
APPENDIXJ 

HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOLOGICAL WASTE (HTRW) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General 

The Dallas Floodway Extension, as recommended by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth 
District, calls for flood protection to the city of Dallas, south of the downtown area. The proposed alignment 
of the Dallas Floodway Extension consists of constructing lower/upper overbank swales with wetland cells, 
left/right bank levees, and sump areas. All are shown on the enclosed project map (Figure 1 ), and on 
individual site maps in Sections J-1 through J-6. 

Lower/Upper Overbank Swale 

The lower overbank swale will extend 3.3 miles downstream from the west side of Highway 75 
(Central Expressway) to 2,000 ft. below Loop 12, entirely along the east bank of the Trinity River. The swale 
was designed with a slope of .0005 ft.If!. and varying widths. The upper overbank swale extends 1.5 miles 
downstream from the confluence of Cedar Creek to the river crossing west of Highway 75. 

Wetland Cells 

Numerous wetland cells are situated inside both lower and upper swales to provide additional flood 
capacity, recreational value, and wildlife habitat. The interconnected cells vary in size and shape and are 
generally 1 - 3 ft. in depth. 

Lamar Street Levee 

The left bank levee, situated between the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the Trinity River, was 
designed for Standard Project Flood (SPF) protection plus 2 ft. freeboard. The SPF design has a total length 
of 2.5 miles with a slope of 3.5 ft. horizontal to 1 ft. vertical and typical height of about 27 ft. including 
free board. 

Lamar Street Sumps 

Numerous sumps will be located along the length of Lamar Street Levee to control exterior drainage 
through the levees. The sumps vary in size and are generally 6 - 10 ft. in depth. 

Central Wastewater Treatment Plant/Cadillac Heights Levee 

The right bank levee, extending from the Cedar Crest and 11th Street intersection downstream to the 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, was designed by Albert H. Half! Associates for SPF protection. The 
SPF design has a total length of 1.5 miles and a typical height of about 25 ft. including freeboard. 
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PROJECT SITE HTRW OVERVIEW 

General 

The Dallas Floodway Extension can be characterized as an urban area, with industrial, commercial, 
retail, and residential land usage. The floodplain also contains hardwood bottom land, marshes, old gravel 
quarries, former municipal landfills, and residential and industrial dump sites. 

Methodology 

Several HTRW studies and site investigations have been conducted by the Corps using A-E firms. 
All site investigations performed for the Corps were in accordance with ER 1165-2-132, dated 26 June 1992. 
The objective of these investigations is to facilitate early identification and appropriate consideration .of HTRW 
problems in reconnaissance, feasibility, and ultimately, preconstruction engineering and design (PED), land 
acquisition, construction, and, operations, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation (OMRRR) 
phases of the project. The firms were: Albert H. Half! Associates, Inc., February 1993; Environmental 
Science & Engineering, Inc., August 1993; Freese and Nichols, Inc., May 1995; Geo-Marjne, Inc., April 1997; 
and Tetra Tech NUS, Inc., September 1998. Each firm was contracted by the Corps to eonduct the site 
investigations. Specific tasking was stated in the scope-of-work and was determined by extensive review of 
any information pertaining to HTRW within a given area. Such information was often in the form of site visits 
and inspections, aerial photographs, prior sampling events, site investigation reports, regulatory compliance 
and inspection records, notice-of-violations (NOVs), registered or unregistered complaints, etc. The 
information was obtained through numerous site visits as well as correspondence and research of 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) 
records. Several regulatory files were examined with notable investigations conducted by Ecology & 
Environment, Inc., McCulley, Frick & Gilman, Inc., Entec, Inc., and Brockette, Davis, Drake, Inc. 

The original scopes of work for each site investigation specified sample parameters, procedures, 
methods, locations and sample media. However, changes in project feature alignment, inability to obtain 
rights-of-entry, and the continuing emergence of independent site investigation data, directly affected 
decisions on the scoping of investigations. Typically, Corps sampling events involved use of invasive 
investigative techniques such as a rotary drilling rig, Geo-Probe, piezometers, hand augering, sediment and 
surfacewater sampling. Soil, sediment, surfacewater, and groundwater were then retained for laboratory 
analysis. Analysis generally consisted of any or all of the following: volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides/PCBs, cyanide, and metals. Several sites were investigated 
in this manner. Oftentimes, right-of-entry could not be obtained so sample locations had to be moved off-site 
or abandoned altogether. 

