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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to identify environmental affects 
of changes to the Lewisville Lake Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
since 1999, which could affect the assessment determination, and to update outdated 
sections of the original PEA dated August 1999 related to this project (USACE 1999a).  
As such, most of the background information is incorporated by reference only. The 
original PEA and signed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be found at the 
Fort Worth District office of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (USACE 
1999a) and on the Fort Worth District website at www.swf.usace.army.mil. The 
proposed changes if adopted will be addressed in a supplement to the Lewisville Lake 
Master Plan.  

 
This EA discloses the environmental impacts associated with the proposed action to 
modify the development of recreational facilities in Hidden Cove Park from the 
development plans described in the PEA.  The proposed vessel allocations in Hidden 
Cove Park would be achieved through construction of 350 wet slips. The physical 
location of the proposed marina would be moved from the southwestern shore of 
Hidden Cove Park to the southeastern shore of Hidden Cove Park.  Other major 
modifications proposed include increasing the size and scope of the lodge/hotel 
conference center from 75 rooms to 250 rooms and increasing the dry storage area for 
boats and recreational vehicles from 60 open spaces to 248 covered spaces and 300 
open spaces.  The City of The Colony leases Hidden Cove Park from the USACE and 
believes the proposed changes are needed to place the proposed marina in a more 
protected (less wind exposure and fewer stumps) and economically viable location 
(see Appendix A, Exhibits 1-3 for location maps).  The Colony also believes that 
current market trends indicate that the hotel/lodge/convention facility must be 
increased to 250 rooms in order to attract larger conventions.  
 
We have included all aspects of the proposed project, including those approved in the 
PEA, to provide the reader with an overall perspective of the potential effects on the 
environment. Lewisville Lake is located in the southern portion of Denton County in 
north central Texas and is within the Trinity River Basin along the Elm Fork of the 
Trinity River (USACE 1999a).  

 
1.1 Purpose and Need for the Project 
The purpose of the Hidden Cove project is to provide additional recreational facilities 
and more efficient access to Lewisville Lake. Hidden Cove Park, originally named 
Hackberry Park, was operated directly by the USACE for approximately 25 years until 
the park was renovated in a cost sharing effort between the USACE and Texas Parks 
& Wildlife Department (TPWD) in the early 1980’s.  After renovation, the park was 
leased to TPWD and was known as Lewisville Lake State Park.  TPWD operated the 
park until 1995, when, through a series of management efficiency decisions within 
TPWD, the park was returned to USACE who subsequently leased the park to The 
Colony beginning in 1995.  Since that time, The Colony has endeavored to operate the 
park as a traditional lakeside park offering camping, boating and day use activities.  In 
order to expand recreational opportunities The Colony subleased the majority of 
Hidden Cove Park to a commercial operator with the intention of expanding the scope 
and variety of lakeside recreation opportunities available to the public. The Greater 
Dallas Chamber estimates that the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) population will grow by 
2.7 million people by the 2030 census (Greater Dallas Chamber, 2006).  This 
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population growth in the DFW metropolitan area has increased the need for additional 
recreational facilities at the lake. The proposed project will satisfy the need for these 
additional facilities.  Furthermore, the proposed project will increase employment 
opportunities and bring revenues to the local municipalities that would not occur 
without a development of this kind. 

 
This EA addresses additional environmental impacts not covered in the original PEA 
and addresses the relocation of the marina site within Hidden Cove Park to a more 
preferable location on the southeast shore of the park. This southeastern location is 
preferable because it would locate the marina in a more protected inlet and would 
subject marina structures, boats, and boat operators to less wave activity. The 
proposed location would also result in fewer disturbances to previously undistributed 
land, given that the new proposed location already contains park facilities and is in the 
vicinity of an existing boat ramp for more efficient access to Lewisville Lake from the 
park. The southwestern shore of the park experiences higher wave activity associated 
with higher fetch across the southwest portion of Lewisville Lake. This EA also 
addresses additional features that have been added to the Hidden Code project since 
the original PEA in 1999, which need to be covered in this EA. 

 
 

1.2 Project Authorization 
In 1994, the Town of Little Elm and the City of The Colony were interested in 
constructing two new marinas on Lewisville Lake. The USACE District Engineer 
granted a 5-year moratorium to allow existing marinas to expand to meet demand.  
Near the end of the moratorium, the USACE partnered with the North Central Texas 
Council of Governments (NCTCOG) and initiated an effort to facilitate a comprehensive 
Lake Use Study.  The Lake Use Study consisted of two phases, a Water-Related 
Recreation Use Study (WRRUS) and a lake-wide PEA (USACE 1998).  The WRRUS 
was completed in December 1998. The PEA was conducted in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and pertinent implementing 
regulations. An Environmental Assessment for the Water-Related Recreation 
Development for Lake Lewisville was completed in December 2000. This 
Environmental Assessment supplemented the analysis in the original PEA in regards to 
the water-related development at Lake Lewisville (USACE 2000). The FONSI for the 
Environmental Assessment for the Water-Related Recreation Development for Lake 
Lewisville was signed in December 2000 and can be found at the Fort Worth District 
office of the USACE (USACE 2000) and on the Fort Worth District website at  
www.swf.usace.army.mil. 

 
 
1.3 Actions since the Last Environmental Assessment 
The FONSI for the development actions around Lewisville Lake was signed in 
September 1999 (USACE 1999a).  Since then no impact actions have occurred related 
to the proposed Hidden Cove Marina. One other marina (Cottonwood Marina) has 
been constructed since the FONSI was signed in 1999. Small expansions to other 
marinas around the lake have also occurred since the FONSI was signed, but these 
expansions were in accordance with the PEA and no EA was needed. 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 

There are essentially three alternatives.  The No Modification Alternative would leave 
the marina in the location and configuration proposed in the 1999 PEA (USACE 
1999a).  The Proposed Action would relocate the marina, expand its capacity, and add 
additional features.  The No Action Alternative would result in no marina being 
constructed. 

 
 2.1 No Modification Alternative 

This alternative would maintain the originally proposed location of the marina and 
original activities list of recreational facilities on the southwest shore of Hidden Cove 
Park.  

 
The following activities were described in the 1999 PEA and Resources Document for 
the 1999 PEA (USACE 1999b).  In terms of the proposed project, the only activities 
implemented to date have been the construction of 28 uncovered RV and Boat Dry 
Storage units. 

 
1) Marina  

a) 350 wet slips 
2) Boat Repair Facility 
3) Boat Ramp 

a) 3 lanes 
4) Parking Lot 

a) 75 units 
5) Courtesy Dock 

a) 2 docks 
6) RV and Boat Dry Storage 

a) 60 units 
7) Swim Beach 

a) 2 beaches 
8) Bicycle Trail  
9) Fishing Pier 

a) 3 piers  
10) Basketball Court 

a) 2 courts 
11) Sand Volleyball Courts 

a) 3 courts 
12) Gazebo 
13) Group Camp Facilities 
14) Lift Station 

a) 2 lift stations 
15) Lodge 

a) 75 rooms 
b) 2 conference center / banquet rooms 
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16) Cabins 
a) 25 units 

17) Paddleboat / Canoe Rental Area 
18) Kiddie Wading Pool 
19) Concession Expansion 
20) Tent Camping Sites 

a) 25 units 
21) Wastewater expansion 
22) Water well 
23) Environmental Bathroom 
24) Rustic Lodge 
25) RV Camp Sites 

a) 20 units 
 

2.2 Proposed Action 
The proposed action would move the location of a proposed marina from the southwest 
shore of Hidden Cove Park to the southeast shore of the park (see Appendix A, 
Exhibits 2 and 3). In addition to the original activities listed above, several other 
features have been added to the proposed action.  The following activities were not 
described in the 1999 PEA or the Resources Document for the 1999 PEA, and are 
additions to the 1999 activities list: 

 
1) Marina  

a) Ship store with fuel sales 
b) 13 courtesy slips  
c) Dockside restaurant 

2) Dry Boat Storage  
a) 248 dry (covered) storage spaces (empty boat trailers, RVs, and motor homes 

to serve campsites and day-use fishermen) 
b) 300 dry (uncovered) storage spaces (empty boat trailers for tenants with wet 

slips or dry stack) 
3) Lodge / Hotel 

a) 175 rooms 
b) Pool facility 
c) Restaurant facility 

4) RV Camp Sites 
a) 30 units 

5) Group Bunkhouse (Rustic Lodge) 
a) 6 units  

6) Parking Lot (will serve marina proper – no expansion of boat ramp parking) 
a) 300 units 

7) Mechanical Dredging of Substrate Below Marina 
Removal of Approximately 50,000 cubic yards of accumulated sediment to attain 
the suggested boat basin depth per the USACE guidelines. 

 
Additionally, the recreational facilities listed in the previous section have been added to 
enhance the activities available in this portion of Lewisville Lake (Appendix A, Exhibit 
4).  This is the preferred alternative because: 
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• It will locate the marina in the same vicinity of an existing park for more efficient 

access to Lewisville Lake from the park. 
 

• It will result in a less disturbance to previously undistributed land, given that the 
proposed location already contains park facilities and is regulatory mowed. 

 
• It will locate the marina in a more sheltered location to prevent damage to 

marina structures, boats and boat operators from wave activity that is more 
prevalent on the southwest shore of the park. 

 
The proposed action would involve a phased construction sequence.  Table 1 shows 
the key project elements and denotes which phase each element would occur in.  
Essentially, the first phase (Phase 1A) would involve the marina proper, including 
floating marina structure with restaurant, gas dock, ship store.  Future phases would 
include enhancements to the storage facilities, lodging, and associated on-site 
amenities as indicated in Table 1.  Phase 1A would begin immediately upon approval 
of the project by the USACE.  Subsequent phases are estimated to be completed 
within three years.  However, the ultimate schedule (subsequent to Phase 1A) is 
dependent on economic conditions. 

 
Table 1.  Proposed Action Elements and Project Phasing 

Project Element Quantity Phase 
Marina (Boat Slips) 350 Wet Slips 1A 
Boat Repair Facility 1 Facility 2 

Boat Ramp 3 Lanes Existing 
Parking Lot 375 Units 1A 

RV and Boat Dry Storage 248 Covered/300 
Uncovered 

1B 

Swim Beach 2 Beaches 2 
Bicycle Trail 1 Trail 2 
Fishing Pier 1 Pier 2 

Basketball Court 2 Courts 2 
Sand Volleyball Courts 2 Courts 2 

Gazebo 1 Gazebo 2 
Lift Station 1 Lift Station 2 

Lodge/Hotel 250 Rooms 2 
Cabins 25 Cabins 1B 

Paddleboat / Canoe Rental Area 1 Area 2 
Kiddie Wading Pool 1 Pool 2 

Concession Expansion 1 Expansion 2 
Tent Camping Sites 25 Sites Existing 

Wastewater expansion 1 Expansion 1B 
Water well 1 Water Well Existing 

Environmental Bathroom 1 Bathroom Existing 
Bunkhouse (Rustic Lodge) 6 Bunkhouses 1C 

RV Camp Sites 50 Sites 1B 
 

2.3 No Action Alternative 
The “No Action” alternative would involve no additional development within Hidden 
Cove Park. This is not the preferred action because: 
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• It will discourage socioeconomic development in the area, which would likely occur 
if the marina and additional recreational facilities were constructed.  

