlett Light Rail Transit (LRT) extension
from the existing downtown Garland LRT Station to downtown Rowlett, Dallas County, Texas
(Exhibit 1). The DART guidelines are being utilized as opposed to the guidelines set forth by
the National Environmental Policy Act as no federal monies will be funding the project.
However, the DART guidelines were developed to ensure the environment is protected during
project planning and implementation.

As part of the agency coordination effort during the Preliminary Engineering/Local
Environmental Assessment (PE/LEA) phase, we are requesting information concerning
jurisdictional waters in the study area. A full biological assessment, the delineation of wetlands
and a thorough survey of 4(f) properties will be undertaken during the development of the Draft
LEA document. We would appreciate your input to complement our efforts during this phase of
work at your earliest convenience.

Existing Conditions

Vegetation
The Northeast Corridor is located in the Oaks and Prairies Physiographic Region and the

Blackland Prairie ecological subregion of Texas (Fenneman 1938). The Oaks and Prairies
Region approximately extends from the Red River of Oklahoma south to San Antonio, Texas,
east of the acidic sandy soils of the East Texas Pineywoods and west of the Eastern Cross
Timbers. Within this area, the Blackland Prairie represents the southernmost extension of the
North American tallgrass prairie. Within this subregion, the principal habitat is tallgrass, which

typically occurs in higher areas with good drainage. The dominant vegetation associated with
these habitats includes big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii Vitman), little bluestem (Andropogen
scoparium), Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), brownseed
paspalum (Paspalum plicatulum Michx.), and gamagrass (Tripsacum dactyloides). Also present
within the Oaks and Prairies physiographic area are bottomland hardwood forests. Bur oak
(Quercus macrocarpa), Shumard oak (Quercus shumardii), black walnut (Juglans nigra),
American elm (Ulmus Americana), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), and white ash (Fraxinus
Americana) are all common components of these forests. Riparian forests include cottonwood
(Populus deltoides), sycamore (Acer Pseudoplantus L.), black willow (Salix nigra), and green




ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Upland hardwood forests, which occur on the upper slopes and
summits of Austin chalk escarpments include Texas oak (Quercus texana), Mexican plum
(Prunus mexicana), and cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia). There is often an associated dense
scrub layer within these forests, including species such as aromatic sumac (Anacardiaceae
Rhus aromatica), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), Carolina buckthorn (Rhamnus
caroliniana), and coralberry (Symphoricarpos orbioulatus). There are occasional wetlands and
freshwater marshes in the Oaks and Prairies area, primarily associated with the peripheral
areas of streams, rivers, and reservoirs.

Although native prairie remnants are found within in the corridor, much of it has been removed
or disturbed through agricultural activities and urbanization. The dominance of the urban
environment with regard to the vegetation of the area is reflected in TPWD's Vegetation Types
of Texas (1984), which classifies the areas vegetation as Urban. Photographs of the project
area are provided in Exhibit 2. Vegetative species observed within the proposed project area
during preliminary field surveys are provided in Table 1.

Table 1.

Vegetation Observed within the Proposed Project Area

Strata | Common Name | Scientific Name
Trees Sugar Hackberry Celtis Laevigata
American elm Ulmus americana
Black willow Salix nigra
Cedar elm Ulmus crassifolia
Bois d’Arc Maclura pomifera
Red mulberry Morus rubra
Texas mulberry Morus microphylla
Box elder Acer negundo
Eastern redbud Cercis canadensis
Green ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Eastern red cedar Juniperus virginiana
Smooth sumac Rhus glabra
Texas sophora Sophora affinis
Bur oak Quercus macrocarpa
Mimosa Albizia julibrissin
Pecan Carya illionensis
Chinaberry Sapindus drummondii
Eastern cottonwood Populus deltoides
Herbs Great ragweed Ambrosia trifida
Annual ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia
Common sunflower Helianthus annuus
Giant goldenrod Solidago gigantea
Canada wildrye Elymus canadensis
Indian woodoats Chasmanthium latifolium
Dayflower Commelina erecta
Green foxtail Setaria viridis
Carolina geranium Geranium carolinianum
Henbit Lamium amplexicaule
Johnson grass Sorghum halepense
Mimosa vine Mimosa strugillosa
Musk thistle Carduus nutans
Peppergrass Lepidium austinum
| Pokeweed Phytolacca americana




Strata | Common Name Scientific Name
Roundleaf spurge Euphorbia cordifolia
One-seed croton Croton monanthogynus
Smartweed Polygonum hydropiperoides
Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon
St. Augustine grass Stenotaphrum secundatum
Annual bedstraw Galium aparine

Vines Poison ivy Toxicodendron radicans
Honeysuckle Lonicera japonica
Virginia creeper Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Mustang grape Vitis mustangensis
Saw greenbrier Smilax bona-nox
Peppervine Ampelopsis arborea

Source: Vegetation recorded during a site reconnaissance completed on July 7, 2005.

Soils and Geography

Ten soil types occur along the proposed DART Rail to Rowlett project area. These include
Burleson Clay, Branyon Clay, Frio Silty Clay, Houston Black Clay, Houston Black-Urban,
Lewsiville Silty Clay, Lewisville-Urban Complex, Altoga Silty Clay, Heiden Clay and Ferris-
Heiden Complex (Soil Conservation Service, 1980). The main properties of these soils are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Soils Types Along the Project Corridor
Hydrlc == e

e Inclusions o
Burleson Clay No Very Slow
Branyon Clay No Moderate

s Moderately
Frio Silty Clay No Yes i
Houston Black Clay No Yes Very Slow
Houston Black-Urban
Land Complex No No Very Slow
Lewisville Silty Clay No Yes Moderate
Lewisville-Urban land No No Modiarats
Complex
Altoga Silty Clay No No Moderate
Heiden Clay No Yes Very Slow
Ferris-Heiden Complex No No Very Slow

Source: Dallas County Soil Survey, 1980

According to the Geology of Texas (1981), the underlying geology of the region is almost
exclusively Austin Chalk. The base of the chalk overlies the softer Eagle Ford Shale and forms
the prominent west-facing White Rock escarpment. Austin Chalk consists of three components:
the upper chalk, the middle marl and the lower chalk. Large, two- to five-foot beds of light grey
to tan chalk are interbedded with beds of marl throughout the upper and lower chalks. The
middle member is made up of beds of marl interbedded with beds of chalk. Alternating layers of
limestone chalk and calcareous marls make up several distinct units of Austin Chalk which are
dissected by the proposed project corridor.

Waters of the U.S.
Lake Ray Hubbard, an impoundment of the East Fork of the Trinity River, and its tributaries are
the major surface waters found in northeastern Dallas County. Among these tributaries are




Mills Branch, Rowlett Creek, and Longbranch Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT line would
pass through the floodplain of Mills Branch, which parallels the project corridor to the south;
cross Rowlett Creek, the largest creek in the area; and cross Longbranch Creek just before
entering downtown Rowlett. The majority of surface water runoff in the study area would be
intercepted by either storm water drains or surface waters and carried to Lake Ray Hubbard.
Although wetland delineations have not been completed at this time, National Wetland Inventory
maps indicate that wetlands may exist within the study area, most of which would surround
Rowlett Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT would pass through approximately 1,980 feet of the
97-acre Rowlett Creek Preserve, a component of the Dallas County Park & Open Space
Program. This preserve is within a palustrine system characterized by woody vegetation suited
to temporarily flooded conditions. A USGS 7.5-minute Quadrangle map depicting the existing
and potential waters of the U.S. within the proposed project area is provided in Exhibit 3.

Existing Site Development

Approximately 75 percent of the project corridor is currently developed while the remaining 25
percent is vacant land. Industrial and commercial land uses comprise the majority of the land
use along the project corridor. Residential development is limited to two neighborhoods in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed LRT corridor while large tracts of single family dwellings
adjoin the vacant land adjacent to the proposed Rowlett LRT. The residential and commercial
areas located along the project corridor appear to be relatively new, although some older
structures remain. The condition and style of the newer buildings appear to be modern and
consistent with current architecture. The businesses in the project area consist of a variety of
industries, including electronics, steel fabrication, aluminum die casting, hat manufacturing,
dairy production and food processing. An aerial photograph of the project area is included as
Exhibit 4.

Historic Use/Function of Site

The presence of the MKT Railroad, built in 1886, and the completion of Lake Ray Hubbard in
1971 have had a strong influence on the historic use and function of the project area. With the
completion of Lake Ray Hubbard, a building boom began for the City of Rowlett and the
population rose to more than 1,600 by 1973 and to 5,100 by 1978. By the early 1990s, the
community had increased to a population of over 20,000 with more than thirty miles of shoreline
on Lake Ray Hubbard, a nature trail and Springfield Park (north of State Highway 66) developed
along Rowlett Creek, and 200 businesses, mostly light industry and services.

Cultural Resources
There is a potential for the existence of historic structures and archeological resources within
the project area. Coordination with the Texas Historical Commission is currently underway.

Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species

A list of rare species occurring in Dallas County and their habitat preferences can be found in
Exhibit 5. At this time, only a preliminary site reconnaissance has taken place. During the
preliminary site reconnaissance, it was found that habitat elements (streams, creeks, floodplains
and poorly drained depressions) for some state and federally listed threatened and endangered
species, including the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), wood stork (Mycteria americana),
and timber/canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), exist within the project area. No
threatened or endangered species were detected during the preliminary site reconnaissance.

Potential Negative Impacts
Since the proposed Rowlett LRT extension would occur within existing ROW, few impacts to
wildlife are anticipated. Short-term negative impacts would occur during the construction of the




preliminary site reconnaissance, it was found that habitat elements (streams, creeks, floodplains
and poorly drained depressions) for some state and federally listed threatened and endangered
species, including the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), wood stork (Mycteria americana),
and timber/canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), exist within the project area. No
threatened or endangered species were detected during the preliminary site reconnaissance.

Potential Negative Impacts

Since the proposed Rowlett LRT extension would occur within existing ROW, few impacts to
wildlife are anticipated. Short-term negative impacts would occur during the construction of the
railway including impacts to soils, such as the removal of vegetation, which could cause the
mixing of the soil horizons, the loss of topsoil productivity and short-term increased susceptibility
to wind and water erosion. Long-term visual and aesthetic resources impacts may occur as a
result of the proposed project. In addition, noise impacts may occur at certain areas along the
track and potential vehicle delays at some at-grade crossings.

Because more than one acre of land would be disturbed, DART would be required to comply
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Texas Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit for construction activity. A Notice of Intent would
be filed with the TCEQ Storm Water Division. In accordance with the TPDES permit
requirements, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared. This plan, to be
implemented by the contractor, would prevent, minimize and control the spill of hazardous
materials in staging areas.

Planned Beneficial Enhancements
No beneficial enhancements have been planned at this point.

Should you have any questions or need additional information to formulate your response, feel
free to contact me at 214-741-7777 or Cheri Bush of DART at 214-749-2568. Thank you in
advance for you assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Diane Cowin
LOPEZGARCIA GROUP
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
WinSystems Center Building
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, Texas 76011
2-12-05-1-437

October 3, 2005

Ms. Diane Cowin

Lopez Garcia Group

1825 Market Center Blvd., Suite 500
Dallas, Texas 75207

Dear Ms. Cowin:

This responds to your September 20, 2005, letter requesting information regarding Dallas Area
Rapid Transit’s (DART) proposed construction of the 4.5-mile Rowlett Light Rail Transit (LRT)
extension from the existing downtown Garland LRT Station to downtown Rowlett, Dallas
County, Texas. We understand that the project would have no federal involvement and
appreciate the fact that you are seeking our input regardless. We are providing this information
to assist you in assessing and avoiding impacts to federally listed threatened and endangered
species, wetlands, and other fish and wildlife resources.

An updated county-by-county list of federally threatened, endangered, and candidate species,
critical habitat designations, as well as information on the general biology of these species can be
found at our website at http:/ifw2es.fws.gov/EndangeredSpecies. Please refer to this website for
any future need for species lists. Currently, we do not have any information on listed species
occurring within the project area. However, it is unlikely that the listed species for Dallas
County would occur in a railroad corridor within a highly urbanized area.

Your letter and maps indicate that the proposed 4.5-mile LRT extension will share the Missouri-
Kansas-Texas Railroad right-of-way (ROW), which is owned by DART, from the existing
Garland LRT Station into downtown Rowlett and that the future Rowlett Station would be
situated on undeveloped land currently owned by DART. You have also indicated that this route
would cross Rowlett Creek, Longbranch Creek, and pass through the floodplain of Mills Branch,
each of which would require bridge construction.

Excavation and clearing of vegetation from riparian areas associated with railway and bridge
construction can result in impacts to fish and wildlife habitat. These impacts can include direct
habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, soil erosion, increased sedimentation, and alteration of the
hydrology of the impacted area. Numerous species of resident and migratory wildlife depend on
riparian corridors for food, water, nesting habitat, and often as dispersal and/or travel corridors.



TEXAS RICK PERRY, GOVERNOR
HISTORICAL JOIIN L. NAU, I1I, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSION F. LAWERENCE OAKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
The State Agency for Historic Preservation

May 1, 2006

Nicky DeFreece

Lopez Garcia Group

1825 Market Center Blvd., Ste 500
Dallas TX 75207

Re: APE concurrence under the Texas Antiquities Code and Section 106Rowlett Light
Rail Transit Extension, Dallas Area Rapid Transit, Dallas County, TX .

Dear Ms. DeFreece,

The Texas Historical Commission History Programs Staff, led by Hannah Vaughan, has
reviewed your letter regarding the above reference project. We concur with your Area of
Potential Effect (APE) of 150 feet on either side of the right of way, 300 feet for new
bridge locations, and 500 feet for stations. We also concur with the proposed survey and
report methodology.

If you have any questions, or we may be of further assistance, please contact Hannah
Vaughan at hannah.vaughan(@thc.state.tx.us or 512/463-6046.

Sincerely,

A

Hannah Vaughan
Historian

P.O. BOX 12276 « AUSTIN, TX 78711-2276 - 512/463-6100 - FAX 512/475-4872 - TDD 1-800/735-2989
www.the.state.tx.us



Riparian corridors often furnish some of the best wildlife habitat in an area and may provide the
only suitable habitat for certain urban wildlife species. For these reasons, we strongly
recommend that construction activities near such areas be carefully designed to avoid and/or
minimize impacts to the maximum extent practicable.

If vegetation clearing is needed in riparian areas, these areas should be revegetated with native
wetland and riparian vegetation to prevent erosion, reduce sedimentation, and restore impacted
habitat. Revegetation efforts should be monitored to ensure disturbed stream banks are
adequately stabilized. Species commonly used for soil stabilization are listed in the Texas
Department of Agriculture's (TDA) Native Tree and Plant Directory, available from TDA at P.O.
Box 12847, Austin, Texas, 78711.

Your letter also indicates that although wetland delineations have not been completed at this
time, your review of National Wetlands Inventory maps has identified that wetlands may exist
within the study area, most of which surround Rowlett Creek. If you anticipate unavoidable
impacts to wetlands, you should contact the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers office to
determine if a permit is required by that Agency prior to commencement of construction
activities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information on the proposed project. If you have any
questions, please contact Sean Edwards of my staff at (817) 277-1100.

Sincerely,

Sdron (owd

Thomas J. Cloud, Jr.
Field Supervisor
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KANSAS CITY SOUTHERN

427 WEST 1214 STREET - KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 84105

FOUNDED 1887

John E. Day
816-983-1620 office
816-983-1186 fax

September 27, 2005

Ms. Cheri M. Bush
DART

P.O. Box 660163
Dallas, TX 75266-0163

Re: Garland-to-Rowlett Vertical Clearance Approval

Dear Ms. Bush:

Kansas City Southern Railway Company (KCSR) received your plans dated September
15, 2005 regarding the above-referenced project. KCSR understands that there are
special circumstances with your project that will require a maximum vertical clearance of
22 feet (as measured 10 feet from centerline of tracks). Due to these circumstances,
KCSR approves of this vertical clearance.