The suspected HTRW areas are shown on Figure 1 and are described in the sections attached to 
Appendix J. They are also summarized in Section J-5 of this appendix, Dallas Floodway Extension HTRW 
Waste Classifications. As noted above, numerous investigations have been conducted by the Corps of 
Engineers and others. The pertinent portions of these reports have been extracted and are included in 
Sections J-1 through J-4 and in Section J-6. Section J-6 includes the most recent site investigation conducted 
by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc., in September 1998. Section J-1 contains the Geo-Marine site investigation 
conducted in April 1997. Section J-2 r,ontains the Freese and Nichols site investigation from May 1995 and 
a figure from National Soil Services. Section J-3 contains the Environmental Science and Engineering site 
investigation from August 1993. Section J-4 contains a site investigation conducted by Albert H. Halff in June 
1993. Section J-5, contains summaries of each site, a review of HTRW areas along the Dallas Floodway 
Extension, and various items of correspondence with the EPA and the TNRCC. D•ue to the numerous 
investigations used in compiling this HTRW summary a variety of name and numbering conventions have 
been used to identify the various sites. The area numbers (1 through 15) used in this narrative will be used 
consistently throughout Appendix J and the figures presented in Sections J-1 through J-6. The figures 
referenced in this summary are from the original report. Within a section some figures may be omitted. The 
following is a brief overview of each area. 
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Area 1 - Praxair 

Praxair, formerly occupied by Union Carbide Linde Gas Division, is an active industrial facility that 
repackages gasses and reconditions gas cylinders. It is located along Lamar Street at the upstream end of 
the project, on the left bank of the Trinity River. The Area 1 site plan and corresponding sample locations are 
shown in Figure 1 of Section J-1. An _abandoned lime pit, located behind the property, was used in the 
manufacturing of acetylene gas during the period of Linde Gas operation. The facility was noted as having 
had one leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST). The LPST has been removed and the site has obtained 
closure compliance with state regulations. The Corps site investigation involved composite sampling of 
shallow soils within the acetylene lime pit, with chemical analysis for priority pollutant organics and inorganics. 
No prior sampling of the acetylene pit is known to have occurred. 

Area 2 - Tri-Gas/ Occidental Chemicals 

This area, located southwest of Lamar Street, consists of an industrial gas facility (Tri-Gas) and an 
active silicates plant which produces liquid and solid sodium silicate (Occidental Chemicals). It is shown in 
Figure 2 of Section J-1. During a recent site visit, an environmental sampling crew was noted at the Tri-Gas 
facility. It was determined that at least two abandoned lime pits, located behind the Trj-Gas plant, which had 
been used in the manufacturing of acetylene gas, were apparently undergoing closure in compliance with state 
regulations. It was also determined that the facility had contained one LPST which had been removed with 
closure status pending. At Occidental Chemicals, a limited prior investigation has been conducted at a two
acre inactive landfill located on the east-southeastern side of the property. The landfill reportedly contains the 
following industrial non-hazardous Class I wastes: 4200 cu.yds. (est.) alkaline product wastes, floor 
sweepings, and empty caustic containers; 3000 lbs (est.) asbestos piping; and 50-100 (est.) empty 5-gallon 
paint thinner cans. An Ecology and Environment, Inc., report stated that ponded water on the landfill had been 
sampled with results indicating elevated levels of lead contaminants as well as high pH/alkalinity. Inspection 
reports obtained from the EPA noted discoloration in surface water and soils near the Trinity River, indicating 
a possible breakout of leachate into the river. However, no action by the EPA was taken. The landfill had 
been in operation from 1941 to 1971, and was capped in 1984 with an eventual no further action (NFA) 
recommended at the site. The June 1997 Corps site investigation conducted by Geo-Marine; Inc. was to 
involve sampling at two locations along the proposed levee and sumps. However, right-of-entry was not 
obtained at the time of the investigation. 