 
• It will not allow for additional amenities associated with the construction of the 

marina and additional recreational facilities for local residents use.  
 

• It will not allow for increased recreational opportunities associated with the 
construction of the marina and additional recreational facilities for local residents. 

 
 
 
 
3.0 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
 

Hidden Cove Park is located on the eastern shore of Lewisville Lake in the City of The 
Colony, Texas (Appendix A, Exhibit 1).  Lewisville Lake is located in the southern 
portion of Denton County in north central Texas and is within the Trinity River Basin 
along the Elm Fork of the Trinity River (USACE 1999a).  Hidden Cove Park is 
approximately 720 acres.   

 
Approximately 30,000 acres of land surrounding Lewisville Lake are under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE (USACE 2006).  A description of land use types and the 
overall land use allocation/classification system is provided in the 1999 PEA. The land 
within Hidden Cove Park was designated for intensive recreation uses and has not 
changed since 1999. The proposed marina fits within the intensive recreation 
designation. 

 
The existing Hidden Cove Park consists of the following elements: 

 
1) Boat Launch Ramp 

a) 3-lane boat ramp 
b) Parking lot (146 units) 
c) Courtesy dock (1) 

 
2) Parks –Amenities in Existing Recreational Areas 

a) Swim beach 
b) Bicycle trail (3.0 miles) 
c) Sand volleyball courts (3) 
d) Baseball field (1) 
e) Playground (3) 

 
3) RV and Tent Camping 

a) RV camping sites (50) 
b) Designated tent camping sites (10) 

i) Non-designated tent camping sites (50) 
 
4) Habitable Structures 

a) 9’ x 15, Shelters (38) 
b) 27’ x 15’ Pavilions (3) 
c) 2,000 ft 2 Conference center (1) 

 
5) Dry Boat and RV Storage  

Hidden Cove draftEA.doc  Page 6 



a) Open dry storage (28 units) 
 

6) Miscellaneous 
a) Park Entrance/Headquarters building (1) 
b) Concession/boat rental building (1) 
c) Water tower (1) 
d) Waste water treatment facility (1) 
e) On-site residences (2) 
f) Maintenance yard (1) 

 
 
3.1 Physical Resources 
A description of the topography and soils is provided in the 1999 PEA. The topography 
and soils have not changed significantly since 1999 (Appendix A, Exhibit 5).   

 
3.2 Water Quality 
A description of the surface water quality and the impacts of the original activities list 
were discussed in the 1999 PEA.  

 
A description of groundwater resources was discussed in the 1999 PEA.  

 
3.3 Aquatic Resources 

A description of the aquatic resources in Lewisville Lake was discussed in the 1999 
PEA. The water class condition at the proposed site is listed as medium/open 
according to the PEA.  The littoral zone in the project area is limited due to activities 
associated with the swimming area at the site. Limited aquatic vegetation and nursery 
habitat was observed at the site that would be conducive to spawning and rearing of 
aquatic organisms as well as provide food for waterfowl and utilization from near-shore 
birds.  

 
Lewisville Lake was the only jurisdictional water observed on-site. The normal pool 
elevation for the lake is 522 msl and is approximated by the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM) (USACE 1999a).  

 
A bathymetric survey for the proposed location of the marina was conducted in fall 
2005. The underwater elevations are illustrated in Appendix A, Exhibit 6. 

 

 
3.4 Wetlands 
A jurisdictional wetland determination for the project site was not conducted for the 
1999 PEA (USACE 1999a). Site visits were conducted on August 30 and September 
23, 2005 to evaluate the limits of jurisdictional wetlands on-site (Appendix B). No 
jurisdictional wetlands, according to the USACE 1987 manual, were observed in the 
project area (USACE 1987).  Jurisdictional waters on–site would include Lewisville 
Lake.   
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3.5 Floodplains 
Floodplain management around Lewisville Lake is discussed in the 1999 PEA. The 
USACE requires that there be no net loss of flood storage at Lewisville Lake.  
Therefore, any fill placed within the 100-year floodplain as a result of project 
construction must be mitigated with excavation in another area of the floodplain with 
disposal above flood pool elevation of 537 msl in an area approved by the USACE 
(Appendix A, Exhibit 7). 

 
3.6 Air quality 
Air quality is regulated nationally by the EPA.  The EPA delegates authority to the 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) for monitoring and enforcing air 
quality regulations in Texas.  The air quality status of Denton County is discussed in 
the 1999 PEA. 

 
3.7 Noise 
Noise sources and existing exterior ambient noise measurements were provided in the 
1999 PEA.  

 
3.8 Vegetation 
A description of the vegetation communities around Lewisville Lake is provided in the 
1999 PEA. The current area is a moderately to highly developed park with areas of 
native grass and stands of medium to large native trees.  Much of the park is 
manicured with limited mid-story and under-story communities.  

 
3.9 Wildlife 
A description of wildlife in the Lewisville Lake area is provided in the 1999 PEA.  Much 
of the wildlife in the vicinity of the project area are those species commonly associated 
with ‘park-like’ habitats or those habitats regularly utilized and impacted by human 
activities associated with recreation such as camping, picnicking, ect.   

 
3.10 Threatened and Endangered Species 

A discussion of threatened and endangered species in the Lewisville Lake area is 
included in the 1999 PEA. 

 
3.11 Cultural Resources 
A cultural resources survey of the property is currently being conducted, the results of 
which will be provided to the USACE under separate cover when available. 
 

 
3.12 Socioeconomic Conditions 
Lewisville Lake is located in southeastern Denton County and serves as a water 
supply, flood control and recreational resource for the DFW metropolitan area.  The 
socio-economic resources of Lewisville Lake are described in more detail in the 1999 
PEA. 
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3.13 Recreation 
Recreational opportunities around Lewisville Lake include numerous water-related 
activities, nature-focused activities, and team sports.  Additional details are provided in 
the 1999 PEA. 
 
3.14 Potential Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste Concerns 

A description of the hazardous, toxic and radioactive waste assessment is provided in 
the 1999 PEA. 
 
3.15 Aesthetics 
While there are no Federal policies regarding aesthetics, it is USACE policy to 
establish architectural themes for facilities on project lands so that they blend with the 
existing views to the extent practicable.  Any facilities or structures proposed to be 
located within the Lewisville Lake project area are required to blend in like manner with 
existing structures or in compliance with Lake/Park architectural themes.  The existing 
views in the lake vicinity are described in the 1999 PEA. 

 
 
 
4.0 IMPACTS 
 

4.1 Physical Resources 
No Modification Alternative:  According to the 1999 PEA, minor impacts to topography 
and soils are expected from the No Modification Alternative (USACE 1999a).  Likewise, 
the 1999 PEA predicted no impacts to farmlands as a result of the No Modification 
Alternative. 
 
Proposed Action:  The proposed marina and attendant features would be situated on 
the 408-acre portion of Hidden Cove Park subleased from The Colony by a marina 
operator.  The total development area encompassed by the proposed project includes 
71 acres, most of which has been impacted by past park developments (i.e., Texas 
Parks and Wildlife and USACE). The site topography will be changed insofar as level 
pad sites are needed for construction of buildings and related facilities.  Similarly, soils 
will only be altered to the extent necessary for grading and construction.  Deep soil 
disturbance is not expected as a result of the proposed project.  Proposed dredging at 
the marina location would involve removal of accumulated sediments and minor 
excavation resulting in changes to the topography below the normal pool elevation.  
Changes in topography would not result in any net decrease in flood storage (i.e., 
below the 537’ elevation). 
 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would result in no impacts to physical 
resources (i.e., over the baseline). 
 
4.2 Water Quality 
No Modification Alternative:  According to the 1999 PEA, the No Modification 
Alternative would result in short-term adverse impacts to water quality during the 
construction phase due to sediment.  Soil erosion and runoff of pollutants from parking 
areas were identified as the primary impacts from operation of the proposed marina 
(USACE 1999a). 
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Proposed Action:  The PEA concluded that there was a potential for temporary adverse 
impacts on surface water quality associated with construction, and caused by erosion, 
sedimentation, and siltation.  These impacts were considered short-term in nature. 
The recommended plan includes construction of a larger marina structure than 
originally proposed, as well as dredging activities to remove approximately 50,000 
cubic yards of accumulated sediment to attain the suggested depth per USACE 
guidelines. The floating marina structure would impact approximately 9.98 acres and 
the total area to be dredged includes approximately 6.90 acres (Appendix B).  The 
mechanical dredging will consist of one-step removal by the use of temporary mats that 
will be placed on the ground below the OHWM. Track-hoes will then walk out on the 
mats and remove material directly to dump trucks. The proposed dredging will be 
completed during summer months when lake levels are the lowest. The dredge 
material will then be trucked directly to uplands in contained areas, resulting in no 
regulated discharge of dredge or fill material. Sediment will be disposed of in upland 
areas to be used for construction purposes or be transports to an upland site off of the 
project site and will not result in fill of any waters of the U.S. If lake levels at the project 
site increase to a point during the proposed dredge where the use of temporary mats 
below the OHWM is not feasible, modification of the one-step removal process will be 
necessary. In this event, the track-hoes would be placed on floating barges and 
material would be excavated from the lake onto the barge, the material would be 
transported to the shore on the barge and then loaded into dump trucks via track-hoe 
(Appendix B). 

 
Since a one-step removal process is being proposed for the dredging activities and no 
regulated discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of U.S. is foreseen, no Section 
404 (Clean Water Act) permit appears to be necessary for the proposed project. 
Incidental fallback would occur as a result of the proposed dredging and this would 
have a localized effect on water quality (i.e., turbidity due to suspended sediments).  
Return water from dredged materials will be controlled using best management 
practices (BMPs), such as earthen berms, in the staging area.  The material will then 
be used on-site in uplands for construction purposes or trucked off-site to uplands.  It 
will not be used as fill in waters of the U.S. 

 
BMPs will be utilized during construction of the walkways to the proposed marina in 
order to prevent discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. (i.e., Lake 
Lewisville).  These BMPs would likely include a combination of the following:  sediment 
socks, sediment fences, hay bales, vegetative buffer strips, temporary seeding, or 
sodding. These BMPs would prevent discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of 
the U.S. and would reduce the impact of sediments being transported into the lake 
from disturbed areas during rainfall events (Appendix A, Exhibit 8). 

 
The proposed fuel dock could result in impacts to water quality through spills of fuel.  It 
is likely that some fuel will drip into the water at the fuel dock.  This would result in 
reduced water quality in the vicinity of the dock.  However, the fuel dock would have 
specific safeguards in place to prevent large spills.  These safeguards would include 
small spill kits and a phone for emergencies.  In the event of a spill of fuel (i.e., more 
significant than typical dripping), a spill response plan would be implemented to contain 
and clean-up the spill using small, absorbent booms.  In the event of an actual 
emergency relating to a fuel spill, the phone would be available to call local 
fire/emergency responders (i.e., 911). 
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Landscape maintenance at the marina could also result in localized effects to water 
quality, in the form of pesticide/herbicide use and runoff into the lake.  Impacts to 
groundwater are considered unlikely due to the fact that no deep disturbance is 
anticipated as part of the proposed project. 
 