If further revisions to the proposed clearance occur, it will be necessary for KCSR to
review them for approval. Please contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Qz_ £ By

John E. Day
Assistant Director Engineering

25



18 April 2006

Hannah Vaughan

Texas Historical Commission
1511 Colorado Street

Austin, Texas 78701

re:  APE coordination under the Texas Antiquities Code for the Rowlett Light Rail Transit
Extension, Dallas Area Rapid Transit, Dallas County, Texas (LGGROUP Project Number
210059.35)

Dear Ms. Vaughan:

LopezGarcia Group (LGGROUP) has been contracted by Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) to
perform historic-age resources coordination. DART seeks concurrence from the Texas Historical
Commission (THC) for an undertaking that is governed by the Texas Antiquities Code. A Local
Environmental Assessment is currently being prepared; no federal funding or permitting is
currently requested for the proposed undertaking. The project area encompasses approximately
four miles of existing right-of-way (ROW), drainage easements to be acquired, and associated
infrastructure. This letter presents a description of the proposed undertaking, identification of
known historic-age resources near the location of the proposed undertaking, and a request for
concurrence on a proposed area of potential effects (APE) from the THC.

Description of Undertaking

The area that is the topic of this letter lies within the cities of Garland and Rowlett, Texas, and
extends along the existing ROW of the Missouri, Kansas, and Texas Railroad (MKT) between the
two cities. The project area is currently occupied by industrial, commercial, warehouse, rural and
residential areas.

The specific undertaking addressed in this letter is the extension of the DART Blue Line LRT
track, construction of a new transit station in Rowlett, improvements to the existing Garland
Station, along with construction of new bridges and improvements to existing bridges along the
rail line (Exhibit 1). The preliminary proposed design for the transit station consists of a platform
station with bus bays, a bus circulation area, kiss-and-ride spaces and park-and-ride spaces. The
site of the proposed Rowlett station is roughly bound by Industrial Street and Melcer Drive on the
north, the existing rail line on the south, Martin Drive on the west and an unnamed street on the
east. New light rail track will be constructed on the north side of the existing freight track within
the existing ROW. Improvements will also be made to the existing Garland station, bound on the
north by the boundary of the existing station parking lot, on the south by existing rail line, on the
west by North Fifth Street and on the east by North Fourth Street. The improvements to the
station are under consideration and could include, but are not limited to widening or improving
pedestrian connections to the street. Improvements will also be made to existing bridges along the
ROW.

1825 Market Center Blvd,, Suite 500  Dallas, Texas 75207  (214) 741-7777  (214) 741-9413 Fax



Background Information

The project area is located in a region that has historically served as a cotton and wheat producing
area (TSHA 2006a). The MKT rail line came through the area in 1886 (TSHA 2006b). Garland
was later established in 1887 and Rowlett in 1889 (TSHA 2006a; TSHA 2006b).

The Texas Historic Sites Atlas was consulted to determine if any buildings, structures, objects, or
state historic markers lie within or near the APE. One Texas Sesquicentennial historical marker
was found for the City of Rowlett. It is located approximately 940 feet from the proposed site of
the Rowlett Station. Several neighborhood surveys conducted by Hardy in June 1982 cited
historic-age resources within the project area. Six historic-age resources were located during

these surveys and are listed in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Previously Documented Historic-Age Resources Within Proposed APE

Address Name and Date of Construction

NRHP
Significance

Comments

3700 block Main Street Sacred Heart Catholic Church, 1922

N/A

THC Neighborhood survey.
Serial #NRS79-11249*
approximately 430 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

3613 Main Street Guthrie House, ca.1911

N/A

THC Neighborhood survey.
Serial #NRS79-11248*
approximately 510 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

3809 Main Street 1908/1918

Old Citizens Bank of Rowlett Building,

N/A

THC Neighborhood Survey.
Serial # NRS79-11250*
approximately 510 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

3910 Main Street First Christian Church, 1923

N/A

THC Neighborhood Survey.
Serial #NRS79-11251*
approximately 740 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

4002 East Main Street  Old Rowlett Elementary School, 1939

N/A

THC Neighborhood Survey.
Serial #NRS79-11252*
approximately 970 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

4000 Main Street City of Rowlett

N/A

Historical Marker # 6852*
approximately 940 feet from
proposed site of Rowlett
Station

* Source: Texas Historic Sites Atlas (THSA) 2006.



Recommendations for Historic Architectural Resource Investigations

It is proposed that a reconnaissance-level survey of historic-age resources within the proposed
APE be performed. The recommended APE for the reconnaissance survey is 150 feet on either
side of the proposed ROW, 300 feet around the areas where new bridge construction is proposed
to take place and a 500 foot area around the transit stations (see Exhibit 1). This APE will take
into account potential physical and visual impacts that may result from the proposed undertaking.
The reconnaissance survey will be performed by an architectural historian meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s qualifications. The resulting survey report will include, but is not limited to, the
following information:

e Project description;

e Project area background and historic context that may include research carried out at the
following places:

o local and county histories (obtained at the Dallas Public Library, and municipal
libraries in the project area);
Dallas County Appraisal District Online Records;
Dallas County plat records;
various internet resources; and
o maps and aerial photographs (including USGS maps).;
e Previously documented historic-age resources within and immediately adjacent to the
APE;
e Documentation of each historic-age resource within the APE; including
o Address or location,
Historic and current name, if any,
Date of construction,
Style,
Historic and current use,
Property type and subtype,
Preliminary NRHP eligibility recommendations,
Condition, and
Digital photographs (minimum of two views) of each historic-age resource; and
e Summary and Recommendations.

O 0 O

0O 0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

A draft report will be submitted to the THC for comment. Upon receipt of these comments, a
final report will be drafted and sent to the THC.

Request for Concurrence

On behalf of DART, LGGROUP respectfully requests the concurrence of the THC regarding the
proposed APE, consisting of 150 feet on either side of the proposed ROW, 300 feet around the
areas where new bridge construction will take place, and a 500 foot area around the transit
stations. We also request concurrence for the proposed survey and report methodology. If the
proposed undertaking is altered such that it has the potential to affect the adjacent historic-age
resources either physically, or by changing the setting in ways not covered by this coordination
letter, DART will cease construction activities and will not proceed with their undertaking until
additional review and clearance by the THC has been completed.
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Sincerely,
LGGROUP

Renée L. Hutter
Architectural Historian
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September 20, 2005

Ms. Celeste Brancel-Brown

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Threatened and Endangered Species
3000 S. IH-35, Suite 100

Austin, Texas 78704

Re: Rare Resources Review Request - DART Rail to Rowlett
Dear Ms. Brancel-Brown:

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) is in the process of performing an environmental review,
pursuant to the DART Environmental Impact Assessment and Mitigation Policy Guidelines, in
order to assess the environmental impacts of the Rowlett Light Rail Transit (LRT) extension
from the existing downtown Garland LRT Station to downtown Rowlett, Dallas County, Texas
(Exhibit 1). The DART guidelines are being utilized as opposed to the guidelines set forth by
the National Environmental Policy Act as no federal monies will be funding the project.
However, the DART guidelines were developed to ensure the environment is protected during
project planning and implementation.

As part of the agency coordination effort during the Preliminary Engineering/Local
Environmental Assessment (PE/LEA) phase, we are requesting information concerning
parkland resources, listed or potential species and critical habitat in the study area. A full
biological assessment, the delineation of wetlands and a thorough survey of 4(f) properties will
be undertaken during the development of the Draft LEA document. Although the federal 4(f)
process is not applicable within LEA procedures, we are aware that the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department (TPWD) requires an assessment similar to the 4(f) process. Therefore, the
4(f) process will be followed to ensure a comprehensive assessment of potential impacts. We
would appreciate your input to complement our efforts during this phase of work at your earliest
convenience.

Background and Scope of Project

In 1995, the Northeast Corridor Major Investment Study (Northeast Corridor MIS) assessed the
transportation issues within the Northeast Corridor and evaluated four alternatives to Garland,
with future service to Rowlett with LRT chosen as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The
proposed 4.5-mile LRT Extension will share the Missouri-Kansas-Texas (MKT) Railroad right-of-
way (ROW), which is owned by DART, from the existing Garland LRT Station into downtown
Rowlett. The future Rowlett Station would be situated on undeveloped land currently owned by
DART, adjacent to the existing Rowlett Park-and-Ride.

Existing Conditions

Vegetation
The Northeast Corridor is located in the Oaks and Prairies Physiographic Region and the

Blackland Prairie ecological subregion of Texas (Fenneman 1938). The Oaks and Prairies




Region approximately extends from the Red River of Oklahoma south to San Antonio, Texas,
east of the acidic sandy soils of the East Texas Pineywoods and west of the Eastern Cross
Timbers. Within this area, the Blackland Prairie represents the southernmost extension of the
North American tallgrass prairie. Within this subregion, the principal habitat is tallgrass, which
typically occurs in higher areas with good drainage. The dominant vegetation associated with
these habitats includes big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii Vitman), little bluestem (Andropogen
scoparium), Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), brownseed
paspalum (Paspalum plicatulum Michx.), and gamagrass (Tripsacum dactyloides). Also present
within the Oaks and Prairies physiographic area are bottomland hardwood forests. Bur oak
(Quercus macrocarpa), Shumard oak (Quercus shumardii), black walnut (Juglans nigra),
American elm (Ulmus Americana), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), and white ash (Fraxinus
Americana) are all common components of these forests. Riparian forests include cottonwood
(Populus deltoides), sycamore (Acer Pseudoplantus L.), black willow (Salix nigra), and green
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Upland hardwood forests, which occur on the upper slopes and
summits of Austin chalk escarpments include Texas oak (Quercus texana), Mexican plum
(Prunus mexicana), and cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia). There is often an associated dense
scrub layer within these forests, including species such as aromatic sumac (Anacardiaceae
Rhus aromatica), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), Carolina buckthorn (Rhamnus
caroliniana), and coralberry (Symphoricarpos orbioulatus). There are occasional wetlands and
freshwater marshes in the Oaks and Prairies area, primarily associated with the peripheral
areas of streams, rivers, and reservoirs.

Although native prairie remnants are found within in the corridor, much of it has been removed
or disturbed through agricultural activities and urbanization. The dominance of the urban
environment with regard to the vegetation of the area is reflected in TPWD’s Vegetation Types
of Texas (1984), which classifies the areas vegetation as Urban. Photographs of the project
area are provided in Exhibit 2. Vegetative species observed within the proposed project area
during preliminary field surveys are provided in Table 1.

Table 1.
Vegetation Observed within the Proposed Project Area
Strata | Common Name | Scientific Name
Trees Sugar Hackberry Celtis Laevigata
American elm Ulmus americana
Black willow Salix nigra
Cedar elm Ulmus crassifolia
Bois d'Arc Maclura pomifera
Red mulberry Morus rubra
Texas mulberry Morus microphylla
Box elder Acer negundo
Eastern redbud Cercis canadensis
Green ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Eastern red cedar Juniperus virginiana
Smooth sumac Rhus glabra
Texas sophora Sophora affinis
Bur oak Quercus macrocarpa
Mimosa Albizia julibrissin
Pecan Carya illionensis
Chinaberry Sapindus drummondii
Eastern cottonwood Populus deltoides
Herbs Great ragweed Ambrosia trifida

Annual ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia




Strata Common Name | Scientific Name
N Common sunflower Helianthus annuus |

Giant goldenrod Solidago gigantea
Canada wildrye Elymus canadensis
Indian woodoats Chasmanthium latifolium
Dayflower Commelina erecta
Green foxtail Setaria viridis
Carolina geranium Geranium carolinianum
Henbit Lamium amplexicaule
Johnson grass Sorghum halepense
Mimosa vine Mimosa strugillosa
Musk thistle Carduus nutans
Peppergrass Lepidium austinum
Pokeweed Phytolacca americana
Roundleaf spurge Euphorbia cordifolia
One-seed croton Croton monanthogynus
Smartweed Polygonum hydropiperoides
Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon
St. Augustine grass Stenotaphrum secundatum
Annual bedstraw Galium aparine

Vines Poison ivy Toxicodendron radicans
Honeysuckle Lonicera japonica
Virginia creeper Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Mustang grape Vitis mustangensis
Saw greenbrier Smilax bona-nox
Peppervine Ampelopsis arborea

Source: Vegetation recorded during a site reconnaissance completed on July 7, 2005.

Soils and Geography

Ten soil types occur along the proposed DART Rail to Rowlett project area. These include
Burleson Clay, Branyon Clay, Frio Silty Clay, Houston Black Clay, Houston Black-Urban,
Lewsiville Silty Clay, Lewisville-Urban Complex, Altoga Silty Clay, Heiden Clay and Ferris-
Heiden Complex (Soil Conservation Service, 1980).
summarized in Table 2.

The main properties of these soils are

Table 2

Burleson Clalyu Very Slow
Branyon Clay No Yes Moderate

e Moderately .
Frio Silty Clay No Yes Slow High
Houston Black Clay No Yes Very Slow High
Houston Black-Urban :
Land Complex No No Very Slow High
Lewisville Silty Clay No Yes Moderate High
Lewisville-Urban land .
Complex No No Moderate High
Altoga Silty Clay No No Moderate High
Heiden Clay No Yes Very Slow High
Ferris-Heiden Complex No No Very Slow High

Source: Dallas County Soil Survey, 1980




According to the Geology of Texas (1981), the underlying geology of the region is almost
exclusively Austin Chalk. The base of the chalk overlies the softer Eagle Ford Shale and forms
the prominent west-facing White Rock escarpment. Austin Chalk consists of three components:
the upper chalk, the middle marl and the lower chalk. Large, two- to five-foot beds of light grey
to tan chalk are interbedded with beds of marl throughout the upper and lower chalks. The
middle member is made up of beds of marl interbedded with beds of chalk. Alternating layers of
limestone chalk and calcareous marls make up several distinct units of Austin Chalk which are
dissected by the proposed project corridor.

Waters of the U.S.

Lake Ray Hubbard, an impoundment of the East Fork of the Trinity River, and its tributaries are
the major surface waters found in northeastern Dallas County. Among these tributaries are
Mills Branch, Rowlett Creek, and Longbranch Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT line would
pass through the floodplain of Mills Branch, which parallels the project corridor to the south;
cross Rowlett Creek, the largest creek in the area; and cross Longbranch Creek just before
entering downtown Rowlett. The majority of surface water runoff in the study area would be
intercepted by either storm water drains or surface waters and carried to Lake Ray Hubbard.
Although wetland delineations have not been completed at this time, National Wetland Inventory
maps indicate that wetlands may exist within the study area, most of which would surround
Rowlett Creek. The proposed Rowlett LRT would pass through approximately 1,980 feet of the
97-acre Rowlett Creek Preserve, a component of the Dallas County Park & Open Space
Program. This preserve is within a palustrine system characterized by woody vegetation suited
to temporarily flooded conditions. A USGS 7.5-minute Quadrangle map depicting the existing
and potential waters of the U.S. within the proposed project area is provided in Exhibit 3.

Existing Site Development

Approximately 75 percent of the project corridor is currently developed while the remaining 25
percent is vacant land. Industrial and commercial land uses comprise the majority of the land
use along the project corridor. Residential development is limited to two neighborhoods in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed LRT corridor while large tracts of single family dwellings
adjoin the vacant land adjacent to the proposed Rowlett LRT. The residential and commercial
areas located along the project corridor appear to be relatively new, although some older
structures remain. The condition and style of the newer buildings appear to be modern and
consistent with current architecture. The businesses in the project area consist of a variety of
industries, including electronics, steel fabrication, aluminum die casting, hat manufacturing,
dairy production and food processing. An aerial photograph of the project area is included as
Exhibit 4.

Historic Use/Function of Site

The presence of the MKT Railroad, built in 1886, and the completion of Lake Ray Hubbard in
1971 have had a strong influence on the historic use and function of the project area. With the
completion of Lake Ray Hubbard, a building boom began for the City of Rowlett and the
population rose to more than 1,600 by 1973 and to 5,100 by 1978. By the early 1990s, the
community had increased to a population of over 20,000 with more than thirty miles of shoreline
on Lake Ray Hubbard, a nature trail and Springfield Park (north of State Highway 66) developed
along Rowlett Creek, and 200 businesses, mostly light industry and services.