Area 3 - Dallas Public Schools (Formerly Proctor & Gamble) 

The former Proctor & Gamble plant, now partially demolished, is located along Lamar Street. The 
Area 3 site plan and corresponding sample locations are shown in Figure 3 of Section J-1. The proposed 
levee and sump area encompass a large portion of the eastern half of the property, within the vicinity of the 
warehouse. Environmental records from TNRCC indicated landfilling had occurred behind the plant 
warehouse and dated back to the late 1940's. A geophysical survey and extensive sampling was conducted 
by Brockette, Davis, Drake, Inc. Elevated concentrations of mercury, selenium, and zinc were noted in the 
report. A deed record map was also reviewed at the TNRCC regional office. Indications were that prior 
operations at the facility have resulted in contamination of the entire complex east of the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks (which parallel Lamar Street). Contaminants shown on the map consisted of heavy metals, 
total petroleum hydrocarbons {TPH), and acids. In addition, at least one leaking underground storage tank 
(LUST) has been documented, resulting in a release of toluene into the groundwater and soil. Reports at 
TNRCC indicated the release had occurred along the northern portion of the facility. Additional research has 
indicated the possibility of more such occurrences on-site. However, their locations have not been specifically 
identified. The June 1997 Corps site investigation involved soil and groundwater sampling of the proposed 
sump areas on each side of the railroad tracks as well as background sampling upgradient along Lamar 
Boulevard. 
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Area 4 - Trinity Recycling (Formerly Okon Metals) 

This active metals recycling facility, located along Lamar Street, has been in operation since the 
1950s. The Area 4 site plan and corresponding sample locations (SD0401, SB0401, and SB0402) are shown 
in Figure 4 of Section J-1. The Corps site investigation involved soil and groundwater sampling at two 
locations within the proposed sump area at the back of the property, with one location being in the vicinity of 
an alleged cyanide spill. TNRCC records indicated an anonymous unsubstantiated claim that dumping of the 
spent cyanide solution, which had been used for extraction of gold, had occurred near a smelter shed. 
However, the exact location of the release was not known. In addition, a sediment sample was taken from 
a ponded area within the sump, and background levels of priority pollutant organics and inorganics were 
sampled from adjoining city of Dallas property. 

Area 5 - Gravel Pits 

Numerous water filled gravel pits are located throughout the project area and are listed below. 

Ponds Near Trinity Recycling 

These three former gravel pits are located across the railroad tracks from Trinity Recycling on city of 
Dallas property. A site plan and corresponding sample locations (SD0402 through SD0407) are shown in 
Figure 4 of Section J-1. Limited information is available concerning the ponds. The Corps site investigation 
involved using a boat to obtain sediment samples from six locations within the ponds and a background 
soil/groundwater sample (SB0403). No prior sampling of the ponds is known to have occurred. 

Pond Near Interstate 45 

This former gravel pit is located west of and adjacent to 1-45 and south-southeast of Proctor and 
Gamble. It is shown in Figure 5 of Section J-1. Limited information is available concerning the pond. The 
Corps site investigation involved using a boat to obtain bottom sediment samples from three locations within 
the pond. No prior sampling of the pond is known to have occurred. 

Dixie Metals Pond 

This small ponded area is located at the base of the south end of Dixie Metals Landfill. It is shown 
in Figure 6 of Section J-1. The Dixie Metals pond has received a large amount of fill material in the past few 
years. In 1995, Entact, Inc. conducted verification sampling around the perimeter of a slurry wall which 
surrounds the Dixie Metals Landfill and approximately one-half of the pond. Three soil samples were taken 
from an excavated area, now filled with water, marking the present pond location. The report entitled 
Remedial Action Plan Final Report and Engineer's Certification, Dixie Metals Facility, Dallas, Texas dated May 
19, 1995, by Entact, Inc. was reviewed for this appendix. The recent Corps site investigation was to involve 
wading into the pond to obtain a sediment sample. However, changes in proposed sump locations resulted 
in this sites elimination as an area of concern. 

Linfield Landfill Pond 

This pond is located west of and adjacent to Linfield Landfill. The Linfield Landfill Pond site plan and 
corresponding sample locations are shown in Figure 7 of Section J-1 and in Figure 2 of Section J-2. For 
several years, extensive dumping of trash has occurred primarily at the northwestern end of the former gravel 
pit. A 1995 Corps site investigation was conducted by Freese and Nichols, Inc. in which sediment and surface 
water were sampled for priority pollutant organics and inorganics. The recent Corps site investigation involved 
using of a boat to obtain additional samples of bottom sediment since dumping of trash has continued to occur 
in the area. 

Area 6 - Valley Steel & W.E. Grace Manufacturing Company 
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These industrial facilities are located on opposite sides. of U.S. Highway 75 near Lamar Street. A site 
plan and corresponding sample locations are shown in Figure 8 of Section J-1 and in Figure 3-3 of Section 
J-3. The addition of fill in low areas to the south and excavation of shallow ditches draining run-off to a 
northerly located sump is proposed by the Corps for both properties. A small sump area is proposed at the 
northern tip of Valley Ste!)!. 