No change in impacts to groundwater as discussed in the 1999 PEA is expected as a 
result of the proposed plan. 
 
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act and Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code require 
construction projects involving ground disturbing activities greater than one acre to 
develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3).  The SWP3 
shall include both narrative and drawings.  The SWP3 narrative shall describe at least 
the following:  description of project and construction activities, potential pollutants and 
sources, pollution control measures (both structural and non-structural), best 
management practices, schedule or sequence of major construction activities, 
temporary and permanent stabilization methods at disturbed areas, requirements for 
notifications (i.e. NOI, NOT, MS4).  The SWP3 drawings shall include project location 
vicinity map, site including drainage patterns, approximate slopes anticipated at the 
finished site, limits of clearing and grubbing, areas of soil disturbance, contractor 
staging, borrow and spoil material areas, excavated material storage area, and areas 
not to be disturbed, site drainage features (existing or new wetlands and drainage 
swales), surface water flow direction, locations and types of structural and non-
structural storm water control devices, areas to receive stabilization practices, legend 
and site direction indicating north arrow, and construction detail drawing of each 
structural control device. 
 
 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would result in no additional impacts 
to water quality (i.e., over the baseline condition). 

 

4.3 Aquatic Resources 
No Modification Alternative:  The No Modification Alternative would result in temporary 
adverse impacts during the construction phase, including displacement of aquatic 
organisms and disturbance of habitat (USACE 1999a). 

 
Proposed Action:  The PEA concluded that the construction of water surface and 
subsurface projects (e.g., wet slips, boat ramps, courtesy docks, floating structures, 
etc.) would result in temporary adverse impacts during the construction phase of the 
projects, but was anticipated that these impacts would be short-term in nature (USACE 
1999a). The recommended plan includes construction of a larger marina structure than 
originally approved and would result in temporary adverse impacts during the 
construction phase of the project.  These temporary impacts would include increased 
turbidity in the vicinity of the dredge and displacement of aquatic organisms during the 
dredging and construction process.  Dredging will provide deeper water near-shore that 
will increase ecological diversity (e.g. fish habitat in the immediate marina area). 
Floating boat slips will provide structure and shade for bait and game fish.  Impacts 
from dredging would impact on already limited littoral zone. Observed aquatic near 
shore habitat is limited to due to the site being used as a swimming area. It is 
anticipated that any displaced aquatic resources would return and reestablish after 
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project construction was complete.  It is not anticipated that operation of these facilities 
would result in significant long-term impacts.  The area of temporary impacts 
associated with mechanical dredge and construction of the marina structure would 
encompass 9.98 acres of medium/open water (water class condition according to the 
PEA). 

 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would result in no impacts to aquatic 
resources (i.e., over the baseline condition). 

 
4.4 Wetlands 
No Modification Alternative:  According to the PEA, the No Modification Alternative 
would potentially result in impacts to wetlands in the lake and on the shore of lake 
Lewisville (USACE 1999a).  It should be noted that the PEA also stated that site-
specific surveys (i.e., delineation-jurisdictional determination) would be needed to 
determine is wetlands were present at the location/time that impacts would occur. 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  No jurisdictional wetlands, according to the USACE 1987 
Manual, were observed in the project area (USACE 1987) (Appendix B).  The only 
water of the U.S. in the project area is Lake Lewisville.  No impacts to any waters of the 
U.S. are expected, other than the impacts described above to the lake.  These impacts 
would consist of turbidity, etc., associated with one-step removal dredging, which 
would not be subject to Section 404 regulations. 

 
No Action Alternative: the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to 
wetlands as no development or construction would take place.  

 
4.5 Floodplains 
No Modification Alternative:  According to the PEA, the No Modification Alternative 
would not result in any significant adverse impacts to floodplains (i.e., storage or 
conveyance) since this is strictly regulated by FEMA and the USACE to ensure that 
any fills in the floodplain are mitigated through excavation (USACE 1999a). 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  No fill below the 522’ msl will occur with the proposed 
action. Any fill between the 537’ msl and the 522 msl will be balanced on-site with cut 
and fill activities. No net loss of flood storage at Lewisville Lake would occur under the 
proposed action. 

 
No Action Alternative:  No impacts to floodplains would result from the No Action 
Alternative. 

 
4.6 Air Quality 
No Modification Alternative:  The No Modification Alternative would not result in 
significant or substantial air emissions sources increases on a regional basis, since 
lake users were assumed to visit the lake via other facilities whether the proposed 
marina was constructed or not.  Localized effects at the marina location from 
concentrated automobiles and boats would be expected (USACE 1999a). 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  Impacts to air quality would be primarily related to boat 
motor and automobile emissions associated with the marina facility.  Implementation of 
proposed action would not likely involve additional air pollution emission sources from 
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those analyzed in the PEA, since the proposed project would only allocate slips from 
another marina in the same zone as the proposed project (USACE 1999a).  Although 
increased vehicle and boat traffic in the immediate area would likely occur, the 
proposed project will not increase the number of boat-slips on the lake above the 
numbers already analyzed in the PEA.  Since the overall traffic to and on the lake is not 
expected to increase (i.e., rather a redistribution is expected), no significant cumulative 
impact to air quality is expected as a result of the proposed project.     

 
No Action Alternative:  No impacts to air quality (over the baseline condition) would be 
expected as a result of the no action alternative. 

 
4.7 Noise 
No Modification Alternative:  Increased levels of noise in the vicinity of the marina 
would be expected under the No Modification Alternative, although no significant 
impacts were expected (USACE 1999a). 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  Noise impacts from the proposed project would be 
primarily related to automobile and boat motor noise at the marina.  The PEA did not 
anticipate that the proposed project would result in significant noise impacts.  
Attendance numbers for Hidden Cove Park are located in Appendix E. 

 
No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, no additional noise impacts 
(i.e., over the baseline trend or condition) would be expected. 

 
4.8 Vegetation 
No Modification Alternative:  Under the No Modification Alternative, impacts to 
vegetation would include temporary and permanent disturbance from construction 
(USACE 1999a).  The No Modification Location would be expected to have greater 
impacts on vegetation than the Proposed Action since the location is completely 
undisturbed. 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  Due to the nature of the recommend plan, some of the 
actions involve impacts to previously undisturbed vegetation. The recommended plan 
involves fewer impacts that the plan approved in the PEA to previously undisturbed 
vegetation by locating a larger number of project activities in currently maintained park 
areas on the southeast shore of the park.  Due to periodic maintenance (such as 
regular mowing intervals) and previous disturbance of the natural mid-story and 
understory, impacts to vegetation by the majority of the activities proposed in the 1999 
PEA were not considered significant. The increased impact to developed maintained 
areas is considered minimal and impacts to vegetation as a result of the recommended 
plan are not considered significant (Appendix A, Exhibit 9).  

 
Table 2: indicates the area of impacts and required mitigation associated with 
construction of the recommended plan. 

Vegetation 
Type 

Area of 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Mitigation 
Ratio Condition Associated 

Elevation 
Required 
Mitigation 

Area3 
Grassland 2.30 1:1 Poor1 535.2 to 537 2.30 
Grassland 0.25 1:1 Poor1 522 to 528 0.25 
Grassland 1.68 4:1 Poor1 535.2 to 537 6.72 
Grassland 0.06 1:1 Poor1 522 to 528 0.06 
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Grassland 0.11 1:1 Poor1 522 to 528 0.11 
Savannah 2.87 5:1 Good 535.2 to 537 14.35 
Savannah 2.74 5:1 Good 535.2 to 537 13.70 
Savannah 1.44 3:1 Good 528 to 530.8 4.32 
Woodland 3.98 5:1 Good 535.2 to 537 19.90 
Woodland 1.82 4:1 Good 530.8 to 535.2 7.28 

Wooded Park 0.98 2:1 Poor2 528 to 530.8 1.96 
Totals 18.23 -- -- -- 70.95 

1These grassland areas were maintained (regularly mowed) monocultures of mainly non-native species and were 
calculated at the lowest ratio available. 
2These wooded park areas were calculated as poor woodlands since they are regularly maintained and are mainly 
invasive species. 
3In accordance with mitigation calculation process outlined in 1999 PEA. 

 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not result in impacts to 
vegetation communities. 

 
 
4.9 Wildlife 
No Modification Alternative:  The No Modification Alternative would be expected to 
result in somewhat similar impacts to the Proposed Action Alternative described below.  
However, since the vegetation communities (i.e., habitat) in the No Modification 
Location are undisturbed, impacts to wildlife could be slightly greater under this 
alternative.  

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  Although increased activity in the park may result in 
displacement of wildlife, this effect is expected to be minor given that the project area is 
already in use as a park/boat ramp with regular use by people with automobiles and 
boats.  Temporary displacement of birds and small mammals would be offset by 
proposed mitigation and existing nearby habitats. 

 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not result in impacts to wildlife 
(i.e., above the baseline condition/trend. 

 
4.10 Threatened and Endangered Species 
No Modification Alternative:  Since the available habitats at the No Modification location 
are virtually identical to the Proposed Action location, the No Modification Alternative 
would not be expected to result in any impacts to listed species (USACE 1999a).  See 
following species-specific discussion for the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  The interior least tern’s (Sterna antillarum) traditional 
nesting habitat includes, but is not limited to, bare or sparsely vegetated salt flats, 
broad sandbars, and barren shores along river and lakes. Non-traditional nesting 
habitats include sand and gravel pits, dredge islands, dirt roads, and gravel rooftops. 
The breeding and nesting season for the interior least tern is from April to August.  
Potential habitat on the site would include dried portions of the lake that could be 
suitable for nesting and/or loafing during feeding activities.  If endangered species were 
observed prior to or during construction, activities would immediately cease and the 
USACE and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be notified in accordance 
with Endangered Species Act.  Given these measures, this project is not expected to 
impact any listed species. 

Hidden Cove draftEA.doc  Page 14 



 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not result in impacts to 
threatened or endangered species. 

 
4.11 Cultural Resources 
No Modification Alternative:  Although no impacts to cultural resources are expected 
from the No Modification Alternative, the No Modification location has not had a full 
archeological survey above the 532’ elevation contour.  If this alternative were 
selected, a survey would be conducted and the Corps/ State Historic Preservation 
Office would be coordinated with appropriately. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative:  An archeological survey is being conducted currently.  If 
an archeological site is discovered, appropriate coordination with USACE cultural 
resource specialists and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) would be 
conducted. 
 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not result in impacts to cultural 
resources. 
 