Cultural Resources
There is a potential for the existence of historic structures and archeological resources within
the project area. Coordination with the Texas Historical Commission is currently underway.




Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species

A list of rare species occurring in Dallas County and their habitat preferences can be found in
Exhibit 5. At this time, only a preliminary site reconnaissance has taken place. During the
preliminary site reconnaissance, it was found that habitat elements (streams, creeks, floodplains
and poorly drained depressions) for some state and federally listed threatened and endangered
species, including the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), wood stork (Mycteria americana),
and timber/canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), exist within the project area. No
threatened or endangered species were detected during the preliminary site reconnaissance.

Potential Negative Impacts

Since the proposed Rowlett LRT extension would occur within existing ROW, few impacts to
wildlife are anticipated. Short-term negative impacts would occur during the construction of the
railway including impacts to soils, such as the removal of vegetation, which could cause the
mixing of the soil horizons, the loss of topsoil productivity and short-term increased susceptibility
to wind and water erosion. Long-term visual and aesthetic resources impacts may occur as a
result of the proposed project. In addition, noise impacts may occur at certain areas along the
track and potential vehicle delays at some at-grade crossings.

Because more than one acre of land would be disturbed, DART would be required to comply
with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Texas Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit for construction activity. A Notice of Intent would
be filed with the TCEQ Storm Water Division. In accordance with the TPDES permit
requirements, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared. This plan, to be
implemented by the contractor, would prevent, minimize and control the spill of hazardous
materials in staging areas.

Planned Beneficial Enhancements
No beneficial enhancements have been planned at this point.

Should you have any questions or need additional information to formulate your response, feel
free to contact me at 214-741-7777 or Cheri Bush of DART at 214-749-2568. Thank you in
advance for you assistance in this matter.

Diane Cowin
LOPEZGARCIA GROUP
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For future correspondence please address your letters to:

Mrs. Kathy Boydston,

Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program,
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, TX 78744

December 29, 2006

Mr. Robert Cook

Executive Director

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, Texas 78744

RE: Blue Line Extension to Rowlett
Dear Mr. Cook:

Enclosed, please find a copy of the Draft Local Environmental Assessment (LEA) for the
extension of the Blue Line from Downtown Garland to Downtown Rowlett for your
information and review. This project encompasses a 4.5 mile railroad right-of-way which
travels through mainly industrial and floodplain areas. There will be one new station
constructed in Downtown Rowlett.

[t you have any comments, please direct them to me at DART, PO Box 660163, Dallas
TX 75266-7213. All comments need to be received by January 13, 2007. If you have
any questions, please feel free to contact me at 214.749.4568. -

Sincerely, ity
. ctivity as
| B : Review of the project a imal
b )= 8 | osed Indicates minima
C;/% ?llgpéw 3]"\ TEXAS f;:';cts to fish and wildlife
Cheri ush, AICP, PMP resources. e’ ¢
Project Manager PARKS & Reviewed' 2/ _
WILDLIFE :
Enclosure % kTN,
i Steve Salin
Diane Cowin Texas Parks & Wildlife Depi.
AN 10 2007
.-H‘t\;,'- r T
&) Wildlite Habitat Assessment Program



18 April 2000

Hannah Vaughan

Texas Historical Commission
1511 Colorado Street

Austin, Texas 78701

re:  draft reconnaissance survey of historic-age resources report for the Rowlett Light Rail
Transit Extension from Garland to Rowlett, Dallas County, Texas (LGGROUP project
number 210029.35)

Dear Ms. Vaughan:

Please find enclosed for your review a draft report entitled “Reconnaissance Survey of Historic-
age Resources: Rowlett Light Rail Transit Extension from Garland to Rowlett, Dallas County,
Texas.”. This documentation has been prepared on behalf of Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)
by LOPEZGARCIA GROUP (LGGROUP) and serves to fulfill coordination begun in an APE

coordination letter dated 18 April 20006 to the Texas Historical Commission (THC).
The enclosed documentation follows the minimum standards for documentation by the THC.

We look forward to your comments regarding the documentation of the Rowlett Light Rail
Transit Extension. Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,
LGGRDUP

4

Renée L. Hutter
Architectural Historian
(214) 672-2969

€ncs.



TEXAS
HISTORICAL JOHN L. NAU, III, CHAIRMAN
COMMISSION F. LAWERENCE OAKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The State Agency for Historic Preservation

RICK PERRY, GOVERNOR

September 20, 2006

Renee Hutter

Lopez Garcia Group
1825 market Center Blvd
Ste 150

Dallas, TX 75207

RE: Draft Reconnaissance survey of historic ate resources report of the Rowlett Light Rail
Transit Extension from Garland to Rowlett, Dallas County, TX

Dear Ms. Hutter,

Thank you for your April 18, 2006 letter and report regarding the above referenced project. This
letter serves as comment on the determinations of eligibility within the survey from the State
Historic Preservation Officer, the Executive Director of the Texas Historical Commission.

Texas Historical Commission staff, led by Hannah Vaughan, has reviewed the report and has the
following comments:
e We need to understand the full scope of this project. Is this a single extension to an already
completed light rail system, or part of a larger project?
» In the future we prefer a cover letter from the agency responsible for carrying out Section 106
review, in this case DART, accompany reports and correspondence from the consultant.
e We concur with your determinations of eligibility on the six resources you have determined
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRIHP)
e  We concur with your assessment the remaining buildings are not eligible with the exception
of the following resources which require additional information to make a determination.
e Resource 46a-n. You have given an estimated date of 1954-1955, yet you refer to several
of the buildings in the complex as non-historic age. Please clarity.
e Bridges 50, 51, 53, 56. We need mwore information on your methodology in determining
that their design is ‘not particularly distinctive’.
e Resources 66, 67, 69, 70, 71. These five buildings should be evaluated as a potential
small commercial district.

We look forward to further consultation with your office as your plans develop. If you have

further questions regarding determinations of eligibility, please feel free to contact me at 512/463-
6046.

Sincerely,

Hannah Vaughan
Historian

P.O. BOX 12276 » AUSTIN, TX 78711-2276 - 512/463-6100 - FAX 512/475-4872 « 'IDD 1-800/735-2989
www the.state tx.us



Dedios Arso Bopid Tronsit
PO Box 66071463

Dofios, Texos 78206-01463
FI4/7459-3078

February 13, 2007

Mr. F. Lawrence Oaks

State Historic Preservation Officer
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, Texas 78711-2276

RE: Blue Line Extension to Rowielt
Dear Mr. Quaks

Enclosed, please find a printed copy of the Draft Local Environmental As%qsmem {LEA)
for the extension of the Blue Line from Downtown Garland to Downtown Rowlett for
your information and review. [ apologize for sending your agency the cd-rom, and in the
future, will make sure that you have a printed copy of subsequent documents regarding
this project.

If you have any comments, please direct them to me at DART, P.O. Box 660163, Dallas,
TX 75266-7213. All comments need to be received by March 13, 2007, If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me at 214.749.4568.

Sincerely,

LJ@L? 1 e@{ /wa L

Cheri M Bush, AICP, PMP
Project Manager

¢ Steve Salin
Diane Cowin
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. south of existing tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ____ | CommunitvID: BHW edae
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 1 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.
2. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 10.
3. _Smilax rotundifolia Vine FAC 11.
4. Parthenocissus quinquefolia Vine FAC 12.
5. _Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 5/5 = 100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other - Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
X Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) _____ Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest a likelihood of wetland hydrology being present. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
2-16 10 YR 3/1 7.5 YR5/8 Few, Fine, Distinct Slty loam

Hydric Soil Indicators:
_ Histosol
_ Histic Epipedon
__ Sulfidic Odor
_ Aquic Moisture Regime
__ Reducing Conditions

_X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

_ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

Concretions
High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
_ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met. Lots of rubble/debris in the first two inches of sample. Crawfish mound at surface.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes

No
No
No

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. south of existing tracks

DART

M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin

Date:
County:
State:

06/28/06

Dallas

X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No Communitv ID: Emergent W/L
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No Transect ID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 1 —WIL
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.
2. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Sapling FACW- 10.
3. Phyla lanceolata Herb FACW 11.
4. Salix nigra Sapling FACW+ 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4 = 100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other L Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
__X__ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) _____ Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: To surface (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest a likelihood of wetland hydrology being present. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___ No .
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,

(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-12 10 YR 4/1 Clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. south of existing tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes No __ | Communitv ID: Upland Berm
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes No _ X | PlotID: Area 1 — UPL
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 9.
2. Celtis laevigata Sapling FAC 10.
3. Rhus glabra Shrub N/A 11.
4. Clematis pitcheri Vine FACU 12.
5. Parthenocissus quinquefolia Vine FAC 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/5 = 60%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) Water-Stained Leaves
Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed (in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest an upland area. The wetland hydrology criterion is not met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained
Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:
Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/1 10 YR 5/4 Few, Common, Prominent Silty clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:
__ Histosol __ Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met. Lots of trash/debris in sample
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? __ Yes X No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were not met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. north of existing tracks Date:
DART County:
M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State:

06/28/06

Dallas

X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Yes _ X No

Communitv ID:

Bottomland HW

(excluding FAC-).

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 2 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. _Ulmus americana Tree FAC 9.
2. Ulmus americana Sapling FAC 10.
3. _Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 11.
4. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

Other
No Recorded Data Available

X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge
X Aerial Photographs

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:
Inundated

X  Water Marks
X  Drift Lines

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water: None observed

Sediment Deposits

(in.)

Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed

Water-Stained Leaves

(in.)

Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed

Local Soil Survey Data

(in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Saturated in Upper 12 inches

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest a bottomland area. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___ No .
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,

(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-12 10 YR 3/1 Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. north of existing tracks Date:
DART County:
M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State:

06/28/06

Dallas

X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Yes _ X No

Communitv ID:

Emergent W/L

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 2 — W/L
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Alternanthera philoxeroides Herb OBL 9.
2. Phyla lanceolata Herb FACW 10.
3. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 11.
4. 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/3=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs __X__ Inundated
Other L Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: 0.5 (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: To surface (in.) L Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: To surface (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest a likely presence of wetland hydrology. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-12 10 YR 4/1 Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_X Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/West of RC Trib #1. north of existing tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes No ___ | Communitv ID: Forest Edae
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes No _ X | PlotID: Area 2 — UPL
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. _Ulmus americana Tree FAC 9.
2. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 10.
3. _Ulmus crassifolia Tree FAC 11.
4. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) Water-Stained Leaves
Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed (in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest an upland forest edge system. The wetland hydrology criterion is not met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?

Yes

No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 4/2 Silty clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:
__ Histosol __ Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is not met.
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? __ Yes X No
Hydric Soils Present? _ Yes X_No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes _X_ No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were not met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/In-channel system in Trib #1. north of tracks

DART

M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin

Date:
County:
State:

06/28/06

Dallas

X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No Communitv ID: Bottomland HW
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No Transect ID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _ ~ No _X | PlotID: Area 3 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. _Ulmus americana Tree FAC 9.
2. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 10.
3. _Smilax bona-nox Vine FAC 11.
4. 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/3=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other L Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) _____ Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: 8 (in.) - FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-6 10 YR 3/2 Clay

6-12 10 YR 3/2 5YR6/8 Few, Fine, Faint Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/In-channel system in Trib #1. north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
DART County: Dallas
M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Yes _ X No

Communitv ID:

Emergent W/L

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No Transect ID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 3 - W/L
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Alternanthera philoxeroides Herb OBL 9.
2. Phyla lanceolata Herb FACW 10.
3. Eleocharis palustris Herb OBL 11.
4. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs __X__ Inundated
Other L Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: 1 (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: To surface (in.) . Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: To surface (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest a likelihood of wetland hydrology. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___ No .
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,

(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-12 10 YR 3/1 Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

(excluding FAC-).

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/In-channel system in Trib #1, north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes No ____ | Communitv ID: Disturbed edge
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes No _ X | PlotID: Area 3 — UPL
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator

1. Ulmus crassifolia Tree FAC 9.

2. Cynodon dactylon Herb FACU+ 10.

3. Smilax bona-nox Vine FAC 11.

4. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/4=75%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge

Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):

X Aerial Photographs

Other

No Recorded Data Available

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water:

Depth to Free Water in Pit:

Depth to Saturated Soil:

None observed

(in.)

None observed

(in.)

None observed

(in.)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:

Inundated

Saturated in Upper 12 inches

Water Marks
Drift Lines

Sediment Deposits

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands

Water-Stained Leaves
Local Soil Survey Data
FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest an upland area at the forest edge. The wetland hydrology criterion is not met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

2-12 10 YR 4/2 Clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Fill material and debris throughout first two inches of sample. Hydric soils criterion is not met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? __ Yes X No
Wetland Hydrology Present? __ Yes X No
Hydric Soils Present? _ Yes X_No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes _X_ No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were not met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/east of Trib #1, south of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ___ | Communitv ID: Bottomland HW
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 4 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Sapling FACW- 9.
2. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 10.
3. Quercus muehlenbergii Tree FAC* 11.
4. Celtis laevigata Sapling FAC 12.
5. _Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 5/5=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other - Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) _____ Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the likely presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/1 Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:
_ Histosol
_ Histic Epipedon
__ Sulfidic Odor
_ Aquic Moisture Regime
__ Reducing Conditions

_X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

_ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

Concretions
High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
_ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met. Crawfish mounds near sample.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes

No
No

No No

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/west of Rowlett Creek, north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ____ | Communitv ID: Easement Edage
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _ ~ No _X | PlotID: Area 5 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.
2. _Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 10.
3. Celtis laevigata Tree FAC 11.
4. 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/3=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other - Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) __ X Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed (in.) _____ FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

met.

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the potential presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained
Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:
Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/1 7.5 YR 6/1 Few, Fine, Prominent Clay

7.5YR5/8 Few, Fine, Faint Clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:
_ Histosol
_ Histic Epipedon
__ Sulfidic Odor
_ Aquic Moisture Regime
__ Reducing Conditions

_X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

Concretions
__ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
_ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes

No
No
No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

(excluding FAC-).

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/west of Rowlett Creek, north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ___ | Communitv ID: Arrowhead W/L
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _ ~ No _X | PlotID: Area 5 — W/L
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator

1. Polygonum hydropiperoides Herb OBL 9.

2. Sagittaria brevirostra Herb OBL 10.

3. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 11.

4. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Sapling FACW- 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):

X Aerial Photographs
X Other
No Recorded Data Available

Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:
Inundated
Saturated in Upper 12 inches
Water Marks
X Drift Lines

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water: None observed

Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):

(in.)

Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Water-Stained Leaves

(in.)

Depth to Saturated Soil: 4

Local Soil Survey Data

(in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

criterion is met.

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs and topographic maps suggest the potential presence of a jurisdictional system. The wetland hydrology




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___ No .
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,

(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

0-12 10 YR 3/1 7.5 YR 4/6 Few, Fine, Distinct Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

(excluding FAC-).

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/ west of Rowlett Creek, north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ___ | CommunitvID: R.Creek Edae
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 6 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator

1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.

2. Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 10.

3. Elymus canadensis Herb FAC+ 11.

4. Ligustrum sinense Shrub UPL* 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/4=75%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

Other
No Recorded Data Available

X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge
X Aerial Photographs

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:
Inundated

X  Water Marks
Drift Lines

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water: None observed

Sediment Deposits

(in.)

Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed

Water-Stained Leaves

(in.)

Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed

Local Soil Survey Data

(in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Saturated in Upper 12 inches

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches

met.

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the potential presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?

Yes

No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/2 7.5YR6/2 Many, Fine, Faint Silty clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:
__ Histosol __ Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

(excluding FAC-).

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/ east of Rowlett Creek. south of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No ___ | CommunitvID: R.Creek Edae
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 7 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator

1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.

2. Elymus canadensis Herb FAC+ 10.

3. Chasmanthium latifolium Herb FAC 11.

4. Ulmus crassifolia Tree FAC 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

Other
No Recorded Data Available

X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge
X Aerial Photographs

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:
Inundated

X  Water Marks
Drift Lines

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water: None observed

Sediment Deposits

(in.)

Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed

Water-Stained Leaves

(in.)