According to Valley Steel files, while engaging in steel pipe thread cleaning operations, acid and 
caustic wastes had been improperly disposed in unlined pits on the facility. A study conducted in 1973 
identified high concentrations of sulfates, manganese, iron, oil and grease in groundwater and soils at Valley 
Steel. Limited information is available on W.E. Grace, a steel component manufacturing facility. Soil and 
groundwater sampling was conducted in 1993 by Environmental Science and Engineering, Inc., for the Corps 
at W.E. Grace and in the vicinity of Valley Steel. The 1997 Corps site investigation was to involve soil and 
groundwater sampling at one location within the sump area at Valley Steel. However, requests for right-of
entry to Valley Steel were denied at both prior and recent site investigations. 

Area 7 • Dallas Demolition Company 

This site is a landfilled area located near Martin Luther King Boulevard along the west bank of the 
Trinity River. A site plan and corresponding sample locations are shown in Figure 3-4 of Section J-3. The 
Dallas Demolition Company has been extensively landfilled with construction debris dating back to at least 
the 1970's. In 1992, a Maxim Engineering site investigation was conducted at Dallas Demolition. The 
investigation involved drilling of numerous test borings with some soil and groundwater sampling. No 
additional investigations from this site are known to exist. 

Area 8 • Vacant Land Near Dal-Chrome 

This thickly vegetated and undeveloped sump area is bordered by Sargent Road, Dal-Chrome 
Company Inc., and several residential buildings. It is shown in Section J-1 on Figure 9. Prior investigations 
at the adjacent Dal-Chrome site included sampling for background. metals concentrations at locations fairly 
close to the property line with Area 8. Elevated levels of lead were found to exist in these shallow surface 
soils. The Corps site investigation was to involve composite sampling of surface soils at two locations within 
the sump area. However, right-of-entry was not obtained at the time of the site investigation. 

Area 9 • Energy Conversion Systems & Darling International 

This site is located off the 1100 block of Sargent Road, to the north of the Central Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. It is shown in Section J-1, Figure 10. Previous occupants of the southern half of Area 9 
(presently owned and operated by Darling International Inc.) were N.L. Industries, a secondary lead smeltering 
facility, and Valcar Enterprises, Beatrice Company, and Lone Star Rendering, all animal fat rendering plants. 
Other adjacent properties include Dixie Metals (now Exide Corporation), a former secondary lead smelter, and 
the Union Pacific Railroad. Occupants of property to the north (presently owned by Energy Conversion 
Systems) included Superior Industries and Mainland Land and Equipment Company. 

During preparation of the draft GRR, a number of documents were researched at TNRCC. These 
included a Baseline Risk Assessment Report and a Corrective Measures Study Repor: conducted on behalf 
of a group of businesses collectively known as the Sargent Road Client Group. These businesses make up 
the southern portion of Area 9. These documents noted the presence of hazardous levels of lead in soils 
resulting from smeltered slag and broken battery casings that had been buried in pits extensively throughout 
the southern portion of Area 9. The areas with hazardous levels of lead were located away from the project 
features. Aerial photographs indicate the northern portion of Area 9 had also been continuously landfilled with 
industrial waste during the same time period. Presumably the waste consisted of lead slag and battery 
casings. In addition, three LPSTs were noted on the Darling International property. 

After release of the draft GAR and prior to preparation of the final GRR, follow-on site visits in the 
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vicinity of Area 9 identified construction of an apparent landfill cap over the lead-contaminated soils was 
underway in the southern portion of Area 9 (Darling International). Examination of TNRCC files was 
conducted to determine the purpose and nature of these activities. The examinations revealed new 
documents that confirm the presence of lead at hazardous levels in this area in close proximity to the Cadillac 
Heights levee alignment. Given a similar site history, it is likely that hazardous levels of lead exist on the 
northern adjacent portion of Area 9 (Energy Conversion Systems), where current owners are preparing to 
conduct investigations. · 

A May 1998 site visit also identified construction by the City of Dallas of an adjacent 120-inch 
interceptor line. The interceptor runs parallel to the Trinity River and between the riv.er and Area 9. 