 
4.12 Socioeconomic Conditions 
No Modification Alternative:  The No Modification Alternative would be expected to 
have overall similar impacts (i.e., beneficial economic impacts and adverse impacts 
related to increased traffic and wear on infrastructure) to the local socioeconomic 
conditions than the Proposed Action Alternative.  Since the No Modification Alternative 
would result in smaller overall facilities, the socioeconomic effects would be expected 
to be slightly less than the Proposed Action Alternative. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative: In combination with future recreational development 
around Lewisville Lake, the 1999 PEA concluded that the proposed project should 
continue to have positive impacts to the area’s socioeconomic resources.  The 
increased hotel/lodge (from 75 rooms in the PEA to 250 rooms in this proposed 
project) would allow for a more diverse and economically feasible project, according to 
hotel operators in discussions with the marina leaseholder.  The infrastructure would 
be impacted by increased use related to traffic into and out of the marina.  Additionally, 
more automobile traffic into and out of the marina would have an effect on the 
surrounding residents. 
 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not result in socio-economic 
conditions beyond the baseline. 

 
4.13 Recreation 
No Modification Alternative:  The No Modification Alternative would have similar types 
of impacts to the Proposed Action Alternative with regard to recreation on the lake.  
The overall intensity of the impacts would be expected to be less, given the larger size 
and additional amenities associated with the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  The PEA concluded that beneficial impacts on recreation 
were expected with the implementation of the originally proposed project.  No 
noteworthy change in the type of recreation is foreseen in the proposed action.  
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Enhancement of many on-site recreational amenities will occur with the recommended 
plan. A list of any on-site amenities that have to be removed due to the recommend 
plan will submitted with the final construction plans.  The marina is not expected to 
hinder access to the upper end (i.e., east end) of the cove since the marina structure 
would not extend to the centerline of the cove, which is the deepest portion of the cove.  
It is possible that access to the east end of the cove may be limited during times of 
extreme drought.  However, the marina will not be the determining factor (i.e., water 
depth would be the limiting factor).  

 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not be expected to have an 
effect on the recreation opportunities at Lake Lewisville (i.e., above the baseline 
condition). 

 
4.14 Potential Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste Concerns 

No Modification Alternative:  The impacts of the No Modification Alternative with regard 
to hazardous toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW) would be similar to the Proposed 
Action Alternative (i.e., no impacts are anticipated). 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  Based on the studies and evaluations conducted in the 
PEA, and past land uses in the project area (e.g., agricultural and parkland), the 
proposed project is not anticipated to result in any significant impacts to HTRW sites.  
Since no changes have occurred on the property (i.e., land use changes, etc.) with 
regard to HTRW, no impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project. 

 
No Action Alternative:  The No Action Alternative would not be expected to result in any 
impacts with regard to HTRW. 

 
4.15 Aesthetic Concerns 
No Modification Alternative:  The impacts of the No Modification Alternative with regard 
to aesthetics are not expected to be significant, although it was noted in the PEA that 
this issue varies as does the general public (USACE 1999a). 

 
Proposed Action Alternative:  The proposed project involves new facilities which would 
be viewable from parts of the lake and shoreline. Implementation of the proposed 
project is not anticipated to cause significant adverse aesthetic impact.   Blue roofing 
material is planned for use on the floating marina structure in an attempt to reduce 
aesthetic impacts. 

 
No Action Alternative:  No impacts to the aesthetic condition are anticipated under the 
No Action Alternative. 

 
5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 

Cumulative impacts are analyzed by adding the likely effects of other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions in the immediate area to the impacts related to the 
recommend plan. 

 
On-going or future projects in the area would include: 
 

• Lake Lewisville Bridge/FM 720 Corridor project 

Hidden Cove draftEA.doc  Page 16 



• FM 423 improvements 
• Residential developments (particularly on the east side of the lake) 

 
The above list constitutes actions in the project area or surrounding region that could 
conceivably have an effect on, or be affected by, the proposed action.  It is possible 
that other actions are proposed for the area that are not known about by the preparers 
of this report. 
 
In discussing cumulative impacts, it is also important to note that no more marinas are 
planned for Lake Lewisville (i.e., other than those allowed in the 1999 PEA).  Likewise, 
the number of boat slips for marinas at Lake Lewisville was set in the PEA, in 
accordance with the findings of the Water-Related Recreation Use Study.  Therefore, 
the overall number of boats in a given zone of the lake is not expected to increase 
above levels prescribed and discussed in either the 1999 PEA (USACE 1999a) or the 
Water-Related Recreation Use Study (USACE 1998). 

 
5.1 Physical Resources 
Implementation of the proposed action is not expected to have any cumulative impacts 
to topography, geology, or soils since known past, present and future actions involve 
shallow, superficial grading. 
 
5.2 Water Quality 
Much of the area on the east side of Lewisville Lake is being developed, mostly with 
residential construction.  Although these types of projects are known to have an impact 
on water quality, primarily through the introduction of sediment, the entities 
constructing these developments are governed by the Texas Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (TPDES).  TPDES requires the use of BMPs, under a maintained 
storm water pollution prevention plan, to reduce the potential effect of sediment and 
other pollutants.  Additionally, the surrounding development is separated from the 
project area since the immediate shoreline of the lake is controlled by the USACE.  In 
most cases, there is a wide “buffer” of USACE-owned land between any on-going or 
potential development and the lake (USACE 1999a). 
 
Although implementation of the proposed action would result in minor temporary 
adverse impacts to water quality during construction phases (i.e., increased turbidity 
and sedimentation affecting water clarity and dispersing aquatic organisms), these 
impacts would be short-term in nature and would be minimized with the use of BMPs 
and the incorporation of erosion and sediment control plans as well as spill prevention, 
control and countermeasure plans, also under the auspices of TPDES (USACE 
1999a).  

 
5.3 Aquatic Resources 
Since the lake is controlled by the USACE it is unlikely that multiple projects with 
intense effects on aquatic resources would be occurring in the lake at the same time.  
Furthermore, there are adjacent aquatic resources that would not be affected by the 
proposed action or any foreseeable actions.  These habitats are available to aquatic 
organisms that might be displaced by project activities (e.g., dredging).   It is 
anticipated that any displaced aquatic resources would return and reestablish after 
project construction was complete (USACE 1999a).   
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5.4 Wetlands 
As noted in the proposed jurisdictional determination (Appendix B), the only waters of 
the U.S. delineated on the project area were Lewisville Lake itself.  No wetlands were 
observed or delineated within the project boundaries. Therefore, no cumulative impacts 
to wetlands are expected as a result of the proposed project.  Likewise, the impacts to 
Lewisville Lake are expected to be short-term, temporary, and largely self-mitigating. 
 
 
5.5 Floodplains 
Implementation of proposed actions must comply with current floodplain regulations 
and standards, in that there must be no net loss of flood storage (USACE 1999a). 
Since the proposed project, as well as surrounding developments, must meet this 
standard, no significant cumulative impacts (i.e., reduction in flood storage or 
conveyance) to floodplains are foreseen. 
 
5.6 Air Quality 
Implementation of proposed action would not likely involve additional air pollution 
emission sources from those analyzed in the PEA, since the proposed project would 
only allocate slips from another marina in the same zone as the proposed project 
(USACE 1999a).  Although increased vehicle and boat traffic in the immediate area 
would likely occur, the proposed project will not increase the number of boat-slips on 
the lake above the numbers already analyzed in the PEA.  Since the overall traffic to 
and on the lake is not expected to increase (i.e., rather a redistribution is expected), no 
significant cumulative impact to air quality is expected as a result of the proposed 
project.  On-going and future transportation projects in the area (Lake Lewisville Bridge 
and FM 423 improvements) would be expected increase mobility and traffic flow in the 
project region, which should have overall beneficial effects with regard to air quality 
(i.e., as opposed to congested roadways).  On-going and future residential 
development in the area will continue to bring in additional people (and vehicular traffic 
into the areas east of the proposed project (in The Colony, Frisco and Little Elm) which 
would result in increased emissions in the project vicinity. 
 
5.7 Noise 
Implementation of the proposed action has the potential to increase noise levels 
(automobile and boat engine noise) in the immediate project vicinity. However, the 
increase in noise would primarily be during daylight hours.  However existing boat 
traffic into and out of the marina already results in some boat engine noise and the 
potential increase in boat traffic would not raise the noise levels, although it might 
increase the duration, primarily during daylight hours (i.e., simply due to increased 
number of boats that would be expected at the marina).  Given the development and 
transportation projects that are on-going (and upcoming), the ambient noise levels in 
the project area are likely to increase anyway, thereby reducing the cumulative effects 
(at least on a short-term basis) of the increased boat motor noise. 
 
5.8 Vegetation 
The proposed action would result in the marina being moved from an undeveloped 
shoreline, to an already-impacted park area.  So although the surrounding area is also 
experiencing residential development and construction, which impacts vegetation 
communities, the cumulative impacts from the proposed project are expected to be 
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insignificant given the already developed nature of Hidden Cove Park, the amount of 
adjacent habitats on USACE-owned property, and the mitigation that would occur. 
 
5.9 Wildlife 
When considered with other past, present and future actions, the cumulative impacts to 
wildlife are expected to be minor.  The proposed project would disturb approximately 
20 acres of undeveloped habitat, much of which is regularly mowed or maintained.  
Surrounding residential development (both on-going and likely development) on the 
east side of Lake Lewisville is in the thousands of acres.  So cumulatively, this project 
would result in an additional 20 acres of habitat disturbance to the thousands of acres 
of on-going and future habitat disturbance.  It should be noted that there will be well 
over 600 acres of undeveloped habitat remaining within Hidden Cove Park after the 
proposed action and these immediately adjacent habitats would be available to 
displaced wildlife. 
 

5.10 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Implementation of proposed actions must comply with the Endangered Species Act 
and no impacts to listed species are expected as a result of the proposed project 
(USACE 1999a).  Likewise, impacts to currently listed species are considered unlikely 
from other projects and activities on-going or proposed for the east side of Lake 
Lewisville, due to the lack of suitable habitat. 
 
5.11 Cultural Resources 
Implementation of the proposed action is not expected to impact any cultural 
resources. If historic properties are identified which would be adverse impacted by the 
proposed actions SHPO shall be consulted to determine alternatives for the proposed 
actions (USACE 1999a). Therefore it is determine that the implementation of proposed 
actions would have no significant cumulative impact on cultural resources. 
 
5.12 Socioeconomic Conditions 
Since no marinas are planned for the lake per the 1999 PEA, and the number of vessel 
allocations is not changing for the overall lake, or even within this zone, cumulative 
socioeconomic impacts are not expected to be noteworthy.  Given the level of 
residential and commercial development in the eastern Denton/western Collin county 
area, the cumulative economic effect of the proposed project is expected to be minor.  
The proposed project would be phased over a period of three to five years, depending 
on economic conditions.  The USACE “Lewisville Lake Future Water-Related 
Development Policy”, dated February 5, 1999 states that risk and responsibility for 
timing development to keep from exceeding demand ultimately rests with the 
operators, developers, and financiers who have the most exact understanding of 
changing market conditions. 
 