Depth to Saturated Soil: None observed

Local Soil Survey Data

(in.) FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Saturated in Upper 12 inches

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches

met.

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the potential presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?

Yes

No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/1 7.5 YR 6/1 Few, Fine, Faint Clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:
__ Histosol __ Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

(excluding FAC-).

Proiect/Site: Rowlett LRT Extension/ east of Trib #2, north of tracks Date: 06/28/06
Applicant/Owner: DART County: Dallas
Investigator: M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State: X
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes _ X _ No | CommunitvID: Trib #2 Edae
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 8 — BHW
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator

1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Tree FACW- 9.

2. Fraxinus pennsylvanica Sapling FACW- 10.

3. Ulmus crassifolia Tree FAC 11.

4. Smilax bona-nox Vine FAC 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 4/4=100%

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.

HYDROLOGY

Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):

Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge

X Aerial Photographs

Other

No Recorded Data Available

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:

Inundated

Saturated in Upper 12 inches

Water Marks
Drift Lines

Depth of Surface Water:

Depth to Free Water in Pit:

Depth to Saturated Soil:

Field Observations:

None observed

(in.)

None observed

(in.)

None observed

(in.)

Sediment Deposits

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands

Water-Stained Leaves
Local Soil Survey Data
FAC-Neutral Test

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches

met.

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the potential presence of a bottomland hardwood system. The wetland hydrology criterion is




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase):

Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded

Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup):

Cumulic Haplustolls

Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?

Yes

No

Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.
0-12 10 YR 3/1 7.5 YR 6/1 Few, Fine, Faint Clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:
__ Histosol __ Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met.
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92



DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiect/Site:
Applicant/Owner:
Investigator:

Rowlett LRT Extension/ mid-channel system in Trib #2. north of tracks Date:
DART County:
M. Clary, E. Schieffer, J. Colvin State:

06/28/06

Dallas

X

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Yes _ X No

Communitv ID: Emergent W/L

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No _ X | TransectID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes _~  No _X | PlotID: Area 7 — W/L
(If needed, explain on reverse)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1. Alternanthera philoxeroides Herb OBL 9.
2. Phyla lanceolata Herb FACW 10.
3. Ambrosia trifida Herb FAC 11.
4. 12.
5. 13.
6. 14.
7. 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3/3=100%
(excluding FAC-).
Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met.
HYDROLOGY
X Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X Aerial Photographs Inundated
Other L Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available __ X Water Marks
Drift Lines
Field Observations: Sediment Deposits
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands
Depth of Surface Water: None observed (in.) Endary Indicators (2 or more required):
_____ Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches
Depth to Free Water in Pit: None observed (in.) _____ Water-Stained Leaves
_____ Local Soil Survey Data
Depth to Saturated Soil: 7 (in.) - FAC-Neutral Test
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: 2005 aerial photographs suggest the potential presence of a jurisdictional system. The wetland hydrology criterion is met.




SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): Frio Silty Clay, frequently flooded Drainage Class: Well-drained

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _Cumulic Haplustolls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type? Yes ___  No
Profile Description:

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Structure, etc.

2-12 10 YR 3/1 Silty clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol __ Concretions

__ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_ Sulfidic Odor _ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ Aquic Moisture Regime _ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

__ Reducing Conditions __ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ~_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: Hydric soils criterion is met. Lots of rubble/debris in first two inches of sample — adjacent to disturbed area

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? X Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? X Yes No
Hydric Soils Present? X Yes No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? X Yes No

Remarks: All three wetland criteria were met.

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This report presents a noise and vibration impact assessment for the Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)
Northeast Corridor LRT line extension to the town of Rowlett, Texas. Harris Miller Miller & Hanson
Inc. (HMMH) carried out this assessment for DART under subcontract to the LopezGarcia Group. The
objective of the study was to assess the potential noise and vibration impacts of the planned LRT project
at community locations adjacent to the corridor.

The background and results of the assessment are described below. Section 2 provides a discussion of
environmental noise and vibration basics, and Section 3 describes the existing noise and vibration
conditions and measurement results. The criteria used to assess noise and vibration impact are presented
in Section 4, and projections of future noise and vibration conditions are described in Section 5. Section
6 summarizes the impact assessment, and potential mitigation measures are outlined in Section 7.
Appendix A includes measurement site photographs, and detailed noise and vibration data are provided in
Appendix A and Appendix C, respectively.

1.1 Background

The proposed 4.5-mile LRT Rowlett Extension begins at the downtown Garland LRT Station and ends in
downtown Rowlett, east of Rowlett Road. The City of Rowlett is a community primarily located in
eastern Dallas County, Texas, on the shores of Lake Ray Hubbard. The easternmost portion of the city
lies within Rockwall County. In addition to the City of Garland, the cities of Dallas and Sachse, as well
as unincorporated areas of Rowlett and Eastern Dallas County surround Rowlett.

The Rowlett Extension is identified in both the North Central Texas Council of Governments’
(NCTCOG) Mobility 2025 Plan - 2004 Update (January 2004) and the DART Transit System Plan
(November 1995, updated February 2000) as a priority corridor for transportation improvements. The
NCTCOG and DART plans recommend an extension of the LRT line along the Missouri Kansas Texas
Railroad (MKT) ROW from the downtown Garland LRT Station to downtown Rowlett, east of Rowlett
Road. Based on the constrained DART financial plan, anticipated service to Rowlett is scheduled for
2012.

1.2 Summary of Results
1.2.1 Noise Impact Assessment

The results of the noise analysis indicate that the existing noise environment at locations near the project
alignment is dominated by noise from railroad operations and general community activities. Based on
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria, it is predicted that without mitigation, the proposed LRT
operations will cause noise impact at 19 locations as shown in Table 1. None of these impacts are in the
severe category. Detailed information regarding the impacts can be found in Section 6.1.

A number of noise mitigation measures can be considered for the impacts listed in Table 1. The two most
likely methods of noise mitigation are noise barriers and sound insulation. Sound insulation treatments
are typically applied to buildings in areas where barriers would not be effective. These areas are
primarily located near grade crossings, where additional noise impact is caused by train horns and grade-
crossing bells. Relocation of crossovers away from noise-sensitive receptors would also reduce the noise
impact. The selection of mitigation will depend on more detailed analysis during final design, including
input from abutting neighbors.
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Table 1. Summary of Noise Impacts

. Number of Noise
Location slee ] Impacts
Track
Impact Severe
Parker Circle S 13 0
Davidson Street S 0 0
Palomino Drive S 0 0
Vicinity of US 67 N 1 0
Rowlett North of Main Street N 1 0
Rowlett South of Main Street S 4 0
Total: 19 0

1.2.2 Vibration Impact Assessment

Other than very occasional low-speed freight train movements, there is no significant source of existing
vibration along the alignment. Based on FTA criteria, it is predicted that without mitigation, the LRT
operations will cause vibration impact at 13 locations as shown in Table 2. All of these impacts are
related to annoyance effects and not to building damage effects. Detailed information regarding the
impacts can be found in Section 6.2.

There are a number of options available for the mitigation of vibration impacts. The most common
method is ballast mats. Ballast mats consist of pads made of rubber-like material placed on an asphalt or
concrete base with the normal ballast, ties and rail on top. Because the vibration reduction provided by
ballast mats is limited at lower frequencies, their effectiveness is dependent on the frequency content of
vibration. Relocation of crossovers away from vibration-sensitive receptors would also reduce the
vibration impact. Mitigation options will be evaluated in more detail during final design, and the most
appropriate measures will be selected based on feasibility, cost effectiveness, and community input.

Table 2. Summary of Vibration Impacts

Segment grurj:cclf Impacts
Parker Circle S 13
Davidson Street S 0
Palomino Drive S 0
Vicinity of US 67 N 0
Rowlett North of Main Street N 0
Rowlett South of Main Street S 0
Total: 13

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE AND VIBRATION BASICS
2.1 Noise Fundamentals and Descriptors

Noise is typically defined as unwanted or undesirable sound, where sound is characterized by small air
pressure fluctuations above and below the atmospheric pressure. The basic parameters of environmental
noise that affect human subjective response are (1) intensity or level, (2) frequency content and (3)
variation with time. The first parameter is determined by how greatly the sound pressure fluctuates above
and below the atmospheric pressure, and is expressed on a compressed scale in units of decibels. By
using this scale, the range of normally encountered sound can be expressed by values between 0 and 120
decibels. On a relative basis, a 3-decibel change in sound level generally represents a barely noticeable
change outside the laboratory, whereas a 10-decibel change in sound level would typically be perceived
as a doubling (or halving) in the loudness of a sound.

The frequency content of noise is related to the tone or pitch of the sound, and is expressed based on the
rate of the air pressure fluctuation in terms of cycles per second (called Hertz and abbreviated as Hz).

The human ear can detect a wide range of frequencies from about 20 Hz to 17,000 Hz. However, because
the sensitivity of human hearing varies with frequency, the A-weighting system is commonly used when
measuring environmental noise to provide a single number descriptor that correlates with human
subjective response. Sound levels measured using this weighting system are called "A-weighted" sound
levels, and are expressed in decibel notation as "dBA." The A-weighted sound level is widely accepted
by acousticians as a proper unit for describing environmental noise.

Because environmental noise fluctuates from moment to moment, it is common practice to condense all
of this information into a single number, called the “equivalent” sound level (Leq). Leq can be thought of
as the steady sound level that represents the same sound energy as the varying sound levels over a
specified time period (typically 1 hour or 24 hours). Often the Leq values over a 24-hour period are used
to calculate cumulative noise exposure in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn). Ldn is the A-
weighed Leq for a 24-hour period with an added 10-decibel penalty imposed on noise that occurs during
the nighttime hours (between 10 P.M. and 7 A.M.). Many surveys have shown that Ldn is well correlated
with human annoyance, and therefore this descriptor is widely used for environmental noise impact
assessment. Figure 1 provides examples of typical noise environments and criteria in terms of Ldn.
While the extremes of Ldn are shown to range from 35 dBA in a wilderness environment to 85 dBA in
noisy urban environments, Ldn is generally found to range between 55 dBA and 75 dBA in most
communities. As shown in Figure 1, this spans the range between an *“ideal” residential environment and
the threshold for an unacceptable residential environment according to U.S. Federal agency criteria.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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i . Ldn ! o
Typical Environments dBA Typical Criteria

Ambient closeto —> (85
Freeways, Urban Transit,
Systems or Major Airports 80

75| <— HUD Threshold for
Unacceptable Housing
Urban Ambient — (70 Environment

65| <—— HUD/FAA Limit for
Normally Acceptable
Suburban Ambient — |60 Housing Environment

55| «—— EPA Ideal

Residential Goal
50

Rural Ambient — 45

40

Wilderness Ambient — 35

Figure 1. Examples of Typical Outdoor Noise Exposure

2.2 Ground-Borne Vibration Fundamentals and Descriptors

Ground-borne vibration is the oscillatory motion of the ground about some equilibrium position that can
be described in terms of displacement, velocity or acceleration. Because sensitivity to vibration typically
corresponds to the amplitude of vibration velocity within the low-frequency range of most concern for
environmental vibration (roughly 5-100 Hz), velocity is the preferred measure for evaluating ground-
borne vibration from transit projects.

The most common measure used to quantify vibration amplitude is the peak particle velocity (PPV),
defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibratory motion. PPV is typically used in monitoring
blasting and other types of construction-generated vibration, since it is related to the stresses experienced
by building components. Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating building damage, it is less suitable
for evaluating human response, which is better related to the average vibration amplitude. Thus, ground-
borne vibration from transit trains is usually characterized in terms of the "smoothed" root mean square
(rms) vibration velocity level, in decibels (VdB), with a reference quantity of one micro-inch per second.
VdB is used in place of dB to avoid confusing vibration decibels with sound decibels.
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Figure 2 illustrates typical ground-borne vibration levels for common sources as well as criteria for
human and structural response to ground-borne vibration. As shown, the range of interest is from
approximately 50 to 100 VdB, from imperceptible background vibration to the threshold of damage.
Although the approximate threshold of human perception to vibration is 65 VdB, annoyance is usually
not significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB.

Velocity Typical Sources
Human/Structural Response Level* (50 ft from source)

o
Threshold, minor cosmetic damage —™ 100 «— Blasting from construction projects
fragile buildings

-<+—— Bulldozers and other heavy tracked

Difficulty with tasks suchas — 920 construction equipment

reading a VDT screen

-+—— Commuter rail, upper range

Residential annoyance, infrequent — 80| =~ Rapid transit, upper range
events (e.g. commuter rail)

<—— Commuter rail, typical

Residential annoyance, frequent — <— Bus or truck over bump
events (e.g. rapid transit) 20| < Rapid transit, typical

Limit for vibration sensitive —
equipment. Approx. threshold for ~<—— Bus or truck, typical

60

human perception of vibration

Typical background vibration

* RMS Vibration Velocity Level in VdB relative to 10-6 inches/second

Figure 2. Typical Ground-Borne Vibration Levels and Criteria
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3 EXISTING CONDITIONS
3.1 Noise Measurements
3.1.1 Locations and Tests

Noise-sensitive land use along the project corridor was identified based on preliminary alignment
drawings, aerial photographs, and visual surveys. Areas adjacent to the proposed corridor include multi-
family residences, some non-residential (commercial) and institutional land uses. Summary descriptions
of noise-sensitive land use and existing noise sources along the corridor, from west to east, are as follows:

e Victory Baptist Church (Garland). The church is located to the north of East Walnut Street on the
north side of the proposed alignment. The noise environment in the area is dominated by traffic
on East Walnut Street, and is also affected by noise from freight trains operations.

e Rainbow Estates (Garland). The Rainbow Estates residential neighborhood, along Parker Circle
and Davidson Street, is located to the south of the proposed alignment. The existing noise
environment is contributed to by local neighborhood activities and by freight train operations on
the existing tracks.

e Mt. Hebron Baptist Church (Garland). This church is located to the north of the proposed
alignment on Route 66 in Garland. The major noise source in the area is traffic on Route 66.
Local traffic on North Country Club Road and freight train operations also contribute to the noise
environment.

e Pentecost Church of God parcel (Garland). This land is located to the south of the proposed
alignment. While there is currently no building, a church may be built at this location in the
future. Noise sources include be traffic on Route 66 and freight train operations.

o Dexham Estates (Rowlett). The proposed alignment is located to the north of this single-family
residential development on Palomino Drive. The noise environment is affected by noise from
local traffic on Dexham Road and Palomino Drive. Freight train operations also contribute to the
noise environment at this location.

o Downtown Rowlett (Rowlett). The proposed alignment is located between Main Street and
Melcer Drive in downtown Rowlett. Land use in this area is a mix of residential and commercial.
There are scattered single-family residences in this area, both to the north and south of the
proposed alignment. Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses is also located on Main Street. Two
other churches and associated schools, the First Baptist Church of Rowlett and the Rowlett
Methodist Church, are located to the east of the Rowlett Station near the tail track.

Existing ambient noise levels in the above areas were characterized through direct measurements at
selected sites along the proposed alignment during the period from November 1 through November 3,
2005 along the corridor. Estimating existing noise exposure is an important step in the noise impact
assessment since, as indicated in Section 4.1, the thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing
levels of noise exposure. The measurements included long-term (24-hour) and short-term (60-minute)
monitoring of the A-weighted sound level at representative noise-sensitive locations.

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent a range
of existing noise conditions along the corridor. Figure 3 shows the general location of the three long-term
monitoring sites along the corridor (LT-1 through LT-3) and two short-term monitoring sites (ST-1 and
ST-2).
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/\ Short-term noise measurement
[ Long-term noise measurement

- smgeti= . 0 1,500 3,000 Vibration measurement
Rowlett Extension e Foo O S

Figure 3. Ambient Noise and Vibration Monitoring Locations

3.1.2 Instrumentation and Procedures

Long-term, ambient noise measurements were conducted at Sites LT-1 through LT-3, as shown in Figure
3. At each of these locations, unattended Larson Davis Model 870 portable, automatic noise monitors
were used to continuously sample the A-weighted sound level (with slow response), over a 24-hour
period. The noise monitors were programmed to record hourly results, including the maximum sound
level (Lmax), the equivalent sound level (Leq) and the statistical percentile sound levels (Ln, denoting the
sound level exceeded n percent of the hour). The day-night equivalent sound level (Ldn) was
subsequently computed from the hourly Leq data.