Area 10 - Vacant Land 

Area 10 is located along the swale alignment north of the Dallas Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(CWWTP) between Sargent Road and the Trinity River. It is shown in Section J-1, Figure 10. Historical data 
indicates Area 1 0 was formerly utilized by the city as dumping grounds. Visual reconnaissance of the site 
noted numerous piles of surface debris which generally consisted of household garbage and other municipal 
wastes, as well as broken battery casings. Additionally, Area 10 lies downgradient from the leaking petroleum 
storage tanks (LPSTs) and unregulated lead smelter waste of Area 9. The Corps site investigation was to 
involve soil and groundwater sampling at three locations along the swale alignment. However, right-of-entry 
was not obtained during the time of the site investigation. No prior investigations were available for this site. 

Area 11 - Municipal Sludge Disposal Lagoon E 

Area 11 is located directly along the swale alignment, between the northeast side of the CWWTP 
levee and the Trinity River. It is shown in Section J-4, Figure 3. The site is an inactive serpentine shaped 
sludge lagoon which was used for disposal of municipal sewage sludge. Since the early 1970s Lagoon E has 
not been in use. A prior site investigation was conducted by Albert H. Halff Associates, Inc. in 1992. 
Development of a closure plan followed with the report entitled, Closure Plan Municipal Sludge Disposal 
Lagoon E, Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, Dallas, Texas, dated, June 1993, by Albert H. Halff 
Associates, Inc. This report was reviewed for this appendix. Sampling at Lagoon E included sludge samples 
taken from hand augering in the lagoon, soil borings with subsequent monitoring well construction, and 
background sampling. 

Area 12 • Union Pacific Railroad Landfill 

Area 12 is located northeast of Linfield Landfill, entirely on UPRR property (formerly Southern Pacific 
Railroad). It is shown in Figure 13 of Section J-1. Visual reconnaissance of the site noted surface 
expressions of landfilled trenches and scattered material, which generally consisted of construction debris. 
Corps site investigation work was to involve soil and groundwater sampling at two locations along the swale 
alignment and a geophysical survey to determine the lateral and vertical extent of the landfill. Several 
attempts at obtaining right-of-entry into this area had been denied by the Southern Pacific Railroad. No prior 
investigations of this site were available. 

Area 13 - Linfield Landfill 

This landfill is bordered by UPRR property to the north, a gravel quarry/pond to the southwest, Sleepy 
Hollow Golf Club to the south and the Trinity River to the east. Figure 1 of Section J-2 shows the location of 
landfilled waste types and permanent monitoring wells at Linfield. Formerly operated by the City of Dallas, 
Linfield Landfill was closed in 1975. Following its closure, it was placed on the EPA Comprehensive 
Environmental Responsibility Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) list. During the 
period of EPA oversight, several groundwater monitoring events occurred. Although various contaminants 
were detected, the concentrations were considered low and showed a general declining trend. Subsequently, 
the site was removed from CERCLA regulatory status and "no further action" was declared due its low 
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potential for a impacting human health or the environment. The "no further action" status at Linfield Landfill 
is indicative of it being removed from CERCLA regulatory status. As is the case with all suspected CERCLA 
sites, Linfield Landfill remains on the CERCLIS listing, signifying that it was, in the past, a potential CERCLA 
site. The current regulatory status of Linfield landfill has been discussed extensively with EPA and TNRCC. 
These contacts are covered in the paragraphs titled COORDINATION later in this report. Unless future 
investigations indicate the're is a currently undetected release from Linfield Landfill, this status is expected to 
stand. Measures to prevent a release during and after construction of the swale are discussed in the 
SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS. 

Presently, the landfill is occupied by a tree salvaging business. Landfilled materials from west to east 
(down gradient) include: brush, demolition debris, municipal and incinerated commercial wastes, and industrial 
liquid waste trenches. Since 1995, extensive dumping of off-site excavated rock from Dallas Area Rapid 
Transit (DART) construction has occurred on the western end, along the proposed swale alignment. Historical 
research conducted during the Initial Assessment indicated that the site had been under investigation since 
1972. At that time, a USGS investigation determined that contamination was present in the groundwater due 
to the liquid waste pits. Groundwater contaminants included: grease, oils, solvents, acids, dyes, inks, and 
thinners. In 1982 the city of Dallas installed five monitoring wells around the landfill perimeter, and for several 
years has sampled them annually. A 1995 Corps site investigation was conducted by Freese and Nichols, 
Inc., in which two temporary monitoring wells were installed in the proposed swale alignment and then 
sampled. Sample locations from the 1995 site investigation are shown in Figure 2 of Section J-2. An 
additional Corps investigation was performed in 1998 by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc., to fully characterize the nature 
and extent of landfilled materials and groundwater contamination within the limits of the proposed swale 
alignment. A total of 28 borings were installed and 15 groundwater samples were collected. Sample locations 
from the 1998 site investigation are shown in Figure 1 of Section J-6. 