5.13 Recreation 
Implementation of the proposed action would increase the recreational opportunities in 
the immediate area (i.e., a rapidly developing residential area).  Vessel allocations are 
not changing (i.e., from one zone to another) with the proposed project.  All vessel/boat 
slips for the marina would come from those already allocated. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts related to recreation use of the lake is not expected to be significant. 
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5.14 Potential Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste Concerns 

The proposed project would involve the introduction of a fueling dock to the project 
area.  Additionally, users of the area would likely have other petroleum, oils, and 
lubricants in their personal vehicles and boats.  However, the marina would have a spill 
prevention, control and countermeasures plan to reduce the potential impacts from 
these chemicals.  Cumulative impacts would result from increased concentrations of 
vehicles and runoff from parking areas to the lake, taken in concert with increased 
runoff from increased traffic on the roads (existing and proposed) in the area.   
 
5.15 Aesthetic Concerns 
The proposed action would be in an already-developed park with existing structures.  
Additionally, the proposed facility would be built with materials specifically designed to 
reduce aesthetic impacts (i.e., light blue roofs on marina, etc.).  Since the USACE 
controls the land along the shoreline of the lake, and development of these lands is 
limited, construction of other structures along the lake shore near Hidden Cove Park is 
unlikely.  Therefore, cumulative impacts to aesthetics (i.e., from structures) are 
expected to be minimal. 

 
 
6.0 MITIGATION 
 

In addition to the measures discussed previously in this document (i.e., BMPs, etc.), 
the 1999 PEA specifies a mitigation calculation method for impacts to aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats on USACE property at Lake Lewisville.   
 
The impacts to terrestrial habitats would be mitigated according to the ratios in the 
1999 PEA.  The total mitigation area calculated for the proposed project is 70.95 acres 
(see Table 2).  The PEA provides for two general mitigation options:  on-site mitigation 
and payment in-lieu-of mitigation.  For the proposed project, on-site mitigation would be 
used. 
 
Impacts to aquatic habitats are largely self-mitigating in the proposed project, given 
that it would not result in a loss of aquatic habitat. The proposed floating marina 
structure could provide additional structure for fish and aquatic invertebrates. 
 
The on-site mitigation plan would include two key components:  (1) native tree, shrub, 
and herbaceous plantings in uplands within Hidden Cove Park; and (2) aquatic/wetland 
vegetation plantings in a cove in Hidden Cove Park.  Appendix D, Exhibit 1 
represents a conceptual mitigation plan for the terrestrial habitat impacts associated 
with the proposed project. 
 
Upland plantings would consist of the following: 

• 109 container-grown trees and shrubs per acre. 
• Native herbaceous vegetation would be seeded at a rate of 15 pounds/acre. 

 
Aquatic/wetland plantings would consist of: 

• Container-grown plantings at a density of 1,000 plants per acre. 
 
The proposed mitigation would be implemented on a phased basis over 3 to 5 years 
depending on construction schedule (Table 3).  Each October, the impacts that have 
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occurred since the previous October would be totaled and the appropriate amount of 
mitigation (per the 1999 PEA) for that year’s impacts would be implemented (i.e., 
planted) within the next planting season.  Since the Phase 1A terrestrial impacts are so 
minimal and most disturbances in this phase would be comprised of impacts to the 
aquatic environment (i.e., dredging and installation of the floating marina structure), the 
aquatic/wetland plantings shown in Appendix D would be implemented the first year. 

 
Table 3:  Estimated Mitigation by Phase 

Phase Structure Habitat Type Area of Impact 
(Acres) 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

Area of 
Mitigation 

(Acres) 
Parking Lot Grassland 2.30 1:1 2.30 
Sidewalk Grassland 0.06 1:1 0.06 1A 
Sidewalk Grassland 0.11 1:1 0.11 

2.47 

Dry Storage Savannah 2.87 5:1 14.35 
Dry Storage Woodland 3.98 5:1 19.90 

Rustic Cabins Savannah 1.44 3:1 4.32 
1B 

RV Sites Woodland 1.82 4:1 7.28 

45.85

1C Bunkhouse Savannah 2.74 5:1 13.70 13.70
Hotel Grassland 0.25 1:1 0.25 
Hotel Wooded Park 0.98 2:1 1.96 2 

Parking Lot Grassland 1.68 4:1 6.72 
8.93 

Totals 18.23 -- 70.95 
  

In addition to the features described above, the mitigation plan would include (at a 
minimum): 

• Irrigation System for Upland Plantings – An irrigation system would be installed 
as the upland plantings are implemented to bolster success of the plantings. 

• Success Criteria – Terrestrial plantings would meet an 80% survival criterion 
after three years.  Aquatic/wetland plantings would achieve a percent-cover of 
at least a 50% after three years. 

• Monitoring – Annual monitoring reports would be submitted each October.  
These reports would include: 
• An accounting of the impacts that have occurred over the previous 

monitoring period. 
• A brief plan detailing the mitigation that will be performed in the coming 

planting season (i.e., winter for woody material, spring for herbaceous and 
aquatic/wetland plantings). 

• Estimates of % survival (woody) and % cover (herbaceous and 
aquatic/wetland) for vegetation planted in the previous year. 

 
7.0 AGENCY COORDINATION  
 

The original PEA was sent to the following resource agencies for review and comment 
in accordance with coordination requirements as set forth by the NEPA: Texas Parks 
and Wildlife (TPWD); USFWS; Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6: the Texas 
Historical Commission; the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission, and 
the USACE Fort Worth District (USACE 1999a). 
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A letter and a copy of the original EA dated June 9, 2006 was sent to the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department on September 18, 2006.  This letter was sent as a courtesy to 
let the state know that the proposed marina location was moved from that described in 
the PEA (Appendix C). 
 

 
 
8.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 
Open meetings were conducted with the Saratoga and Wynnewood homeowner 
associations (February 7 and 24, 2005). The Saratoga and Wynnewood communities 
are located adjacent to the Hidden Cove Park. The purpose of these meeting was to 
present the concept of the site plan and to acquire feedback.  The main concerns were 
of trash, noise and increased traffic, both on land and in the water. The proponent also 
assured the residents that they would implement measures to control trash and noise 
levels. Adjacent residents expressed concerns that a large “No Wake” zone would limit 
their recreation opportunities.  The proponent addressed the need for a "No Wake" 
zone in the water adjacent to their marina and told residents they would keep it to as 
minimal of an area as possible. The proponent has also met with adjacent land 
developers and county commissioners to encourage the most beneficial road widths 
and alignments for everyone concerned as new roads are constructed.  Since these 
meetings were informal discussions, as opposed to public hearings, no minutes were 
kept. 
 
The proposed project was reviewed by the City of The Colony’s City Council on 
January 3, 2005, the City of The Colony’s Development Review Committee on January 
4, 2006, the City of The Colony’s Planning and Zoning Commission on March 28th 
2006, the City of The Colony’s City Council on April 17, 2006, and the City of The 
Colony’s City Council on October 2, 2006. 
 
Public hearings for the proposed project were held at both the Planning and Zoning 
Commission meeting on March 28th 2006 and the City of The Colony’s City Council 
meeting on January 3, 2005 and April 17 and October 2, 2006. The proposed rezoning 
and concept plan was approved by the City of The Colony’s Planning and Zoning 
Commission and the City of The Colony’s City Council. A public information meeting 
was held at Hidden Cove Park on 4 April 2007 with representatives from Saratoga 
Estates, The City of the Colony, Marine Quest and USACE in attendance.  
 
The proposed project has also been discussed in several local newspaper articles. 
Articles appeared in the Dallas Morning News, which gave a brief overview of the 
project (Appendix C). The article dates and titles are as follows: 

 

February 8, 2004 “Hidden Cove Park’s potential exposed – City seeks 
developers’ help in turning area into an attraction” 

February 13, 2004 
“Officials don’t want park’s potential to remain a secret - 
Developers’ help sought in turning Hidden Cove into an 
attraction.” 

December 17, 2004 “Lakeside park: from ‘money pit’ to top attraction? - City has 
high hopes for developer’s plans with Hidden Cove Park” 
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December 17, 2004 “From ‘money pit’ to top attraction?  City has high hopes for 
developer’s plan to transform Hidden Cove Park” 

December 19, 2004 “Lakeside park: from ‘money pit’ to top attraction? - City has 
high hopes for developer’s plans with Hidden Cove Park” 

 
An earlier version of the EA and draft FONSI for the proposed action were prepared in 
accordance with the requirements of NEPA and were made available for public comment on 
April 11, 2007.  Public comments received on that EA, as well as changes in the proposed 
action desired by The Colony, has resulted in the need to revise the earlier EA and to make it 
available for additional public comment.    
 
 
 
9.0 REFERENCES 
 

Clean Water Act of 1977, 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq. 
 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C § 1531 et seq. 
 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C.  § 4321 et seq. 
 
President.  Proclamation.  "Protection of Wetlands."  EO 11990. 42 FR 26961. May 25, 
1977. 
 
USACE.  1975. Environmental Impact Statement. Operations and Maintenance of 
Lewisville Dam and Lake.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District. 
 
USACE.  1987. Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual.  Wetland Research 
Program Technical Report, Y-87-1. 
 
USACE.  1998. Water-Related Recreation Use Study on Lewisville Lake, Texas. U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District.  
 
USACE.  1999a. Lewisville Lake Programmatic Environmental Assessment. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District.  
 
USACE.  1999b. Resource Document for the Lewisville Lake Programmatic 
Environmental Assessment. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District.  
 
USACE.  2000. Environmental Assessment for the Water-Related Recreation 
Development for Lewisville Lake. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District. 
 
USACe.  2001. Environmental Assessment. Master Plan Supplement, Lewisville Lake. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District.  
 
USACE. 2006. (Personal communication between Chris Hamilton (C&B) and George 
Hanson, USACE). June 9, 2006). 

 

Hidden Cove draftEA.doc  Page 23 



 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

Site Location Maps 
 

  



C
opyright 2007 C

arter &
 B

urgess, Inc.

Vicinity Map
Hidden Cove Marina

The Colony, Denton County, Texas
C&B Project No. 014295.010

Source: Texas State Data
Center (2000)

Exhibit

1

0 4 8
Miles

¯

§̈¦35E

£¤377

Proposed Project Area

£¤380

£¤121

£¤288

§̈¦635

£¤75

£¤289

Approximate 
Location

Legend

Denton

Frisco

Plano

Coppell

Irving

Dallas

Southlake

Flower Mound

The Colony

Lewisville

Lewisville Lake

Denton County
Tarrant County

Collin County
Dallas County

Project Location



The Colony

Frisco

Little Elm

Lewisville

Little Elm

Lakewood Village

Hackberry

FM 720

KING RD

BOYD RD

GA
RZ

A L
N

WYNNWOOD

LO
BO

 LN

RO
SE

 LN

HACKBERRY RD

MAIN ST

PIN
E L

N

WA
TS

ON
 LN

4T
H 

ST

LU
 LN

ST
OW

E L
N

FRYER ST

OLD 24

LAKECREST DR

PINNACLE BAY PT

HA
RD

WI
CK

E L
N

MALONE AVEDRISCOLL DR

E P
AR

K 
ST

SPINNAKER RUN PT

HACKBERRY CREEK PARK RD

PRICE CIR

ELM LN

WINDWARD

WATERVIEW DR

LA
RIA

T T
RL

MISTY CV

ALLEY

MARION DR

9T
H 

ST

FIDDLERS GREEN RD

WINDJAMMER DR

FL
AN

AG
AN

 C
IR

MEADOW LAKE DR

MEADOW LN

Copyright 2007Carter & Burgess, Inc.