The noise measurement equipment described above conforms to ANSI Standard S1.4 for Type 1
(Precision) sound level meters. Calibrations, traceable to the U.S. National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) were carried out in the field before and after each set of measurements using
acoustical calibrators.

In all cases, the measurement microphone was protected by a windscreen, and supported on a tripod at a
height of 4 to 6 feet above the ground. Furthermore, the microphone was positioned to characterize the
exposure of the site to the dominant noise sources in the area. For example, microphones were located at
the approximate setback lines of the receptors from adjacent roads or rail lines, and were positioned to
avoid acoustic shielding by landscaping, fences or other obstructions.
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3.1.3 Results

A summary of the existing ambient noise measurement results is provided in Table 3, and detailed data
are included in Appendix A. These results were used as a basis for determining the existing noise
conditions at all noise-sensitive receptors along the corridor. The resulting characterization of existing
ambient noise conditions is described below.

Table 3. Summary of Existing Ambient Noise Measurement Results

Site Start of Meas. ExN(())IsSSre
No Measurement Location Description Measurement Time (cFi)BA)

Date Time (hrs) Ldn | Leq
LT-1 |318 Davidson Street. — Garland 11-1-05 13:00 24 (5698)* --
LT-2 1918 Palamino Drive. — Rowlett 11-1-05 15:00 24 54* -
LT-3 |Jehovah’s Witness Church — Rowlett 11-2-05 13:00 24 55* -
ST-1 | Victory Baptist Church — Garland 11-2-05 15:28 1 -- 68
ST-2 | Mt. Hebron Baptist Church — Garland 11-3-05 7:55 1 -- 60
* The noise measurement at Site LT-1 included a freight train after 11 PM, which contributed significantly to the
existing noise exposure. There were no freight train events at Sites LT-2 and LT-3. The noise level in parenthesis
was used in the analysis for this location in order to be more conservative in assessing noise impact.

e Site LT-1: Single-family residence at 318 Davidson Street, Garland. The measured Ldn at
this location was 68 dBA. Without the late night freight train, the Ldn at this location was 59
dBA. The microphone was located behind the home, adjacent to the proposed alignment and
the existing freight tracks. Noise sources included local traffic on Davidson Street and Route
66 and freight train operations.

e Site LT-2: Single-family residence at 1918 Palamino Drive, Rowlett. The measured Ldn at
this location was 54 dBA. The microphone was located in the back yard of the home. Noise
sources included local traffic on Palamino Drive and Dexham Road.

e Site L T-3: Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, Rowlett. The measured Ldn at this
location was 55 dBA. The microphone was located behind the parking lot in the back of the
church, adjacent to the proposed alignment. Noise sources included local traffic on Main
Street in Rowlett.

e Site ST-1: Victory Baptist Church, Garland. The measured one-hour Leq at this location was
68 dBA. The dominant noise source was traffic on East Walnut Street.

e Site ST-2: Mt. Hebron Baptist Church, Garland. The measured one-hour Leq at this location
was 60 dBA. The major noise source was traffic on Route 66.

3.2 Vibration Measurements
3.2.1 Locations and Tests

Other than very infrequent freight trains, there are no significant sources of existing vibration along the
Rowlett Line of the Northeast Corridor. For that reason the vibration measurements for this project
focused on characterizing the vibration propagation properties of the soil at representative locations along
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the corridor. Two vibration testing sites, at the locations shown in Figure 3, were selected to represent the
range of soil conditions in areas along the corridor that include a significant number of vibration-sensitive
receptors. At each of these sites, ground-borne vibration propagation tests were conducted by impacting
the ground and measuring the input force and corresponding ground vibration response at various
distances. The resulting force-response transfer function can be combined with the known input force
characteristics of the DART light rail vehicle to predict future vibration levels at locations along the
project corridor. The vibration propagation test sites are described below.

e Site V-1. Mt. Hebron Baptist Church. This site was located in the parking lot of Mt. Hebron
Baptist Church. The vibration measurement at this site is representative of the portion of the
alignment in Garland.

o Site V-2: DART Park-n-Ride Lot. This site was located in the DART park-and-ride lot on
Industrial Street in Rowlett. The vibration measurement at this site is representative of the
portion of the alignment in Rowlett.

3.2.2 Instrumentation and Procedures

The ground vibration measurements were made with high-sensitivity accelerometers mounted in the
vertical direction on either paved surfaces, or on top of steel stakes driven into soil. The acceleration
signals were recorded on a TEAC Model RD-135T 8-channel digital audio tape (DAT) recorder and
subsequently analyzed in the HMMH laboratory.

The vibration propagation test procedure is shown schematically in Figure 4. As shown in the cross-
section view at the top, the test basically consists of dropping a 60 Ib weight from a height of 3 to 4 feet
onto the ground. A load cell is used to measure the force of the impact and accelerometers are used to
measure the resulting vibration pulses at various distances from the ground. The relationship between the
input force and the ground surface vibration, called the transfer mobility, characterizes vibration
propagation at this location. It is possible to estimate the ground vibration that would be caused by
another source, such as a train, by substituting the train force for the impact force.

The bottom sketch in Figure 4 shows how the dropped weight point source is used to simulate a line
vibration source such as a train. Impact tests are made at regular intervals in a line along the rail
alignment. For these tests, impacts were done at eleven points, spaced 15 feet apart along a line
perpendicular to the line of accelerometers.
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Figure 4. Vibration Propagation Test Procedure

3.2.3 Results

For laboratory analysis of the ground vibration propagation test data, an FFT multi-channel spectrum
analyzer was used to obtain the transfer mobility relationship for each accelerometer/impact pair. The
basic steps taken to calculate 1/3-octave band transfer functions are summarized below:

1. A multi-channel spectrum analyzer was used to get narrowband transfer functions. A minimum
of 20 impacts was used to obtain signal-enhanced transfer functions for each impact site-
accelerometer pair. Numerical integration was used to change from acceleration to velocity.

2. The 1/3 octave band transfer mobility was calculated for each accelerometer/impact pair.

3. Each set of 1/3-octave band point-source transfer mobilities was combined using Simpson’s Rule
for numerical integration to estimate the equivalent line-source transfer mobility.
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4, For each 1/3-octave band, a smooth curve was fit to the line source transfer mobility values. The
end result is an estimate of line source transfer mobility as a function of distance from the source.

Examples of the resulting smoothed line source transfer mobilities are given in Figure 5, which provides
spectra at a distance of 100 feet for both of the test sites. More details on the propagation test and
analysis procedures are given in the U. S. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance manual Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). Detailed test data are
included in Appendix C of this report.

Transfer Mobility Functions at 100 Feet
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Figure 5. Line Source Transfer Mobilities at Measurement Sites
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4 NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA

Experience suggests that noise and vibration can be major public concerns with regard to the effects of a
rail transportation project. This section summarizes the impact limits as applicable to the DART
Northeast Corridor LRT line to Rowlett.

4.1 Transit Noise Criteria

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria defined in the U. S. Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May
2006). The FTA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented research on community reaction
to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding scale. Although higher transit noise
levels are allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, smaller increases in total noise
exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise.

The FTA Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories:
e (Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose.

o (Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences,
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost
importance.

o Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category
includes schools, libraries, churches and active parks.

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise sensitive
land uses, such as outdoor amphitheaters and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour
Leq during the facility’s operating period is used.

There are two levels of impact included in the FTA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels of
impact is summarized below:

e Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant™ as this term is used in the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will normally
be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating the noise.

e Moderate: In this range of noise impact, other project-specific factors must be considered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. These other factors can
include the projected increase over existing noise levels, the types and number of noise-sensitive
land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation, and the cost effectiveness of
mitigating noise to more acceptable levels.

The noise impact criteria are summarized in graphical form in Figure 6. The figure shows the existing
noise exposure and the additional noise exposure from the transit project that would cause either moderate
or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the combination of the existing noise exposure and
the additional noise exposure caused by the transit project. Figure 7 expresses the same criteria in terms
of the increase in total or cumulative noise that can occur in the overall noise environment before impact
occeurs.
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4.2 Transit Vibration Criteria

The FTA ground-borne vibration impact criteria are based on land use and train frequency, as shown in
Table 4. There are some buildings, such as concert halls, recording studios and theaters, which can be
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 4. Due to the
sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the environmental assessment
of a transit project. Table 5 gives criteria for acceptable levels of ground-borne vibration for various
types of special buildings.

It should also be noted that there are separate FTA criteria for ground-borne noise, the “rumble” that can
be radiated from the motion of room surfaces in buildings due to ground-borne vibration. Such criteria
are particularly important for underground transit operations. However, because airborne noise tends to
mask ground-borne noise for above ground (i.e. at-grade or elevated) rail systems, ground-borne noise
criteria are not applied to this project.

Table 4. Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria by Land Use Category

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec)

Land Use Category
Frequent Events' | Occasional Events® | Infrequent Events®

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is

4 4 4
essential for interior operations. 65 VdB 65 VdB 65 VdB
Category 2: Residences and buildings where people
normally sleep. 72 VdB 75 VvdB 80 vdB
Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily

75 VdB 78 vdB 83 VvdB

daytime use.

1 “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into this category.

2 “Qccasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter trunk lines have
this many operations.

® “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most commuter rail systems.

* This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes.
Vibration sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower
vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors.
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Table 5. Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria for Special Buildings

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels
Type of Building or Room (\VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec)
Frequent Events’ Occasional or Infrequent Events®
Concert Halls 65 VdB 65 VdB
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 vdB
Recording Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB
Auditoriums 72 VdB 80 VdB
Theaters 72 VdB 80 VdB

1 “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most transit projects fall into this category.

2 “QOccasional of Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most commuter rail
systems.

3 1f the building will rarely be occupied when the trains are operating, there is no need to consider impact. As an example consider

locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. If no commuter trains will operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains
interfere with the use of the hall.

4.3 Construction Noise Criteria

Construction noise criteria are based on the guidelines provided in the FTA Guidance Manual. These
criteria, summarized in Table 6 below, are based on land use and time of day and are given in terms of
Leq for an 8-hour work shift.

Table 6. FTA Construction Noise Criteria

Land Use Noise Limit, 8-Hour Leq (dBA)
Daytime Nighttime
Residential 80 70
Commercial 85 85
Industrial 90 90
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5 FUTURE BUILD CONDITIONS

This section summarizes the models used to project future noise and vibration levels for potential sources
of community impact related to the DART Northeast Corridor LRT line to Rowlett. The projection
models for these sources are described below.

5.1 Noise Projections

Noise levels were projected based on the DART LRT vehicle noise specification, the proposed project’s
operating plan and the prediction model specified in the FTA guidance manual. Significant factors are
summarized below:

e Based on the DART vehicle noise specification, the predictions assume that a single 93-foot long
vehicle operating at 40 mph on ballast and tie track with continuous welded rail (CWR) generates
a maximum noise level of 76 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the track centerline.

e The operating times of the line would be between 5:30 AM and 12:30 AM. The operating plan
for LRT service specifies a peak-hour headway of ten minutes, an off-peak base period headway
of 15 minutes and an evening headway of 20 minutes. Two-car trains would operate most of the
day, with some three-car trains in peak periods and single-car trains in the evenings.

e Peak hour operations would occur between 6:00 AM and 9:00 AM and between 3:00 PM and
6:00 PM. Evening operations would occur between 8:30 PM and 12:30 AM, and base service
would occur during all other time periods. The average number of cars per train would be 2.5
cars during peak hours, two cars during base service, and one car during evening service.

o Vehicle operating speeds are based on information provided by the project design team. The
speed limits range from 20 mph to 65 mph along the corridor.

e The projections near grade crossings include noise from train whistles and crossing bells. Based
on DART audible warning signal equipment and policy, the estimates assume that the whistles
generate a noise level of 78 dBA at 50 feet from the track for a five second period as trains
approach each crossing. The bells are estimated to generate a noise level of 72 dBA at 50 feet for
20 seconds prior to and ten seconds following each train. These operating parameters are
consistent with current practice on the Starter System and were designed to minimize community
noise exposure to the greatest extent possible within the constraints of safe operations.

o There will be no significant shift of freight rail operations from daytime to nighttime periods due
to the implementation of the LRT Alternative. Occasional freight service is present today and
will continue in the future.

o Wheel impacts at crossovers and other special trackwork typically cause a noise increase of about
6 dBA near such locations.

The projected unshielded Ldn is shown in Figure 8 as a function of distance for several train speeds. The
projections are based on the assumptions described above.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.



Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for the DART Northeast Corridor — Rowlett April 2007
HMMH Report No. 297260-02 FINAL Page 17

24-Hour Noise Exposure Projections
Ldn, dBA

w
o

~]
o

[o)]
o

Day-Night Sound Level (dBA)
B w
o o

W
o

N
(=]

10 100 1000
Distance (ft)

—— LRT, 65 mph LRT, 45 mph LRT, 25mph

Figure 8. Projected 24-Hour Noise Exposure from LRT Operations

5.2 Vibration Projections

The potential vibration impact from LRT operation was assessed on an absolute basis using the FTA
criteria. The same representative sensitive receptors identified in noise impact section were considered
for the vibration impact assessment. The following factors were used in determining potential vibration
impacts along the project corridor:

o Vibration source levels were based on measurements of the DART LRT vehicles performed
during previous DART projects.

o Vibration propagation tests were conducted at two sites along the corridor near sensitive
receptors. These tests measured the response of the ground to an input force. The results of these
tests were combined with the vibration source level measurements to provide projections of
vibration levels from vehicles operating on the Northeast Corridor.

e Vehicle operating speeds are based on information provided by the project design team. The
speed limits range from 20 mph to 65 mph along the corridor.

o Wheel impacts at crossovers and other special trackwork typically cause a vibration increase of
about 10 VVdB near such locations.
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The assumed vehicle vibration characteristics (represented by the force density spectrum in Figure 9)
were combined with the ground vibration propagation test results (represented by transfer mobility
spectra such as those shown in Figure 5) to project vibration levels as a function of distance for each of
the two test sites. The results of these transfer mobility tests and the projected LRT vibration spectra at
each site are presented in Appendix C. The rail corridor was divided into two regions for the purposes of
vibration projection, defined as follows:

e Region A — Mt. Hebron Baptist Church (Represented by Test Site V-1). The results from this site
were used in the projections for Garland.

e Region B - DART Park & Ride Lot (Represented by Test Site V-2). The results from this site
were used in the projections for Rowlett.

The resulting projections of maximum ground vibration levels from LRT operations at 40 mph for each of
the above two regions are provided in Figure 10. Each of the curves has a different level vs. distance
characteristic, which determines the impact distance in each of the regions. The results suggest that
Region A has the highest projected levels close to the track.

LRT Force Density Spectra
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Figure 9. DART Vehicle Force Density Spectrum
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5.3 Construction Noise Projections

Construction noise varies greatly depending on the construction process, type and condition of equipment
used, and layout of the construction site. Many of these factors are traditionally left to the contractor's
discretion, which makes it difficult to accurately estimate levels of construction noise. Overall,
construction noise levels are governed primarily by the noisiest pieces of equipment. For most
construction equipment, the engine, which is usually diesel, is the dominant noise source. This is
particularly true of engines without sufficient muffling. For special activities such as impact pile driving
and pavement breaking, noise generated by the actual process dominates.

Table 7 summarizes some of the available data on noise emissions of construction equipment from the
FTA Guidance Manual. Shown are the averages of the Lmax values at a distance of 50 feet. Although
the noise levels in the table represent typical values, there can be wide fluctuations in the noise emissions
of similar equipment. Construction noise at a given noise-sensitive location depends on the magnitude of
noise during each construction phase, the duration of the noise, and the distance from the construction
activities.