Area 14 • Open Dump Near Linfield 

This area is located due west of Linfield Landfill and south of the pond. It is shown in Section J-2, 
Figure 2. Visual reconnaissance of the site noted numerous piles of surface debris which generally consisted 
of household garbage and other municipal wastes. Like Linfield Landfill, Area 14 has recently received an 
extensive amount of dumped rock spoil from DART tunnel construction. This area was included in the 1995 
site investigation with one temporary monitoring well installed and sampled - in what was then the proposed 
Joppa alignment of the swale. 

SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

General 

Analytical results are displayed in Sections J-1 through J-4 and in Section J-6, and the more 
significant ones are briefly summarized below. A detailed fact sheet for each site is contained in Section J-5. 
The fact sheet lists the results of all available testing and presents the maximum concentration of each 
contaminant detected at the site. Based on this summary, a waste classification was assigned to each result 
using appropriate federal and state waste classification regulations. A more detailed explanation of this 
process is contained in the Introduction to Section J-5. 

Area 1 - Praxair 

Corps site investigation results (Geo-Marine, Inc.) are shown in Section J-1, Table 9, Page J-46, and 
Section J-5, Pages 2-4. Several low parts per billion (ppb) semi-volatile organic analytes (SVOCs) were 
tentatively identified in sediment from the old acetylene pit. None of the concentrations were elevated enough 
to be considered significant. Of the eight RCRA metals tested in soil, barium and lead were present at levels 
that slightly exceeded two times the background with concentrations of 110 and 38 parts per million (ppm). 
Statistically, more sampling would be needed to make accurate comparisons of field sample concentrations 
with background levels. Other detected inorganics (arsenic, total chromium, and mercury) had concentrations 
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close to background and were not high enough to be considered significant. 

To eliminate the potential of encountering any unforseen HTRW upon excavation of the sump area, 
future sampling is recommended in the next project phase. Contaminants encountered from prior site 
investigations can then be more accurately characterized in nature and extent by field screening (i.e. 
immunoassay field testing) in conjunction with cone penetrometer sampling rigs. Investigation costs are 
shown in Table 1. · 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 10% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 2 - Tri-Gas/ Occidental Chemicals 

Due to lack of right-of-entry, no sampling was performed at Tri-Gas or at Occidental Chemicals. 

The nature and extent of wastes deposited in the landfill at Area 2 have resulted in avoidance of the 
southeastern sump in the project design. Thus, no associated HTRW costs are anticipated in this portion of 
Area 2. 

To eliminate the potential of encountering any unforseen HTRW upon excavation of the north and 
west sump areas, future sampling is recommended in the next project phase. Contaminants encountered 
from prior site investigations can then be more accurately characterized in nature and extent by field screening 
(i.e. immunoassay field testing) in conjunction with cone penetrometer sampling rigs. Investigation costs are 
shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in spoil piles on-site or hauled 
off-site. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 30% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 3 • Dallas Public Schools (Formerly Proctor & Gamble) 

Corps site investigation results are shown in Section J-1, Table 10, Pages J-49 to J-54,, and Section 
J-5, Pages 7-9. The only significant contaminant in soil was the volatile organic analyte (VOC) acetone 
present in numerous samples at concentrations ranging from 380 ppb to below detection limit (<11 ppb). 
Generally, results of RCRA metals analysis indicated concentrations in soil to be within or slightly above 
background levels for all metals. The greatest deviation from background occurred at two locations with 
elevated levels of barium at 150 ppm and lead at 96 ppm. These total concentrations are not high enough 
to be considered significant. Elevated inorganic concentrations in groundwater were noted for all RCRA 
metals with the exception of silver and mercury. One field sample located in the sump (sample no. SB0302) 
contained three metals that exceeded the Safe Water Drinking Act (SWDA) Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs): arsenic (56 ppb), chromium (11 O ppb), and lead (300 ppb). The sample SB0305, located across the 
railroad tracks from SB0302, also contained one metal (lead at 40 ppb) that exceeded SWDA MCLs. 
However, these standards are set for drinking water supplies, and there is no known or anticipated future 
usage of drinking water from the shallow aquifer at this site. 