Local Area Map
Hidden  Cove Marina

The Colony, Denton County, Texas
C&B Project No. 014295.010

Source: Texas State Data
Center (2000)

Exhibit

2

Lewisville Lake

Hidden
Cove Park

0 3,000 6,000
Feet

Legend

Approximate Proposed Marina Location
(2007 EID)
Approximate Original Marina Location
(2000 EA on Water-Related Recreation Development)

Approximate Project Boundary



Copyright 2007 Carter & Burgess, Inc.

2006 Aerial Photograph
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C&B Project No. 014295.010

Source: AirPhoto USA (2006)
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February 21, 2006 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Dwight Bosworth 
Marine Quest 
616 South Kimball 
Southlake, Texas 76092 
 
Reference: Proposed Jurisdictional Determination and Impacts Assessment for Proposed 
 Dredging Activities within Waters of the U.S. at Hidden Cove Park 
 
Dear Mr. Bosworth: 
 
On August 30 and September 23, 2005, environmental scientists from Carter & Burgess, Inc. 
(Carter & Burgess) conducted site visits at the proposed Marine Quest development site at 
Hidden Cove Park in The Colony, Denton County, Texas. Hidden Cove Park is leased to the 
City of The Colony by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Marine Quest is planning on 
constructing a marina at Hidden Cove Park and needs to mechanically dredge along the 
shoreline to gain sufficient water depths for the proposed marina. The proposed dredging would 
remove between approximately 1 to 8 vertical feet of sediment from the lake’s bottom. Marine 
Quest is proposing to remove the dredge material in a manner so as to avoid discharge of 
dredge and fill material into waters of the U.S. (i.e., Lewisville Lake) via use of a one-step 
removal dredge method.   
 
Purpose of Proposed Jurisdictional Determination of Waters of the U.S.  
The proposed Marine Quest development site at Hidden Cove Park in The Colony, Texas is an 
approximate 71-acre portion of the park located around existing park facilities. Marine Quest is 
proposing to mechanically dredge along the shoreline at Hidden Cove Park on Lewisville Lake 
in order to gain sufficient water depths for a proposed marina. 
 
The purpose of this proposed jurisdictional determination of waters of the U.S. is to define and 
document the limits, as well as the functions and values, of waters of the U.S. within the project 
area for use in Section 404 permitting.  

 
Methods of Proposed Jurisdictional Determination of Waters of the U.S.  
Property Manager 
Mr. Dwight Bosworth 
Marine Quest 
616 South Kimball 
Southlake, Texas 76092 
 
Delineation Methodology 
Environmental scientists from Carter & Burgess conducted site visits on August 30 and 
September 23, 2005 to determine the status and extent of waters of the U.S.  Waters of the U.S. 
include rivers, streams (including perennial, intermittent and ephemeral), bogs, sloughs, lakes, 
ponds (including stock tanks connected to other jurisdictional waters), and wetlands. 
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The jurisdictional area of lakes, ponds, rivers, and streams are identified at the ordinary high 
water mark (OHWM).  The length and average width between the OHWM was recorded to 
establish a total area for the streams within the project site.  The OHWM is defined as: 
 

“…that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water 
and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural 
line impressed in the bank, shelving, changes in the character of 
soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and 
debris, or other appropriate means that consider the 
characteristics of the surrounding areas (33 CFR 328).” 

 
Wetlands are those “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions [as defined by the 
USACE and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency].”  No wetlands were observed within the 
project boundary that met the criteria presented in the 1987 USACE manual (USACE 1987).  
 
The location and area of waters of the U.S. (i.e., Lewisville Lake) were mapped using a Trimble 
Pro-XRS Global Positioning System (GPS). This GPS has sub-meter accuracy. Continuous 
lines were mapped along the OHWM of Lewisville Lake bordering the proposed development. 
The continuous line data collected in the field was interpreted using ArcMap, a Geographic 
Information System (GIS) system. 
 
Results of Proposed Jurisdictional Determination of Waters of the U.S.  
The proposed 71-acre development is located is Hidden Cove Park which is on the shore of 
Lewisville Lake west of Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 423 in The Colony, Texas (Attachment A, 
Exhibits 1 through 3). The surrounding area is used for residential and agricultural purposes.  
The normal pool level for the lake is at an elevation of approximately 522 feet above mean sea 
level (Attachment A, Exhibit 4). Hidden Cove Park is nearly entirely located within the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 500-year floodplain boundaries (Attachment A, 
Exhibit 5).  
 
The majority of Hidden Cove Park is dominated by bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon). Mesquite 
(Prosopis glandulosa) trees were scattered throughout the park in large thickets. Other species 
observed around Hidden Cove Park included sugar hackberry (Celtis laevigata), eastern red 
cedar (Juniperus virginiana), honey locust (Gleditsia tricanthos), little bluestem (Schizachyrium 
scoparium), big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), Indiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans), western 
ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), japanese brome (Bromus japonicus), Johnsongrass (Sorgum 
halepense), Virginia wildrye (Elymus virginicus), and Canada wildrye (Elymus canadensis) 
(Attachment B, Photograph 1).  
   
Five soil types were mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (Soil Conservation Service) 
within the proposed development (Attachment A, Exhibit 6). Soil descriptions are presented in 
Table 1 (USDA 1980). 
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Table 1. Soils Located Within the Proposed Project Area, Denton County. 

Soil 
Map 

Symbol 
Soil Description 

Altoga silty clay, 
5 to 8 percent slopes 

3 

Deep, clayey, sloping soil on old high terraces of major 
streams; soil is well drained; medium surface water runoff; 
moderate permeability; high available water capacity; 
severe erosion hazard 

Branyon clay,  
0 to 1 percent slopes 

18 

Deep, moderately well drained, nearly level soil located on 
broad, smooth valley fills and ancient terraces. Surface 
runoff is slow; permeability is very slow and the available 
water capacity is high. 

Branyon Clay,  
1 to 3 percent slopes 

19 

Deep, moderately well drained, gently sloping soil located in 
valley fill areas and on side slopes around the outer edges 
of ancient terraces. Surface runoff is medium; permeability 
is very slow and the available water capacity is high 

Lott silty clay, 
1 to 3 percent slopes 

41 

Deep, gently sloping, clayey soil is on low convex ridges; 
well drained; moderately slow permeability; medium 
available water capacity; medium runoff; moderate erosion 
hazard. 

Heiden clay,  
3 to 5 percent slopes 

42 

Deep, well drained, gently sloping soils located on convex 
ridge tops and the sides of ridges. High available water 
capacity; permeability is very slow; rapid runoff and severe 
hazard of erosion.   

Source: USDA 1980 

 

Conclusions of Proposed Jurisdictional Determination of Waters of the U.S.  

Waters of the U.S. in the subject property consisted solely of Lewisville Lake. Lewisville Lake 
was created by the completion of the Lewisville Dam in 1955 on the Elm Fork of the Trinity 
River. Lewisville Lake is approximately 28,980-acres in size and was built with the primary 
purpose of flood control and water conservation. The conservation pool elevation was 
increased from 515 msl to its current permanent level of 522 msl in 1988 due to the 
construction of Ray Roberts Lake upstream form Lewisville Lake (Attachment A, Exhibit 7). 
The OHWM of Lewisville Lake in the project area was defined by a distinct boundary between 
bermudagrass and bare sand shore with notable shelving (Attachment B, Photographs 2 
through 4). Based on field observations and a review of available data, waters of the U.S. on 
the site included only Lewisville Lake. 
 

Description of Proposed Project and Impacts to Waters of the U.S. 

The proposed dredging would be accomplished with the use of a mechanical dredge (i.e., track 
hoe) and the sediment would be transported off-site. Approximately 50,000 cubic yards of 
accumulated sediment would be removed to attain the suggested depth per USACE 
guidelines. The total area to be dredged includes approximately 6.90 acres (Attachment C, 
Exhibits 1 and 2). The mechanical dredging would consist of one-step removal by the use of 
temporary mats upon which the track hoes would walk out to remove the dredge material to 
dump trucks. The dredge material would then be trucked directly to uplands, resulting in no 
discharge of dredge or fill material. Sediment would be disposed of in upland areas and would 
not result in fill of any waters of the U.S. If lake levels at the project site increase to a point 
during the proposed dredge where the use of temporary mats below the OHWM is not feasible, 
modification of the one-step removal process would be necessary. In this event, the track-hoes 
would be placed on floating barges and material would be excavated from the lake onto the 
barge, the material would be transported to the shore on the barge and then loaded into dump 
trucks via track-hoe. 
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Since a one-step removal process is being proposed for the dredging activities and no regulated 
discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of U.S. is foreseen, no Section 404 (Clean Water 
Act) permit appears to be necessary for the proposed project. Incidental fallback would occur as 
a result of the proposed dredging and this would have a localized effect on water quality (i.e., 
turbidity due to suspended sediments). Sediment curtains would be used around dredging 
equipment to lesson potential impacts from incidental fallback and suspended sediment. Return 
water from dredged materials would be controlled using best management practices, such as 
earthen berms, in the staging area. Once the dredge material has been dried properly it would 
likely be trucked off-site and placed in uplands. Regardless, it would not impact any waters of 
the U.S. The staging area would be used as the contractor’s base of operations and is located 
on an upland site, fenced off from the rest of the park (Attachment C, Exhibit 3).   
 
Best management practices (BMPs) would be utilized during construction of the walkways to the 
proposed marina in order to prevent discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. 
(i.e., Lake Lewisville).  These BMPs would likely include a combination of the following:  
sediment socks, sediment fences, hay bales, vegetative buffer strip, temporary seeding, and 
sodding. These BMPs would prevent discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. 
and would reduce the impact of sediments being transported into the lake from disturbed areas 
during rainfall events. 
 
The proposed dredging activities would result in no loss of waters of the U.S.  Existing open 
water areas would simply be dredged in order to attain the recommended depth for marinas. As 
discussed previously, the mechanical dredging would consist of one-step removal by the use of 
temporary mats that would be placed on the ground below the OHWM. Track-hoes would then 
walk out on the mats and remove material to dump trucks. The dredge material would then be 
trucked directly to uplands, resulting in no discharge of dredge or fill material.  
 
Dredging would provide deeper water near-shore that would increase ecological diversity (e.g. 
fish habitat in the immediate marina area). Floating boat slips would provide structure and 
shade for bait and game fish as well as aquatic invertebrates. All processes within the staging 
area would occur on upland sites. The sediment material to be dredged would likely be 
disposed of off-site. It would not be used as fill in waters of the U.S. 
 