Projecting construction noise requires a construction scenario of the equipment likely to be used and the
average utilization factors or duty cycles (i.e. the percentage of time during operating hours that the
equipment operates under full power during each phase). Using the typical sound emission
characteristics, as given in Table 7, it is then possible to estimate Leq or Ldn at various distances from the
construction site. The noise impact assessment for a construction site is based on:

e an estimate of the type of equipment that will be used during each phase of the construction and
the average daily duty cycle for each category of equipment,
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o typical noise emission levels for each category of equipment such as those in Table 7, and
e estimates of noise attenuation as a function of distance from the construction site.

Table 7. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels

. Typical Sound Level
Equipment Type at 50 ft (dBA)
Backhoe 80
Bulldozer 85
Compactor 82
Compressor 81
Concrete Mixer 85
Concrete Pump 82
Crane, Derrick 88
Crane, Mobile 83
Loader 85
Pavement Breaker 88
Paver 89
Pile Driver, Impact 101
Pump 76
Roller 74
Truck 88

Construction noise estimates are always approximate because of the lack of specific information available
at the time of the environmental assessment. Decisions about the procedures and equipment to be used
are made by the contractor. Project designers usually try to minimize constraints on how the construction
will be performed and what equipment will be used so that contractors can perform construction in the
most cost effective manner.

Table 8 is an example of the noise projections for equipment that is often used during tie-and-ballast track
construction. For the calculations it is assumed that all the equipment is located at the geometric center of
the construction work site. Based on this scenario, an 8-hour Leq of 88 dBA should be expected at a
distance of 50 feet from the geometric center of the work site. This calculation in Table 8 does not
assume any noise mitigation measures or any limits on the contractor about how much noise can be made.
With at-grade track construction, the duration of the activities at a specific location along the alignment
will be relatively limited, usually a matter of several weeks. As a result, even when there may be noise
impacts, the limited duration of the construction can mean that mitigation is not cost effective.

Table 8. Typical Equipment List, At-Grade Track Construction

Equipment Typical Maximum Eq_u_ipm_ent
ltem Sound Level at 50 ft Utilization Leq (dBA)

(dBA) Factor (%)
Air Compressor 83 50% 80
Backhoe 80 40% 76
Crane, Derrick 82 10% 72
Dozer 85 40% 81
Generator 81 80% 80
Loader 85 40% 81
Pavement Breaker 84 1% 70
Shovel 80 40% 76
Dump Truck 88 16% 80
Total Workday Leq at 50 feet (8-hour workday) 88
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6 NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT

A detailed noise and vibration impact assessment was performed based on the criteria discussed in
Section 4 and on the projections described in Section 5. The assessment methods and results for the
various project sources are described below.

6.1 Noise Assessment

The assessment of noise impact from LRT train operations is based on a comparison of existing and
projected future noise exposure for different land use categories. The following steps were performed to
assess train noise impact:

e A detailed land-use survey was conducted along the project corridor to identify and classify all
noise-sensitive receptors according to the categories defined in Section 4.1. The majority of these
receptors are multi-family residences, falling under FTA Category 2. The remainder are
institutional sites falling under FTA Category 3.

e The receptors were clustered based on distance to the tracks, acoustical shielding between the
receptors and the tracks, and location relative to crossovers and grade crossings.

e The existing noise exposure at each cluster of receptors was estimated based on the ambient noise
measurements discussed in Section 3.1, and was used to determine the thresholds for impact and
severe impact using the FTA criteria presented in Section 4.1.

e Projections of future LRT noise at each cluster of receptors were developed based on distance
from the tracks; train schedule and train speed using the methods described in Section 5.1.

e In areas where the projections showed either degree of impact, mitigation options were evaluated
and new projections were developed assuming mitigation of all impacts.

For the proposed LRT alignment, detailed comparisons of the existing and future noise levels are
presented in Table 9 and Table 10. Table 9 includes results for the Category 2 receptors along the
alignment with both daytime and nighttime sensitivity to noise (e.g. residences, hotels, and hospitals).
Table 10 is a listing of all Category 3 receptors along the alignment, consisting of institutional sites that
are not sensitive to noise at night (e.g. schools, churches, parks and medical offices). In addition to the
civil station, distance to the near track and proposed LRT speed, each table includes the existing noise
level, the projected noise level from LRT operations and the impact criteria for each receptor or receptor
group. Based on a comparison of the predicted project noise level with the impact criteria, the impact
category is listed, along with the predicted total noise level and projected noise increase due to the
introduction of LRT service. Table 9 also includes an inventory of the number of impacts and severe
impacts at each sensitive receptor location.
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Table 9. Noise Impacts for Category 2 Land Use

Dist Project Noise # of Res.
_ Civil Side | To Speed Exi_st. Level' Impact To'_[al Noise Impacts
Location Station of | Near (mph) Noise Impact o Noise | Level
Track| Track |'""P™V | Level*|Pred.2| Criteria 9OTY1 | evel* | Increase | Imp| Sev
(ft) Imp| Sev
Parker Circle 997 S 105 65 59° 58 | 57 | 62 | Impact 61 2.5 13 0
Davidson Street 1003 S 125 65 59° 57 [ 57| 62| None 61 2.0 0 0
Palomino Drive 1126 S 180 50 54 55 | 55 | 61 | Impact 57 3.3 0 0
Residence on US 67 1164 N 200 65 55 59 | 55| 61 | Impact 60 5.5 1 0]
Residences North of Main
Street (Rowlett) 1183 N 65 35 55 56 | 55 | 61 | Impact 59 3.6 1 0
Residences South of Main
Street (Rowlett) 1179 S 140 45 55 58 | 55 | 61 | Impact 60 4.9 4 0
Total: 19 0

1. Noise levels are based on Ldn and are measured in dBA. Noise levels are rounded to the nearest decibel except for the increase in
noise level, which is given to the nearest one-tenth decibel to provide a better resolution for assessing noise impact.

2. The reported noise levels represent the highest noise levels for each location.

3. The existing noise level at this location does not include the late night freight train.

The results in Table 9 identify noise impacts for a total of 19 residences. All of the impacts are at the
moderate impact level. The following are brief discussions of each impacted Category 2 land use area:

Parker Circle: These thirteen residences are located to the south of the tracks in the Rainbow Estates
community. The projected noise impact is due to the proximity of the residences to the proposed LRT
alignment. The residences on Davidson Street, to the east of Parker Circle, are located further from the
proposed alignment, and are not projected to have noise impact.

Residence on US 67: This single residence is located to the north of the tracks, before downtown Rowlett.
The noise impact is due to the speed of the LRT (65 mph) and the presence of the aerial structure at this
location.

Residences North of Main Street (Rowlett): There is one existing residence located at the corner of
Richards Street where noise impact is projected. The noise impact is due to the proximity of the
residence to the proposed LRT alignment.

Residences South of Main Street (Rowlett): These four residences are located to the south of the proposed
LRT alignment, just to the east of Rowlett Road. The projected noise impact at this location is due to the
speed of the LRT (45 mph) and the presence of the aerial structure over Rowlett Road.

Similar to the Category 2 analysis, an assessment of noise impact for Category 3 receptors was also
conducted. This assessment was based on a comparison of the existing ambient noise level with the
predicted project noise levels in terms of the peak transit hour Leq. As indicated in Table 10, no impact is
predicted at any of these locations.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.



Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for the DART Northeast Corridor — Rowlett April 2007
HMMH Report No. 297260-02 FINAL Page 23
Table 10. Noise Impacts for Category 3 Land Use
" P - T
o Dist. to Exist. Project Noise Level Total Noise
. Civil | near |Speed . Impact | Impact -
Location Stn | track |(mph) NOISE | preq2 | criteria |Category| | \O1S8 Level
PRI [ ever® ' 9OTY! Level™® | Increase®?
(ft) Imp| Sev
Victory Baptist Church 972 125 55 68 53 67 | 73 None 68 0.1
Mt. Hebron Baptist Church 1016 | 150 65 60 49 63 | 68 None 61 0.3
Pentecost Church of God parcel 1021 | 150 65 60 53 63 | 68 None 61 0.7
Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses | 1196 | 230 20 47 40 58 | 64 None 48 0.7
First Baptist Church of Rowlett 1203 | 235 20 47 39 58 | 64 None 48 0.7
Rowlett Methodist Church 1206 | 240 20 47 39 58 | 64 None 48 0.7

1. Noise levels are based on Peak Hour Leq and are measured in dBA. Noise levels are rounded to the nearest decibel except for the
increase in noise level, which is given to the nearest one-tenth decibel to provide a better resolution for assessing noise impact.

6.2 Vibration Assessment

For the proposed LRT Alternative, the estimated root mean square (RMS) velocity levels (VdB re 1

micro-in./sec.) for sensitive receptors at representative distances are provided in Tables 11 and 12. These
tables summarize the results of the analysis in terms of anticipated exceedances of the FTA criteria for
“frequent events” (defined as more than 70 events per day). The criteria are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 3.

Vibration-sensitive locations along the proposed alignment are listed in Table 11 for Category 2 land use
and in Table 12 for Category 3 land use. Each table lists the locations, the civil station, the distance to the
near track, and the projected LRT speed at each location. In addition, the predicted project vibration level

and the impact criterion level are indicated along with the number of impacts projected for each receptor

or receptor group.

Table 11. Vibration Impacts for Category 2 Land Use

. Civil Dist to Speed E’roje_ct Vibration # of
Location St Near (mph) Vibration Impact T
Track (ft) P Level’ | Criterion® P

Parker Circle 997 125 55 75 72 13
Davidson Street 1003 135 65 71 72 0
Palomino Drive 1126 150 65 68 72 0
Residence on US 67 1164 230 20 60 72 0
Residences North of Main Street (Rowlett) 1183 235 20 71 72 0
Residences South of Main Street (Rowlett) 1179 240 20 69 72 0
Total: 13
1. Vibration levels are measured in VVdB referenced to 1 pin/sec.
2. The reported vibration level represents the maximum vibration level for each location.

The results in Table 11 indicate the potential for vibration impact at thirteen residences in one area as

follows:

Parker Circle: These thirteen residences are located to the south of the tracks in the Rainbow Estates
community. The projected vibration impact is due to the proximity of the residences to the proposed LRT
alignment. The residences on Davidson Street, to the east of Parker Circle, are located further from the
proposed alignment, and are not projected to have vibration impact.
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Similar to the Category 2 analysis, an assessment of vibration impact for Category 3 receptors was also
conducted. As shown in Table 12, no potential impacts were identified for Category 3 receptors.

Table 12. Vibration Impacts for Category 3 Land Use

., Civil Dist to Speed I?rojeg:t Vibration 4 of
Location stn Near (mph) Vibration Impact Impacts

Track (ft) P Level’> | Criterion® P
Victory Baptist Church 972 125 55 70 75 0
Mt. Hebron Baptist Church 1016 250 65 61 75 0
Pentecost Church of God parcel 1021 150 65 69 75 0
Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses 1196 230 20 59 75 0
First Baptist Church of Rowlett 1203 235 20 58 75 0
Rowlett Methodist Church 1206 240 20 58 75 0
Total: 0

1. Vibration levels are measured in VVdB referenced to 1 pin/sec.
2. The reported vibration level represents the maximum vibration level for each location.

6.3 Construction Noise and Vibration Assessment

Based on the criteria in Section 4.3 and the noise projection in Table 10, and assuming that construction

noise is reduced by 6 decibels for each doubling of distance from the center of the site, screening
distances for potential construction noise impact can be estimated. These estimates suggest that the
potential for construction noise impact will be minimal for commercial and industrial land use, with
impact screening distances of 70 feet and 40 feet, respectively. Even for residential land use, the potential
for temporary construction noise impact would be limited to locations within about 125 feet of the
corridor. However, the potential for noise impact from nighttime construction could extend to residences
as far as 400 feet. Potential construction noise impacts will be evaluated during final design.
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7 MITIGATION OF NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS

7.1 Noise Mitigation Measures

Potential mitigation measures for reducing noise impacts from LRT operations are described below.

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.

Noise Barriers - This is a common approach to reducing noise impacts from surface
transportation sources. The primary requirements for an effective noise barrier are that (1)
the barrier must be high enough and long enough to break the line-of-sight between the sound
source and the receiver, (2) the barrier must be of an impervious material with a minimum
surface density of 4 Ib/sq. ft. and (3) the barrier must not have any gaps or holes between the
panels or at the bottom. Because numerous materials meet these requirements, the selection
of materials for noise barriers is usually dictated by aesthetics, durability, cost and
maintenance considerations. Depending on the proximity of the barrier to the tracks and on
the track elevation, transit system noise barriers typically range in height from between four
and eight feet.

Relocation of Crossovers or Special Trackwork at Crossovers - Because the impacts of
wheels over rail gaps at track crossover locations, or turn-outs for passing tracks, increases
vibration by about 6 dBA, crossovers are a major source of vibration noise impact when they
are located in sensitive areas. If crossovers cannot be relocated away from residential areas,
another approach is to use spring-rail or moveable point frogs in place of standard rigid frogs
at turnouts. These devices allow the flangeway gap to remain closed in the main traffic
direction for revenue service trains.

Building Sound Insulation - Sound insulation to improve the outdoor-to-indoor noise
reduction has been widely applied around airports and has seen limited application for transit
projects. Although this approach has no effect on noise in exterior areas, it may be the best
choice for sites where noise barriers are not feasible or desirable, and for buildings where
indoor sensitivity is of most concern. Substantial improvements in building sound insulation
(on the order of 5 to 10 dBA) can often be achieved by adding an extra layer of glazing to the
windows, by sealing any holes in exterior surfaces that act as sound leaks, and by providing
forced ventilation and air-conditioning so that windows do not need to be opened.

Grade Separation, Quiet Zones or Closure of Grade Crossings — Because the sounding of
horns is the dominant noise source for trains near grade crossings, the reduction or
elimination of horn use can be an extremely effective noise mitigation measure. Grade
crossing noise can be eliminated by grade separations, by closure of grade crossings or by
implementation of FRA approved quiet zones. The FRA has published an Interim Final Rule
on the Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings that may allow this under
certain conditions. The rule, described in 49 CFR Parts 222 and 229 (December 18, 2003),
would permit local public authorities to establish “quiet zones” in which train horns may not
be routinely sounded, provided that adequate supplementary safety measures (i.e., four
guadrant gates and channelization arrangements) are applied at the crossings to compensate
for the absence of the train horn. The rule also authorizes the use of automated wayside horns
at crossings with flashing lights and gates as a substitute for the train horn. While activated by
the approach of trains, these devices are mounted at the grade crossings, thereby limiting the
horn noise exposure area to the immediate vicinity. Although the establishment of quiet zones
or the use of wayside horns would be very effective noise mitigation measures, considerable
design analysis and coordination efforts with the railroad and local communities along the
corridor will be required to determine if these measures are feasible. In addition to reducing
the noise generated by the LRT operations, a quiet zone would also eliminate current horn
noise from freight trains, providing an additional benefit to the surrounding community.
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As discussed in Section 4.1, FTA requires that severe impacts be mitigated unless there are no practical
means to do so. While mitigation is encouraged at the moderate impact level, the implementation of such
mitigation will depend on other project-specific factors. These other factors can include the projected
increase over existing noise levels, the types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing
outdoor-to-indoor sound insulation and the cost-effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable
levels. Consistent with DART policy on prior FTA-funded rail extensions, noise mitigation is only
considered at locations where a noise exposure increase of three decibels or more is projected.

Based on the results of the noise assessment, mitigation measures have been identified for the moderate
impacts where there is a projected three decibel increase in the noise level. The primary mitigation
measure would be the construction of sound barrier walls to shield areas where impact is projected. Table

13 indicates the approximate noise barrier locations, lengths, and side of tracks as well as the number
impacts that would be reduced. Typical barrier height is about eight feet, and can be somewhat less on
elevated structures. Exact height and configuration depend on specific conditions, and will be determined

during final design.

Table 13. Noise Mitigation Locations

. - . Impacts’
. Side of Civil Height | Length : :
Location ; Without With
Track | Station (Feet) (Feet) Mitigation | Mitigation
Residence on US 67 N 1162-1167 4 500 1 0
Residences North of Main Street (Rowlett) N 1181-1185 8 400 1 0
Residences South of Main Street (Rowlett) S 1175-1182 | 4/8° 700 4 0
Total: 6 0

1. Impacts that are required to be mitigated in accordance with the DART noise mitigation policy.
2. The barrier should be 4 feet high on the elevated structure, with a transition to 8 feet high at grade.