The vast extent and wide variety of contaminants within the deed recorded area across the tracks 
have resulted in avoidance of the northeastern sump in the project design. Thus, no associated HTRW costs 
have been established for this portion of the site. 

A proposed sump beneath a large warehouse and two sets of railroad tracks is located in Area 3 and 

Dallas Floodway Extension, General Reevaluation Report - J-8 



will be excavated during construction. Since the presence of elevated contaminants in soil and groundwater 
appear to pose a possible environmental threat, concerns could be warranted if contaminated soil and 
seepage are allowed to remain in the sump. Presently, insufficient data is available to fully determine the 
extent of contaminants within this sump area. Additional site investigation sampling is therefore 
recommended in the next.project phase. Contaminants encountered from prior site investigations can then 
be more accurately characterized in nature and extent by field screening (i.e. immunoassay field testing) in 
conjunction with cone penetrometer sampling rigs. Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 10% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 4 - Trinity Recycling (Formerly Okon Metals} 

Corps site investigation results are shown in Section J-1, Table 11, Pages J-57 to J-59_ and Section 
J-5, Pages 10-12. As in the case with Area 3, the main organic contaminant in soils throughout the site was 
acetone. Measurable concentrations were present in all samples, including background, at levels ranging 
from 80 ppb to 13 ppb. A sediment sample was also taken at one location with ponded water. Results 
indicated several SVOCs at low ppm levels. None of the soil samples elsewhere exhibited this extensive 
range of SVOC contaminants. However, these contaminants were not present at concentrations high enough 
to be considered hazardous. Results of inorganics analysis indicated concentrations in soil to be within or 
slightly above background levels for all metals with the exception of lead. In soil and sediment sampled from 
four locations, high concentrations of lead were noted with a maximum level of 2000 ppm. These total 
concentrations are potentially high enough for the material to exceed TCLP criteria for classification of 
hazardous waste. 

The only organic contaminant in groundwater was the VOC chlorobenzene, present in one sample 
at a concentration of 150 ppb. Elevated inorganic concentrations in groundwater were noted for arsenic (10 
ppb}, barium (270 ppb}, chromium (43 ppb), and lead (2300 ppb). The background groundwater sample only 
showed the occurrence of barium at 200 ppb. The high ppb detection of lead in groundwater is significant in 
that it was collected from the same boring location as that of the maximum soil lead concentration. The depth 
to groundwater at this location was only 3.5 feet below ground surface. Thus, it appears that high 
concentrations of lead have become mobile in the shallow aquifer at this site. 

The probability of lead contamination at Area 4 have resulted in its avoidance in the project design. 

Area 5 - Gravel Pits 

Ponds Near Trinity Recycling 

Results from the recent Corps site investigation are shown in Section J-1, Table 11, Pages J-60 to 
.J-62, and Section J-5, Pages 13-16. Organics analysis of sediment indicated acetone in all samples with 
concentrations ranging from 590 ppb to 53 ppb. Although acetone is a common laboratory contaminant, 
analysis of tr'1'J and equipment blanks indicated much lower concentrations of this constituent, when present 
at all. Based on knowledge of industrial activities along Lamar Street, the presence of acetone in pond 
sediment in low to mid ppb concentrations is probably indicative of its upstream usage as a solvent at these 
facilities. The chemical has been used for several years and has migrated off-site, probably by way of surface 
run-off through drainage ditches and/or dumping in the ponds. Other organic contaminants were toluene at 
97 ppb and 2-butanone at 47 ppb. Toluene and 2-butanone are also common laboratory contaminants but 
were not detected in trip and equipment blanks. For those reasons these values should all be considered 
valid. Slightly elevated inorganics included: arsenic, barium, chromium, and mercury. More significant are 
lead levels of 33, 36, 50, and 52 ppm measured from sediment samples. 
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Presently, insufficient data is available to fully determine the extent of contaminants in the pond. 
Additional site investigation sampling is therefore recommended. Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Construction of project features in this area will most likely involve removal of bottom sediment along 
the levee alignment and placement of fill in portions of these gravel pits. Based on this plan of action and prior 
disposal practices in the area, final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 50% of this 
'waste to the McCommas Bluff, Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. The sediment would be mildly contaminated and 
disposed as Class I Non-hazardous waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean 
and can be used as fill, placed in spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Pond Near Interstate 45 