Since there would be no discharge of dredge and fill material (other than incidental fallback) into 
waters of the U.S. associated with the dredge method described above, we do not feel that a 
Section 404 permit would be required.  
If you have any questions or need additional information, do not hesitate to contact me at 817-735-
7029. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Randy Alexander, C.W.B 
Associate, Senior Project manger 
 
Attachments 
T:\Job\014295e1\WP\CORR\014295.L14.doc 
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2006 Aerial Photograph
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Source: AirPhoto USA
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Soil Survey Map
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Photograph #1– View of park area in uplands (August 23, 2005). 

 

 Photograph #2– View of shoreline of Lake Lewisville in area of proposed dredging 
(August 23, 2005). 

 
 
 
 
 



Hidden Cove Park Carter & Burgess, Inc 
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 Photograph #3– View of shoreline of Lake Lewisville in vicinity of proposed dredging
(August 23, 2005). 

 
 

 

 Photograph #4– View of shoreline of Lake Lewisville in vicinity of proposed dredging
(August 23, 2005). 
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Dredging Activities Map 
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Local Area Map
Hidden  Cove Marina

The Colony, Denton County, Texas
C&B Project No. 014295.010

Source: Texas State Data
Center (2000)
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2006 Aerial Photograph
Hidden Cove Marina

The Colony, Denton County, Texas
C&B Project No. 014295.010

Source: AirPhoto USA (2006)
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Comments received during 11 April 2007 to 23 May 2007 review 







































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to comments received during 11 April 2007 to 23 May 2007 
review 







OLONY
CITY BY THE LAKE

September 79,2007

Don Weise and Brandon Mobely

USACE- Ft. Worth District Office

Dear  Don and Brandon-

Please accept the attached responses from MarineQuest and the City of The Colony to publ ic
comments from the Hidden Cove Park EA. In addit ion to the attachments, we would l ike to add
the fol lowing information:

1. Al l  part ies have a clear understanding that nothing wi l l  be bui l t  at  the park without
Corps approval,  even i f  the City has gone through i ts approvals.

2. The project wi l l  be held to al l  appl icable federal ,  state and local codes and regulat ions.
3. The developer (MarineQuest) has not secured a re-al locat ion of s l ips from Wynnewood

to Hidden Cove Park yet.  Al though plans show the possibi l i ty of  shi f t ing up to 510 sl ip
al locat ions, this has not been f inal ized. l f  an agreement is not reached pr ior to
construct ion, the number of s l ips bui l t  at  Hidden Cove wi l l  remain 350 as was or iginal ly
approved in the 1999 PEA.

4. The Colony is working with the developer to potent ial ly relocate the ships store, fuel
docks, and to a locat ion further to the west within the proposed marina to help mit igate
noise and boat traf f ic congest ions concerns. The City Fire Marshal wi l l  have to approve
any relocat ion of the fuel  docks to address f i re safety concerns.

5. The Colony Pol ice Department wi l l  remain the pr imary responders to any violat ions to
appl icable laws and ordinances such as noise. l f  assistance is needed with other
agencies, such as the Sheri f f 's department,  TC pol ice department wi l l  coordinate.

6. The Colony is committed to remaining good neighbors to residents in close proximity to
the park, and wi l l  work with the developer to ensure negat ive impacts are addressed
whenever feasible. We wi l l  ask the marina operator and park manager to meet regular ly
with the HOA's to al leviate concerns whenever possible.

l f  there are any quest ions or a need for addit ional information, please feel f ree to contact me.

Thank you for your assistance and pat ience !

Best Regards,

Por'r,,-,JlA.x*--
Pam Nelson

Community Services Director







6800 Main Street * The Colony, TX 75056 * Telephone (972) 6243160 * FAX (972) 6242273 
Development Services Department 

To:  Pam Nelson, Director of Community Services 
Keith Helms, Park Development Manager 

From:  Wes Morrison, City Planner 
Cc:  Donna Bateman, Director of Development Services 
Date:  September 18, 2007 

Re:  Hidden Cove Response to Army Corp of Engineers 

Pursuant to our meeting on August 30, 2007, I have provided the City’s response to the following questions 
that were raised by the Corp’s public hearing process.  Please let me know if you need further information 
regarding any of these issues. 

1.  Parking space requirements are as follows: 
a.  Hotel/Motel – 1 space per each room 
b.  Restaurant – 1 space per 50 square feet of dining area 
c.  Assembly Area/Convention Hall – 1 space per 3 seats 

2.  With respect  to building height requirements,  the Concept Plan approved by City Council on 
April 17, 2006 regulates the following building heights: 

a.  Dry Stack Storage Building – maximum 72 feet (6 stories) 
b.  Rustic Cabins – maximum 14 feet (1 story) 
c.  Group Bunkhouses – maximum 14 feet (1 story) 
d.  Marina – maximum 28 feet (1 story) 
e.  Ship Store and Fuel Sales – maximum 14 feet (1 story) 
f.  Dockside Restaurant – maximum 28 feet (2 stories) 

With respect to other uses that are not listed above, at the time of their site plan approval, all 
height restrictions will be reviewed then. 

3.  The approved concept plan  identifies  the permitted exterior building material  for certain uses, 
those uses that do not have exterior building materials listed in the approved Concept Plan will 
reviewed at the time of site plan approval.   The following exterior materials were listed in the 
Concept Plan: 

a.  Dry Stack Storage Building – Prefabricated corrugated metal fascia 
b.  Dry Storage Building and Storage Area – Prefabricated corrugated metal 
c.  Rustic Cabins – Log or Plank treated wood 
d.  Group Bunkhouses – Lot or Plank treated wood



e.  Marina  Prefabricated corrugated metal 
f.  Ship Store and Fuel Sales – Vinyl siding with prefabricated corrugated metal roof 
g.  Dockside Restaurant  Vinyl siding with prefabricated corrugated metal roof 

It is  important to note, that the only per City Ordinances, the only uses within this development that have 
received all approvals from City Council are the wet slips, dockside restaurant, and the ship and fuel sales. 
The property may apply for a building permit at any with the City for the above stated uses.  The remainder 
of  the  uses,  such  as  dry  stack  storage,  dry  storage  buildings,  rustic  cabins,  group  bunkhouses  and  the 
marina still must go through the site plan process which  requires a public  hearing  by  state  law and City 
Council  approval.    At  that  time,  building  heights,  building  materials,  landscaping,  parking  areas  and 
various other land use related issues will be reviewed in a more detailed manner.





































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments received during 10 December 2007 to 25 December 2007 review 





















January 14, 2008 

Mr. Brandon Mobley 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
CESWF-PER-EE 
P O Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0330 
 
Dear Mr. Mobley: 

I am requesting this letter be accepted after the Comment Period deadline due to the fact I 
did not received the Draft Environmental Assessment for Hidden Cove Park/Marina 
dated December 2007 (DEA 12/2007) nor U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Summary of Comments regarding my May 9, 2007 letter until the week of January 8, 
2008 (note some of the USACE responses were made January 8th).  I also would like to 
go on the record and state I have not received anything from the USACE via mail 
regarding The Hidden Cove Park/Marina.  All the information I have reviewed was either 
pulled from the internet or I called the USACE and had it emailed to me.  As an adjacent 
land owner I find this unacceptable.   

A number of my comments and concerns from my previous letter have been address but 
there are a few major items that still need further investigation and adjustment after 
recently reading the DEA 12/2007. 

The issues are traffic, enforcement, noise, design considerations, and a growth 
management plan.  The dilemma of increased traffic can not be overlooked and needs 
immediate attention before the new proposed activities can be allowed to begin.  That 
goes for enforcement as well.  Enforcement needs to be stepped up.  To turn a blind eye 
to the deficiencies in roadways and law enforcement is not acceptable.  To this date there 
has not been a comprehensives plan with the level of detail that is normally expected out 
of developers that takes into account ways to decrease the noise, deal with congestion, 
and regulate activity.  I ask for traffic, enforcement, noise, design, and growth to be 
addressed.   

Sincerely, 
 
Kevin M. Bird 
5970 Diamond Spurs Trail 
Frisco, Texas 75034 
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1. Traffic Study 
In the DEA 12/2007 traffic counts into the park have been provided.  Existing conditions 
generated a five year average of 85,554 vehicles per year.  How many additional vehicles 
will the proposed action create?  What will peak hours traffic volumes look like?   
 
I again request a Traffic Study.  I restate a study would determine if the current road 
capacity and design could handle the increase in density, the noise levels from vehicles, 
safety concerns with vehicles using the existing roads, and the need for law enforcement.  
The study should address each phase’s build-out.  The roads that will be affected are FM 
423 a Texas State road, Stonebrook Boulevard, a City of Frisco road, Rose Lane, a City 
of Hackberry road and Hackberry Creek Road a Denton County road.   
 
Your response was “no comments were received” related to traffic from TXDOT, Frisco, 
Hackberry, or Denton County.  Just because other responsible parties do not comment 
does not justify the USACE turning their back to a potential problem without at least a 
simple study conducted?  No response from these governments emphasis the situation 
that has manifested; that is everyone including The Colony points their finger that this 
someone else’s problem. 
 
Here are my immediate concerns: 

• There are times with the present conditions that vehicles back up in front of 
residential driveways waiting to enter the park.  What happens when the proposed 
actions increases traffic to the park?  How far will traffic back up and for how 
long? 

 
• Hackberry Creek Road fronts 17 residences and four side streets with the current 

condition a two lane county designed asphalt ditch drained road.  What is the 
acceptable design for this road with the proposed action?  Who should pay for its 
upgrade and maintenance when the park is the major contributor to its 
deterioration?  Keep in mind most of these vehicular tips are cars and trucks 
pulling boats and campers along with large RVs.  Lastly, regarding Hackberry 
Road, I find it odd that Denton County did not make any comments.  Our 
neighborhood along with the developer that owns the property to the north of 
Hackberry Creek Road have had many conversations about the current problems 
on Hackberry Creek Road and the potential of realigning the road to avoid the 
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residential homes.  In addition, at our neighborhood’s request there have been 
county sheriffs patrolling the area to enforce speed limits and stop signs that are 
grossly ignore by the users of the park.  

 
• The current road way to the park goes from a four lane boulevard to a two lane 

street back to a four lane boulevard then to a two lane country road.  The change 
in the lanes is confusing and drastic (along with the speed limits).  The increase of 
those pulling boats and campers by the proposed action (even at the level of Phase 
1A) will increase the gravity of these conditions. 

 
• The condition of FM 423 and Stonebrook Boulevard without a traffic light is 

dangerous at best.  There is no question if the proposed action is granted and with 
the initial Phase 1A this intersection will elevate in status from dangerous to 
deadly.  Someone should be responsible for installing the traffic light that has 
been contemplated.  In fact, there has been a warrant study done for this 
intersection.  Has the USACE reviewed the warranty study and made allowances 
for it?  I personally have talked with the City of Frisco Engineering Department 
and they said they would look into the park’s proposed action.  I don’t understand 
why they would not have commented on the previous EA since they required the 
traffic light warranty study from Pulte, the abutting residential developer, and also 
requires them to increase the two lanes to four at a certain build out level.  