7.2 Vibration Mitigation Measures

The assessment assumes that the vehicle wheels and track are maintained in good condition with regular
wheel truing and rail grinding. Beyond this, there are several approaches to reduce ground-borne
vibration from LRT operations, as described below.

o Ballast Mats - A ballast mat consists of a pad made of rubber or rubber-like material placed on
an asphalt or concrete base with the normal ballast, ties and rail on top. The reduction in ground-
borne vibration provided by a ballast mat is strongly dependent on the frequency content of the
vibration and design and support of the mat.

e Tire Derived Aggregate (TDA) — Tire derived aggregate or shredded tires consists of installing
a layer of tire shreds, typically about one foot thick and encased in geo-textile material, in a
trench and covering it with a one-foot thick layer of sub-ballast and a one-foot thick layer of
ballast to support the track. Preliminary tests suggest that the vibration attenuation properties of
the tire shreds are midway between that of ballast mats and that of floating slab track beds. Thus
far, this treatment has only recently been installed on two U.S. light rail transit systems, in San
Jose and in Denver. Although this is a low-cost option, the effectiveness of these shredded tire
installations has not yet been tested under train operating conditions and the long-term endurance
and vibration isolation performance of this treatment is unknown.

¢ Resilient Rail Fasteners — Resilient fasteners can be used to provide vibration isolation between
rails and concrete slabs for direct fixation track on aerial structures or in tunnels. These fasteners
include a soft, resilient element to provide greater vibration isolation than standard rail fasteners
in the vertical direction.
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o Relocation of Crossovers or Special Trackwork - Because the impacts of wheels over rail gaps
at track crossover locations, or turn-outs for passing tracks, increases vibration by about 10 dBA,
crossovers are a major source of vibration impact when they are located in sensitive areas. If
crossovers cannot be relocated away from residential areas, another approach is to use spring-rail
or moveable point frogs in place of standard rigid frogs at turnouts. These devices allow the
flangeway gap to remain closed in the main traffic direction for revenue service trains.

e Floating Slabs - Floating slabs consist of thick concrete slabs supported by resilient pads on a
concrete foundation; the tracks are mounted on top of the floating slab. Most successful floating
slab installations are in subways, and their use for at-grade track is rare. Although floating slabs
are designed to provide vibration reduction at lower frequencies than ballast mats, they are
extremely expensive.

e Property Acquisitions or Easements — Additional options for avoiding vibration impacts (and
noise impacts also) are for the transit agency to purchase residences likely to be impacted by train
operations or to acquire easements for such residences by paying the homeowners to accept the
future train vibration conditions. These approaches are usually taken only in isolated cases where
other mitigation options are infeasible, impractical, or too costly.

Vibration impacts that exceed FTA criteria are considered to be significant and to warrant mitigation, if
reasonable and feasible. Table 14 indicates the locations along the corridor where mitigation has been
recommended to reduce the vibration levels. At a minimum, mitigation would require the installation of
ballast mats or TDA. However, more extensive mitigation may be required to adequately reduce the
vibration levels to below the FTA vibration impact criterion. Vibration mitigation will be addressed in
more detail during final design. The vibration mitigation locations in Table 14 are preliminary only, and
will be refined based on a more complete vibration analysis with more detailed engineering information.

Table 14. Vibration Mitigation Locations

i . . Length
Location Impacts Civil Station (Feet)

Parker Circle 13 994-1004 1000

Total: 1000

7.3 Construction Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures

Construction noise varies greatly depending on the construction process, type and condition of equipment
used, and layout of the construction site. Many of these factors are traditionally left to the contractor's
discretion, which makes it difficult to accurately estimate levels of construction noise. Overall,
construction noise levels are governed primarily by the noisiest pieces of equipment. For most
construction equipment, the engine, which is usually diesel, is the dominant noise source. This is
particularly true of engines without sufficient muffling. For special activities such as impact pile driving
and pavement breaking, noise generated by the actual process dominates.

Temporary noise during construction of the new tracks and the stations has the potential of being intrusive
to residents near the construction sites. Most of the construction would consist of site preparation and
laying new track, and would only occur during daytime hours.

Construction activities will be carried out in compliance with all applicable local noise regulations. In
addition, specific residential property line noise limits will be developed during final design and included
in the construction specifications for the project, and noise monitoring will be performed during
construction to verify compliance with the limits. This approach allows the contractor flexibility to meet
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the noise limits in the most efficient and cost-effective manner. Noise control measures that will be
applied as needed to meet the noise limits include the following:

e Avoiding nighttime construction in residential neighborhoods.
e Using specially quieted equipment with enclosed engines and/or high-performance mufflers.
o Locating stationary construction equipment as far as possible from noise-sensitive sites.

e Constructing noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated material, between
noisy activities and noise-sensitive receivers.

e Re-routing construction-related truck traffic along roadways that will cause the least disturbance
to residents.

e Avoiding impact pile driving near noise-sensitive areas, where possible. Drilled piles or the use
of a sonic or vibratory pile driver are quieter alternatives where the geological conditions permit
their use. If impact pile drivers must be used, their use will be limited to the periods between
8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekdays.

With the incorporation of the appropriate noise mitigation measures, impacts from construction-generated
noise should not be significant. To provide added assurance, a complaint resolution procedure should
also be put in place to rapidly address any noise problems that may develop during construction.

Construction activities that could cause intrusive vibration include vibratory compaction, jackhammers,
and use of tracked vehicles such as bulldozers. The most serious sources of construction vibration are
blasting and pile driving. There will be no blasting for this project and only limited, if any, pile driving.
Avoiding vibration impacts during construction can be achieved through numeric limits in the
construction specifications.
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APPENDIX A MEASUREMENT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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Figure A-1. Site LT-1, Single-family residence at 318 Davidson Street, Garland
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Figure A-2. Site LT-2, Single-family residence at 1918 Palamino Drive, Rowlett
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Figure A-3. Site LT-3, Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, Rowlett
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Figure A-4. Site ST-1, Victory Baptist Church, Garland

Figure A-5. Site ST-2, Mt. Hebron Baptist Church, Garland
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Figure A-6. Site V-1, Mt. Hebron Baptist Church, Garland

Figure A-7. Site V-2, DART Park & Ride, Rowlett
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APPENDIX B NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA
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Site LT-1: Single-family residence at 318 Davidson Street, Garland

Ldn: 68 dBA

Table B-1. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-1
at:J: Leq Lmax | Lmin L1 L10 L33 L50 L90 L99

13:00:00 54.8 75.1 41.7 67.3 56.4 47.7 46 43.5 42.1
14:00:00 47.5 60 40.2 55.6 50 47.2 46 42.6 41
15:00:00 50.4 69.6 40.7 60.7 52.3 49.2 47.5 43.6 42.1
16:00:00 47.9 64.5 40.5 59.4 49.3 45.2 44.2 42.2 41.1
17:00:00 51.6 71.8 415 60.2 53.9 51 49.5 447 42.9
18:00:00 53.8 70.5 48.7 60.8 55 53.4 52.7 51 49.5
19:00:00 52.5 65.2 45.5 57.7 54.5 52.6 51.9 50 48.3
20:00:00 52.4 65.4 45.4 57.8 54.3 52.6 51.7 49.4 47.3
21:00:00 52 69.5 44.1 59 53.9 51.7 50.6 47.8 46.1
22:00:00 48.5 61.8 414 55.2 51.4 48.4 47.1 44.1 42.3
23:00:00 70 101.2 38.6 80 61.9 49.9 46.4 42.2 40.1
0:00:00 63.8 85.7 36.3 4.7 68.6 57.7 50.2 40.4 37.6
1:00:00 49.4 74.4 36.2 61.4 47.9 42.4 41.1 38.3 37
2:00:00 47.9 69.3 34.8 61.2 46.9 43.1 41.6 38.4 35.8
3:00:00 46.7 70.7 35.7 58.3 46.8 44.4 43.1 39.1 37
4:00:00 56.5 78.8 42.1 70.5 51.9 48.5 47 44.1 42.6
5:00:00 52.3 71 45.1 58.3 53.9 52.4 51.4 48.6 46.5
6:00:00 57.7 74 51.6 66.9 60 56.5 55.6 534 52.1
7:00:00 54.5 64.6 50.7 58 55.9 54.8 54.3 52.7 51.3
8:00:00 53.3 72.1 45.1 63.6 54 51.9 50.8 47.1 45.5
9:00:00 48.5 64.3 41.6 57.7 50.8 46.9 45.8 43.4 42.1
10:00:00 45.8 63.8 39.6 54.9 47.5 44.6 43.7 41.8 40.5
11:00:00 48.5 65.4 41.1 57.7 50.7 47.5 46.3 44 42.4
12:00:00 49.2 65.2 43 574 51.2 48.6 47.6 45.4 44
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Long Term Measurement Site #1
318 Davidson St. - Garland, TX - 11/1 to 11/2
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Figure B-1. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-1 — 318 Davidson Street, Garland
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Site LT-2: Single-family residence at 1918 Palamino Drive, Rowlett

Ldn: 54 dBA
Table B-2. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-2

atj‘t':: Leq Lmax | Lmin L1 L10 L33 L50 L90 L99
15:00:00 | 508 69.8 40.2 63.4 515 46.7 45 42 41
16:00:00 | 516 69.8 39.4 64.3 52.1 46.9 453 42 403
17:00:00 | 492 61 423 56 516 49 47.9 454 433
18:00:00 | 502 62 46 56.4 518 50.3 496 481 471
19:00:00 | 49.2 613 453 54.4 50.9 49.3 485 46.8 46
20:00:00 | 485 612 44.3 55 50.4 484 476 457 45
21:00:00 | 481 59.6 44.9 52 49.7 483 477 463 454
22:00:00 | 465 54.5 425 53.1 483 46.6 45.9 436 425
23:00:00 | 452 55.6 416 50.5 46.8 451 44.6 432 421
0:00:00 | 445 51.9 42.1 48.7 45.7 445 44.1 43.1 423
1:00:00 | 473 68.2 415 50.9 49.7 45.9 45 432 42.1
2:00:00 | 476 65.1 417 53.8 49.9 46.9 46.1 435 42.2
3:00:00 | 438 50.3 40.4 46.9 457 443 434 418 41
4:00:00 | 436 53.2 40.3 485 453 4356 42.9 416 405
5:00:00 | 46.8 59.3 428 51 485 47 46.3 44.2 432
6:00:00 | 519 63.9 46.3 56 53.9 52.5 516 482 46.7
7:00:00 | 538 65.1 49.4 58.5 55.1 53.9 53.4 517 50.3
8:00:00 | 51 56.7 46 55 52.9 514 50.6 484 46.8
9:00:00 | 49 65.4 41.9 57.9 51.3 48.1 46.6 435 424
10:00:00 | 44.9 60.8 40.2 52.6 476 44.1 43.1 415 40.4
11:00:00 | 467 72.9 40.1 54 49 4538 44.6 42.2 41
12:00:00 | 474 68.2 406 56.3 497 45.9 44.6 42.2 411
13:00:00 | 502 73.1 414 60.2 52.1 481 46.8 437 42.2
14:00:00 | 49 70.4 414 56.4 51.1 477 46.5 432 416
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Long Term Measurement Site #2
1918 Palamino Dr. - Rowlett, TX - 11/1 to 11/2
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Figure B-2. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-2 — 1918 Palamino Drive, Rowlett
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Site LT-3: Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, Rowlett

Ldn: 55 dBA

Table B-3. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-3
atoaL:: Leq | Lmax | Lmin L1 L10 L33 L50 L90 L99

13:00:00 52 74.5 42.5 62.4 53.1 48.8 47.5 449 43.5
14:00:00 52.8 72.2 42.6 61.5 55.7 51.6 49.4 45.1 43.8
15:00:00 49.9 61.7 42.7 58.1 52.9 49.4 47.8 45 43.4
16:00:00 47.1 59.3 42.5 53 48.7 47 46.4 447 43.3
17:00:00 50.3 65.1 45.1 57.4 52.8 50 48.7 46.7 454
18:00:00 57.4 66.4 51.4 59.3 58.7 58 57.6 54.1 52.2
19:00:00 54.9 68.4 49.3 59 57.9 55.9 52.6 50.8 50.1
20:00:00 51.9 58.9 50 53.9 52.8 52 51.7 51.1 50.2
21:00:00 51 62.3 47.2 54.4 52.2 51.4 50.9 49.2 48.1
22:00:00 48.4 56.5 46.2 50.8 49.5 48.6 48.1 47.2 46.6
23:00:00 46.5 60.7 43.2 50 47.9 46.8 46.1 44.2 43.3
0:00:00 43.8 54.2 40.9 47.4 449 44.1 43.6 42.2 41.2
1:00:00 42.8 58.9 39.8 47.3 449 42.7 42.1 40.8 40.1
2:00:00 45.2 62.9 41.1 51.1 46 452 447 42.7 41.5
3:00:00 41.7 55.9 37.3 46.9 43.6 42 40.8 39.2 38.1
4:00:00 41.8 53.2 38.2 46.2 43.2 419 41.5 40 39
5:00:00 457 54.2 40.7 50.3 47.7 45.8 45.2 43.1 41.7
6:00:00 52.2 62.8 45.9 57 54 52.5 51.8 49.3 46.9
7:00:00 53 64.7 48.8 58.9 54.1 52.8 52.4 51 49.8
8:00:00 52.8 69.9 46.6 59.9 54.5 52.1 51.4 48.9 47.3
9:00:00 52.3 66.3 46.3 59.7 54.9 52.1 50.9 479 46.6
10:00:00 52.9 65.2 46.6 59.1 55.7 53 51.8 49 47.4
11:00:00 55.3 78.5 449 62.2 55.9 53.2 51.7 48 45.8
12:00:00 54.5 67.9 46 59.9 56.9 54.4 53.5 50.5 46.8
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Long Term Measurement Site #3
Jehovah's Witness Church - Rowlett, TX - 11/2 to 11/3
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Figure B-3. Noise Survey Results, Site LT-3 — Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses
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APPENDIX C VIBRATION MEASUREMENT DATA AND PROJECTIONS
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Vibration Spectra, Site V-1
85
75
8
% 65
e
[an]
o
555
3
S
5
B 45
g
35
25 L\'\
63 8 10 125 16 20 25 315 40 50 63 80 100 125 160 200 250 315 400
1/3 Octave Band Center Frequency (Hz)
[—e—25feet —= 5Ofeet 75 feet —%— 100 feet —%— 125 feet —o— 150 feet
Figure C-1. Projected LRT Vibration Spectra, Site V-1, 40 mph
Transfer Mobility Functions, Site V-1
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Figure C-2. Representative Transfer Mobility Functions, Site V-1
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Where:
™

d

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.

Table C-1.

Line Source Transfer Mobility Coefficients, Site V-1
Frequency
(Hz) A B C
6.3 24.7 -6.7 0.0
8 24.0 -7.9 0.0
10 21.9 -8.3 0.0
125 26.7 -114 0.0
16 29.0 -11.7 0.0
20 48.3 -17.5 0.0
25 95.3 -36.7 0.0
31.5 109.5 -38.6 0.0
40 102.2 -33.7 0.0
50 101.8 -35.0 0.0
63 102.4 -39.5 0.0
80 106.8 -42.7 0.0
100 118.8 -51.3 0.0
125 105.4 -46.6 0.0
160 112.9 -51.3 0.0
200 106.1 -50.3 0.0
250 70.4 -34.7 0.0
315 81.1 -42.7 0.0
400 56.1 -33.2 0.0

= Distance in feet

TM = A + B*log (d) + C*(log (d))"2

= Transfer Mobility in dB re 1pin/sec/Ib/(ft)*1/2
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Vibration Spectra, Site V-2
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Figure C-3. Projected LRT Vibration Spectra, Site V-2, 40 mph

Transfer Mobility Functions, Site V-2
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Figure C-4. Representative Transfer Mobility Functions, Site V-2
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Table C-2. Line Source Transfer Mobility Coefficients, Site V-2

Frequency

(Hz) A B C
6.3 22.8 -0.9 0.0
8 26.8 -0.1 0.0
10 47.2 -4.9 0.0
125 59.9 -8.8 0.0
16 64.9 -11.0 0.0
20 65.0 -12.1 0.0
25 65.2 -15.2 0.0
315 65.8 -18.9 0.0
40 73.4 -23.9 0.0
50 89.3 -34.4 0.0
63 77.8 -30.3 0.0
80 68.6 -27.5 0.0
100 80.6 -36.5 0.0
125 72.6 -35.6 0.0
160 75.0 -37.1 0.0
200 76.6 -38.7 0.0
250 70.7 -34.8 0.0
315 60.4 -29.6 0.0
400 30.2 -12.6 0.0

TM = A + B*log (d) + C*(log (d))"2

Where:

™ = Transfer Mobility in dB re 1pin/sec/Ib/(ft)*1/2

d = Distance in feet

HARRIS MILLER MILLER & HANSON INC.
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LIST OF REFERENCES

CITY AND AGENCY PLANS AND GUIDELINES

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)

DART Transit System Plan, 1995

DART 2030 Transit System Plan, October 2006

DART Bus/Rail Interface Plan

DART Northeast Corridor Major Investment Study (MIS)

DART Northeast Corridor Local Environmental Assessment (LEA)

DART Service Plan, 1983

DART Fleet Management Plan, February 2007

DART Preliminary Engineering Design Report, April 2007

DART Real Estate Policies and Procedures and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970

DART LRT Transit System Safety Program Plan, February 1996, Revised 2003

LRT Patrol Plan for DART Transit Police, April 1996

Failure Management Plan

Emergency Procedures Plan

DART Safety System Program Plan

DART’s Environmental Impact Assessment and Mitigation Guidelines for Transit Project,
Revised July 2005

Section 6.8.1 of the DART Light Rail Project Design Criteria Manual Volume 1 Facilities Design

(BASELINED VERSION)

DART Light Rail Project-General Provisions, General Requirements, and Standard

Specifications for Construction Projects

DART Standard Specification 02270, Erosion and Sediment Control

North Central Texas Council of Governments

Mobility 2025 Plan, Amended April 2005
Major Employer Publication

NCTCOG 2005

NCTCOG 2006

City of Garland

City of Garland Downtown Revitalization Plan

City of Garland Comprehensive Plan

City of Garland Zoning District Regulations

Garland Station Area Development. Personal communication, 2006
City of Garland Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 34, Article 1)

DART RAIL TO ROWLETT | Connecting Communit

DART Rail to Rowlett
Final Local Environmental Assessment




List of References April 2007

City of Garland “Rowlett Creek Ordinance” No. 4114, 1987

City of Rowlett

City of Rowlett Comprehensive Plan, 2001

Rowlett Development Code, 2006

City of Rowlett Development Code, June 2006

City of Rowlett Downtown Master Plan

City of Rowlett Downtown District Land Use Plan, 2002

City of Rowlett Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 98, Article 2)

Federal, State & Other Guidelines

North Texas Tollway Authority

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations

Texas Department of Transportation

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966. Section 106, Amended in the Antiquities
Code of Texas

36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60

Protection of Historic Properties, 36 CFR Part 800

Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, Chapter 26: Protection of Public Parks and Recreational Lands

Antiquities Code of Texas, 13 TAC 26

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966

Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 20

1899 Rivers and Harbors Act

CWA: Section 404

Federal Register, July 25, 1975

1987 USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual

Dallas County Soil Survey

Bureau of Economic of Geology, 1996

CFR (7 CFR 8658.2): Section 7, Agriculture

TPWD,1984

TPWD. Annotated County Lists of Rare Species, Revised December 9, 2005

USFWS. Endangered Species List for Dallas County, Accessed on March 31, 2006

USFWS Arlington Field Office. Personal communication, June 9, 2006

TPWD, 2004

TDEQ, 2007 http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/comm_exec/forms_pubs/pubs/gi/gi-316/basin08-Trinity-

PBE_233986.pdf

TCEQ, 2005

TCEQ, 2003

Texas Water Development Board, 1999

1988 Spring Creek and Rowlett Creek Floodplain Management Study

FTA Report DOT-T-95-16, April 1995

40 CFR 93
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Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1990. 42 US Code [USC], Sections 7401-7671, et seq., as

amended, 1990
Transportation Research Board, 1996
40 CFR 93.123
EPA, www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html, 2006
EPA, 2006
2006-2008 TIP
National Weather Service 2006
TCEQ 2006
EPA Airsdata 2001, 2006
DOT Order 5610.2
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
Texas 2004 CWA Section 303(d)

Article 1V, “Flood Damage Prevention,” of Chapter 22 of the Code of Ordinances

Ordinance No. 8-1-85, Section VI, 8-6-1985

Interim Final Rule on the Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings

49 CFR Parts 222 and 229 (December 18, 2003)
Parsons 2006

LOPEZGARCIA GROUP 2006

US DOT FHWA 2006

23 CFR Highways, Parts 450 and 50

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968

Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

PROJECT TECHNICAL REPORTS

Sundermeyer and McMinn, 2006
Nordstrom, 1982

Soil Conservation Service [SCS], 1980
Ashworth and Hopkins, 1995

Eckhardt, 2003

Ryder, 1996

Harris, Miller, Miller, & Hanson, Inc., 2007
Messa, 2006

Banks 2006
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LIST OF PREPARERS

PUBLIC AGENCIES

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)-- Dallas, Texas. Local sponsor agency for project. Key

personnel include:

Doug Allen

Executive Vice President, Program Planning & Development

Cheri Bush, AICP, PMP

— Project Manager, DART Rail to Rowlett, Capital Planning & Development

Suku Banerjee, PE
— Engineering
Project Manager, Project Management

Jennifer Jones, PMP

Project Manager, Service Planning & Scheduling

Lawrence Meshack
— Public Involvement
— Manager, Community Affairs

Fariba Nation, PE
Project Manager, Project Management

Tim Newby
Assistant Vice President, Bus Operations

Steve Salin, AICP

— Assistant Vice President, Capital Planning & Development

Reza Shirmanesh, PE
— Public Involvement
Project Manager, Project Management

JT Williams

— Appraiser
Manager, Utilities, Project Management

CONSULTANTS
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LOPEZGARCIA GROUP, INC. — Prime consultant for this project. Key personnel include:

Diane Cowin, Principal
- Project Manager, DART Rail to Rowlett
- Bachelor of Arts, Geography, The University of Texas at Austin

Peng Zhao, PE

- Preliminary Engineering Task Leader

- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, South China Institute of Technology

- Master of Science, Civil Engineering, South Dakota School of Mines and Technology

Melinda Clary

- Environmental Documentation Co-Task Leader

- Bachelor of Science, Wildlife Management, Texas Tech University
- Master of Science, Zoology, Texas Tech University

Linda Lockhart, PMP

- Environmental Documentation Co-Task Leader

- Bachelor of Science, Social Work, The University of Texas at Arlington
- Masters of Public Administration, The University of Texas at Arlington

Lori Lively, AICP

- Public Involvement Co-Task Leader

- Bachelor of Science, Environmental Science/ Communications, Stephen F. Austin State
University

Joanna Colvin
- Public Involvement Co-Task Leader
- Bachelor of Arts, Environmental Sciences and Film, New York University

Joel Hancock
- Graphics/Mapping Task Leader
- Bachelor of Science, Geography, University of North Texas

Jerry Smiley, AICP, Principal
Project Review Team
- Bachelor of Science, Biology, The University of Texas at Arlington
- Master of Science, Environmental Science, Indiana University
- Master of Public Administration, Public Affairs, Indiana University

Preliminary Engineering Contributors
Andrew Etchison, PE
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- Project Engineer
- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, University of the Pacific

Heather Thompson, PE
- Drainage Design Engineer
- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Texas Tech University

Robert Bell, PE
- Civil Engineer
- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University

Kevin Zhou, PE

- Senior Structural Engineer

- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Hohai University

- Master of Science, Civil Engineering, University of Vermont

Jerre Patton
- Senior Structural Designer

Don King
- Senior CAD Technician

Environmental Documentation Contributors

Amber Majefski

- Quality Control Editor

- Bachelor of Arts, Majors: Economics and French, Minor: Environmental Studies, Trinity
University

Stephen Murray

- Visual Aesthetic & Land Use

- Bachelor of Arts, Education, MidAmerican Nazarene University

- Master of City and Regional Planning, University of Texas at Arlington

Matthew Thompson

- Hazardous Materials

- Bachelor of Science, Environmental Science and Archaeology, University of Cape
Town, South Africa

- Honors Degree in Environmental Management, University of Cape Town, South Africa

- Master of Applied Geography in Resource and Environmental Studies, Texas State
University

Deborah Dobson-Brown
- Cultural Resources Manager
- Bachelor of Arts, Urban Studies, Marygrove College
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- Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, Marygrove College
- Master of Science, Historic Preservation/Architectural Interpretation, Eastern Michigan
University

Scott Sundermeyer, RPA

- Principal Investigator

- Bachelor of Arts, Anthropology, University of Oklahoma
- Master of Arts, Anthropology, University of Oklahoma

Renee Hutter

- Architectural Historian

- Bachelor of Science, Architecture, University of Minnesota
- Master of Fine Arts, Savannah College of Art and Design

Charles Neel
- Field Archaeologist Supervisor
- Bachelor of Arts, Department of Anthropology, University of Oklahoma

Myra McMinn
- Archeology
- Bachelor of Arts, Anthropology, Texas A&M University

Rod Sandoval

- Mapping

- Bachelor of Arts, Anthropology, University of British Columbia

- Master of Science, Interdisciplinary Studies in Geography, History, and Anthropology,
Texas Tech University

Parsons Transportation Group— Traffic and transportation analysis consultant for this project.
Key personnel include:

Rod Kelly, PE

- Project Review Team

- B.S. Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University
- M.S. Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University

Dave Carter, PE, PTOE
- LRT Operations
- B.S. Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University
- M.S. Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University

Joel Fitts, PE

- Traffic Analysis

- B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Nebraska, Lincoln
- M.S. Civil Engineering, University of Nebraska, Lincoln
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Borivoje Dedeitch, PE, PTOE

- Cost Estimating

- Bachelor of Science, Industrial Engineering, Purdue University
- Master of Science, Civil Engineering, University of Texas

Yang Ouyang, PE, PTOE

- Traffic Simulation

- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Tongji University, Shanghai
- Master of Science, Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University

Gretchen Von Grossmann, AlA, AICP

- Station Design

- Bachelor of Science, Architecture, Carnegie Mellon University

- Master of Science, Architecture, University of California Los Angeles

Wendy Riggs-Smith, AIA, LEED, AP
- Station Design
- Bachelor of Science, Architecture, Cornell University

Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson— Noise and vibration analysis consultant for this project. Key
personnel include:

Lance D. Meister
- Noise and Vibration
- B.S. Civil Engineering, Temple University

Wilbur Smith Associates— Station area engineering and design consultant for this project. Key
personnel include:

Kevin St. Jacques, PE, PTOE
- Project Manager for Rowlett Station Development
- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, Virginia Tech

Kala Krishnan

- Station Area Planning and Urban Design

- Master of Urban Planning, McGill University, School of Urban Planning,
Montreal, Canada

Anthony Allender, AICP

- Station Area TOD Concepts

- Bachelor of Science, Urban Planning, Ball State University

- Bachelor of Science, Environmental Design, Ball State University
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Angel Esquivel, PE
- Civil Site Design
- Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering, University of the Assumption

Abdul Quddus, EIT Site Designer
- Master of Science, Transportation Engineering, University of Texas at Arlington

Steven Cook

- CADD Drawing Format Compliance

- Bachelor of Arts, Specialized Training — IBM Software, Microstation, GEOPAK, IGRDS,
IGDS, Midwestern State University

Connetics Transportation Group (Formerly Manuel Padron & Associates) — Operations
and maintenance consultant for this project. Key personnel include:

Susan Rosales

- Transit Operations and Maintenance Statistics and Costs

- Bachelor of Arts, Psychology/Urban Studies Specialty, University of California, Los
Angeles

- Master of Arts in Urban Planning, University of California, Los Angeles

Timothy Crobons

- Transit Operations and Maintenance Costs

- Bachelor of Science, Business Administration-Management, University of South Florida
- MBA, Masters of Business Administration, University of Central Florida
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Agency Distribution List
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AGENCY DISTRIBUTION LIST

City of Rowlett

Mr. Craig Owens

City Manager

4000 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas 75088

Ms. Keri Samford
Interim Planning Director
3901 Main Street
Rowlett, Texas 75088

Mr. Patrick Baugh

Director of Public Works & Utilities
4310 Industrial Street

Rowlett, Texas 75088

City of Garland

Mr. Neil Montgomery

Managing Director of Development Services
800 Main Street

Garland, Texas 75040

Ms. Anita Russelmann
Assistant Director of Planning
800 Main Street

Garland, Texas 75040

Mr. Robert Wunderlich

Senior Managing Director of Transportation
800 Main Street

Garland, Texas 75040

Mr. Johnny Carlock
Garland Power & Light
1755 Gasoline Alley
Garland, Texas 75040
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Dallas County Trail and Preserve Program

Ms. Mary Phinney
Administrator

411 EIm Street
Dallas, Texas 75202

Dallas Regional Mobility Coalition

Mr. David Griffin
7522 Campbell Road
Suite 113-205
Dallas, Texas 75248

Federal Highway Administration

Mr. Don Davis, PE
District Engineer
826 Federal Building
300 East 8" Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Housing and Urban Development

Mr. Michael Backman

Field Office Director

525 Griffen Street, Suite 860
Dallas, Texas 75202

National Trust for Historic Preservation

Mr. Daniel Carey

Director, Southwest Regional Office
500 Main Street, Suite 1030

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

North Central Texas Council of Governments

Mr. John Promise, PE

Director of Environment and Development
P.O. Box 5888

Arlington, Texas 76005-5888
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Mr. Michael Morris, PE
Director of Transportation
P.O. Box 5888

Arlington, Texas 76005-5888

Mr. Dan Lamers, PE

Senior Program Manager
P.O. Box 5888

Arlington, Texas 76005-5888

North Texas Tollway Authority

Mr. Shakeel Ahmed, PE

Project Manager, Design

5900 W. Plano Parkway, Suite 100
Plano, Texas 75093

Texas Department of Transportation

Mr. Brian Barth, PE

Director of Transportation Planning & Development
P.O. Box 133067

Dallas, Texas 75313-3067

James L. Randall, PE

Director of Transportation Planning & Programming
125 E. 11th Street

Austin, TX 78701-2483

Texas Historical Commission

Mr. F. Lawrence Oakes

State Historic Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, Texas 78711-2276

Texas Council on Environmental Quality

Mr. Tony Walker

Regional Director

2309 Gravel Drive

Fort Worth, Texas 76118-6951
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Mr. David Schanbacher, PE
Chief Engineer/Deputy Director
12100 Park 35 Circle, MC 206
Austin, Texas 78753

Texas Municipal Power Association

Mr. Rick Gurley

Gibbons Creek Steam Electric Station
P.O. Box 7000

Bryan, Texas 77805

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Mr. Robert Cook
Executive Director

4200 Smith School Road
Austin, Texas 78744

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Requlatory Branch

Mr. Wayne Lea

Chief of Regulatory Branch
USACE, Fort Worth District
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

United States Environmental Protection Agency

Mr. Thomas Diggs
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Mr. Thomas J. Cloud, Jr.

Field Supervisor

Texas Ecological Services Field Office
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, Texas 76011
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Federal Transit Administration

Mr. Robert Patrick

Regional Administrator, Region #6
819 Taylor Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Kansas City Southern Railway Company

Mr. Jerry Heavin

Senior Vice-President
International Engineering
P.O. Box 219335

Kansas City, MO 64121-9355

Dallas, Garland & Northeastern Railroad

Mr. Jim Kurtz

General Manager

403 International Parkway, Suite 500
Richardson, Texas 75081
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