 
Maybe like me these agencies did not receive the proper information to comment on.  I 
find it perplexing, no one commented on the large increase of traffic that would have 
been caused by the previous proposed action which had an even larger impact on the road 
segments to the park than this DEA 12/2007.  The City of Frisco and Denton County 
have had dialog with our residence regarding these traffic related issues for the past two 
years and a no response from them does seem to add up.  I request the USACE contact 
these entities directly and get comments from them even if they reply no comment.  Not 
receiving comments in this circumstance can not be considered the same as if they had no 
comment.  This is too serious an issue for everyone not to weigh in on. 
 
I lastly would like to comment on the USACE weak response to my letter regarding 
traffic, quote “We believe that the current language in the EA (DEA 12/2007) adequately 
discloses that increase traffic into and out of Hidden Cove Park would occur, but that 
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these impacts are not significant in view of the overall traffic situation in the area”.  It is 
written in paragraph 4.12 of the DEA 12/2007 that the infrastructure would be impacted 
and more traffic would have an effect on the surrounding residence.  This is a strong 
statement made in the DEA 12/2007 with a lot of repercussion.  Due to the severity of the 
impact and the enormity of the affect, I don’t consider something “adequately 
mentioned” if it is only soured once in a 70 page document.  Nor do I feel it has been 
properly addressed.  The proposed action is increasing the uses of this park from what 
was approved by the 1999 PEA and what the infrastructure (in this case roads) were 
designed for.  The USACE must require someone to determine: what type of impact, 
what the affects are, and how significant is the projected traffic going to be.  What is 
considered “not significant”, one person dying or ten people being killed?  Or is “not 
significant”, a young child being struck by a vehicle and paralyzed for life?  It is one 
thing to indicate that surroundings will be affected and impacted but do nothing but react 
after something significant does happen, where it is a much more responsible and 
respectable thing to be proactive when all the indicators point towards a problem.  With 
the USACE allowing the proposed action they become accountable and so I ask that they 
require more consideration to this topic of traffic with requiring first a traffic study and 
then open dialog with The City of Frisco, Denton County, City of Hackberry and The 
Colony and address the issues the report reveals.  

 
2. Inconsistencies in the Environmental Assessment 
 2.1 Parking 
  It shows 146 parking spaces under 3.0 Existing Environment which was  
  stated to be incorrect and that the correct number is 50 spaces.  Why  
  hasn’t this been corrected?  If you go out there today there are more than  
  50 parking spaces being utilized at the boat ramp parking lot. 
 
 2.2 Theater  

A indoor-outdoor theater is indicated, but is still not listed in the Proposed 
Action or listed in Table 1.  If a theater is proposed, design criteria needs 
to be set.  This vague description of an indoor-outdoor theater will be 
interpreted long after those involved in the DEA 12/2007 have moved on.  
For example if this is a 200 seat venue where are the parking spaces for 
such an activity provided?  How are traffic measures taken?   If the DEA 
12/2007 does not state capacity but implies the use of a theater with an 
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indefinable scope how can the Impacts and Cumulative Impacts get 
addressed?  Due to the fact the indoor-outdoor theater does not show up as 
a proposed action and is only mentioned in DEA 12/2007’s Introduction 
and again briefly under Noise, paragraph 4.7, it should be removed from 
the DEA 12/2007 completely.  It was noted the indoor-outdoor theater 
may result in increased noise.  Why is the USACE tip toeing around the 
issue by stating it “may” when it will?  If an indoor-outdoor theater is so 
desired by the applicant due to it’s concerning impact a new EA should be 
issued showing the theater as a proposed action and defining its use of 
operation. 
 

 2.3 Appendix B   
Appendix B is not the Proposed Jurisdictional Determination and 
Dredging Exhibits but rather Site Photographs and Dredging.  I request a 
copy of the Jurisdictional Determination.   

 
3. Reduce Proposed Vessel Count 
The WRRUS median resource protection for Zone C is 289 vessels.  The EAWRRD 
allocated those vessels; 84 vessels to Marina in Wynnewood, 84 vessels to Marina in 
Cottonwood, and 60 vessels (350 slips & 25 ramp parking) to Marina in Hidden Cove 
Park.  If the Marinas stays the same then to maintain the median resource protection level 
and not be a significant impact the Marina in Hidden Cove must not increase to more 
than 121 vessels.  What is proposed is 350 slips (35 vessels), and keeping the existing 
ramp along with the existing parking lot (146 spaces equates to 146 vessels).  The 
proposed vessel count is over the median resource protection.  If the parking is reduced to 
50 spaces it will need to be stated that the current conditions will need to be limited to 50 
spaces.   
 
With rentals of jet skis and boats counting toward vessels, has a currently survey been 
done to determine how many additional vessels are being offered in Zone C by rental 
shops?  Rentals at Hidden Cove Park will need to have a cap in order to not go over the 
median resource protection for Zone C.  It was stated this was going to be made clear in 
the DEA 12/2007 but rentals were not mentioned. 
 
What do kayaks, canoes, or paddle boats rentals count towards?      
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4. Noise 
The greatest attenuator of noise is distance.  All the additional proposed action elements 
are located adjacent to each other (hotel, theater, two restaurants, boat ramp, courtesy 
slips, gas sales and beaches).  I ask that the marina be pushed further away from the other 
proposed action elements and the nearby neighborhoods.  This will also allow for enough 
distance between project elements to attenuate project generated noise levels to the extent 
that noise levels from the project’s elements would not significantly combine with other 
project related noise levels while keeping an increased distance from the neighborhoods.  
 
At least move the restaurant and courtesy slips to the west side of the docks to help create 
distance from the neighborhood to the east. 
 
The USACE states they have experienced very few complaints on noise at other marinas, 
how does one file a complaint?  Who addresses the complaint?  How does the complaint 
get recorded?  
 
5. Mitigation 
The plan is said to offset losses to wildlife habitat how was the most beneficial area 
determined?  Why is Upland Planting Mitigation Area determined to be more beneficial 
along a park roadway (the eastern most area) than along the shore line?  Has there been 
annual reporting done on the existing Mitigation Areas, if so I request the latest report?   
 
6. Potential Hazardous and Toxic Waste Concerns  
The docks are in front of the beaches (as shown in the rendering not identified in any 
exhibit) and will be directly affected by boat spillage and floating debris due to the winds 
blowing into the shore line.  How is this being addressed?  Can the docks in relationship 
with the beaches be better located? 
 
7. Readjust/Realign the Marina Dock Layout 
The current dock design positions numerous highly used activates in one area.  Moving 
the docks to the West will relieved congestion while creating more distance from the 
residential neighborhoods.  The following actives are the cause of the congestion:   

• At the current time, boats line up and circle around the boat ramp waiting for their 
turn to be trailered out of the water.  With the current design of the dock location 
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there is not enough space to effectively and safely load up and pull a boat out of 
the water using the boat ramp.  The docks should be shifted west! 

• The courtesy docks are at the far east end of the proposed dock design.  This will 
logically add to the congestion around the boat ramp.  Courtesy docks will have 
the most concentration of in and out boat traffic they should be moved to the west 
end!   

• The dockside restaurant is located with the courtesy dock at the far east end of the 
proposed dock design adding to vessel traffic, it too should moved to the west 
side of the docks! 

• The Ship Store with gas sales is also at the far east end of the proposed dock 
design.  This provided service will have a direct impact on vessel traffic patterns.  

 
The USACE’s statement “that moving some activities to the west is a viable suggestion” 
shows awareness but gives no contribution to a resolve.  Is it not during this process to 
identify potential problems and find amendable solutions?  Why are the courtesy docks, a 
restaurant, and gas sales all on the same side as the boat ramp, which is existing?   
 
8. Level of Service 
The USACE response to this section was “The City of the Colony will ensure public 
safety and law enforcement”.  Again I am at a loss, the roads leading into the park are not 
owned by The Colony so they feel no responsibility (nor do they have any) to enforce any 
laws in route.  When there has been an accident it is Little Elm, Frisco, or Denton County 
that respond.  The Colony has all but washed their hands of any responsibility.  If they 
could as the USACE suggest ensured public safety and law enforcement what is their 
response time to a call for help?  Why can’t the applicant be responsible for providing the 
additional staff and life safety equipment that will meet the level of service required?  
There can be no canned answers when it comes to life safety issues I want to see 
regulations established and plans that address these issues. 
 
9. Growth Management Plan 
Little comment from the USACE was given on this topic.  Does the USACE have 
nothing to do with the development plan?  I would think it would be a large factor in how 
a report like the DEA 12/2007 would be considered.  There is very little detailed given 
throughout the DEA 12/2007 along with the exhibits.  If The City of the Colony is 
responsible for more comprehensive development plans I am not aware of there 
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existence.  What I have been given by The City of the Colony and told has been approved 
by city council were a few sheets dated January 2007.  These individual sheets seem 
unclear and the information crowded onto the plan.  Why are there not multiple plans 
regarding Site Planning, Uses, Density, Infrastructure Design and Capacities, Public 
Safety, Beautification, Design standards, and Maintenance and Operation Requirements?   
 
10. Request a Public Hiring 
It has been indicated that there is nothing that warrants a significant impact nor requires a 
public hiring.  This does not stop me from requesting one for the Hidden Cove 
Park/Marina.  In light of all the different cities including the state and county involved in 
this quickly changing rural area a public hearing will allow all parties to come together to 
discuss and address issues.  Having the chance to write out my concerns does not 
substitute the actual dialog required to fully discuss the issues with all the related parties 
as these issues are very dynamic and complex.  I strongly believe all parties must get 
together on these issues because one agency like USACE can not answer everything but 
the USACE can require all the parties involve get together by way of a public hearing.   



From: Pam Nelson [pam@tcpard.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 4:21 PM 
To: Mobley, Brandon W SWF 
Cc: Dale Cheatham; Marcel Bosworth; MacAllister, Tim L SWF; Cox, Douglas L SWF 
Subject: RE: Hidden Cove Revision 
Brandon- 
 
Yes, we concur with removal of those items from the current Hidden Cove EA, and will bring them 
forward for separate approval in the future as amenities associated with the marina/resort in accordance 
with the 1999 PEA development guidelines. 
 
Thank you for your assistance in finalizing the document for approval. We’ll look forward to receiving 
the FONSI in the next few days. 
 
Pam Nelson 
Community Services Director 
City of The Colony 
972-625-1106 x 558 
pam@tcpard.com 
 
From: Mobley, Brandon W SWF [mailto:Brandon.W.Mobley@usace.army.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 4:04 PM 
To: Pam Nelson 
Subject: Hidden Cove Revision 
 

Pam,  

Per our telephone conversation, I wanted to get concurrence from you on the removal of language 
referring to the model airplane course, miniature golf course, pioneer village, nature center and the 
indoor-outdoor theater features listed in the Hidden Cove EA. 

Thanks,  

Brandon   
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Appendix E 
 

Hidden Cove Attendance Numbers 
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