Results from the recent Corps site investigation are shown in Section J-1, Table 12, Pages 66-67, 
and Section J-5, Pages 13-16. Organics analysis of sediment indicated acetone in all samples with 
concentrations ranging from 130 ppb to 65 ppb. Although acetone is a common laboratory contaminant, 
analysis of trip and equipment blanks indicated much lower concentrations of this .constituent, when present 
at all. Since acetone is a widely used solvent and not known to occur naturally, its occurrence in low to mid 
ppb concentrations is probably due to runoff from upstream industrial facilities along Lamar Street. Slightly 
elevated inorganics included: arsenic, barium, chromium, and mercury. Total lead concentrations were 40 
ppm, 58 ppm, and 72 ppm. 

Presently, insufficient data is available to fully determine the extent of contaminants in the pond. 
Additional site investigation sampling is therefore recommended. Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Construction of project features in this area will most likely involve removal of bottom sediment along 
the levee alignment and placement of fill in portions of these gravel pits. Based on this plan of action and prior 
disposal practices in the area, final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 50% of this 
waste to the McCommas Bluff, Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. The sediment would be mildly contaminated and 
disposed as Class I Non-hazardous waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean 
and can be used as fill, placed in spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Dixie Metals Pond 

Due to lack of right-of-entry, the Corps did not sample this site. Presently, insufficient data is available 
to fully determine the extent of contaminants in the pond. 

Although this site does not contain any project features, its proximity to Cadillac Heights Levee 
warrants future investigation. Presently, insufficient data is available to fully determine the extent of any 
contamination in the pond. Additional site investigation sampling is therefore recommended. Investigation 
costs are shown in Table 1. 

Linfield Landfill Pond 

Results of the 1995 Corps site investigation are shown in Section J-1, Table 13, in Section J-2, Tables 
· 1 and 2 (labeled Sample IA-3), and in Section J-5, Pages 13-16. In sediment sampled from one loca•ion, the 

total concentration of lead was 370 ppm. Other RCRA metals arsenic, barium and chromium were detected 
at low to mid ppm concentrations but are not considered significant. Organic detects consisted of acetone 
at 290 ppb and carbon disulfide at 32 ppb. The presence of acetone in low to mid ppb concentrations is 
probably indicative of its upstream usage as a solvent at industrial facilities and/or dumping in the area. 

Construction of the concrete lined swale at the adjacent Linfield Landfill will most likely involve the 
placement of fill along the gravel pits eastern shoreline, partially filling it in. Although sediment and surface 
water from the pit did not appear to pose an environmental threat in 1995, the recent high ppm levels of 
metals in sediment are of potential concern. Presently, insufficient data is available to fully determine the 
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extent of contaminants in the pond. Additional site investigation sampling is therefore recommended. If 
elevated barium and lead are confirmed in sediment and surface water, contaminants could ultimately seep 
into the swale and impart the need for adequate protection from seepage (i.e. slurry wall, concrete lining, etc.). 
Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Area 6 • Valley Steel & W.E. Grace Manufacturing Company 

Valley Steel 

Analytical results of the 1993 Corps site investigation (Environmental Science and Engineering, Inc.) 
are shown in Section J-3, Tables 4-2 to 4-4, and Section J-5, Pages 17-18. Of the eight RCRA metals tested 
in soil, barium, chromium, lead and selenium were present at levels that exceeded two times the background 
sample. Statistically, more sampling would be needed to make accurate comparisons of field sample 
concentrations with background levels. Cyanide was also detected in soil sample 6-1 ALT (32.8 ppm) but was 
not present in the laboratory duplicate taken from the same depth, and is not considered significant for that 
reason. In addition, cyanide was not detected in groundwater at that same location. 

RCRA metals test results for groundwater from Valley Steel also resulted in insignificant 
concentrations with slight detections of some RCRA metals, but at concentrations below background levels. 
One SVOC, di-n-butyl phthalate, was detected at about the same concentration as background. However, 
this compound is often associated with laboratory induced contamination. No other significant 
organic/inorganic concentrations were detected in this area. 

It should be noted that during the time of this investigation, right-of-entry to Valley Steel could not be 
obtained. Thus, samples were collected off-site but adjacent to Valley Steel. and probably should not be 
considered representative of on-site conditions. Additional attempts at obtaining right-of-entry during the 
recent site investigation were denied by the property owners. 

Past records and visual observation of Valley Steel indicate that the area with potential for 
contamination most likely is situated towards the west end of the property line. In this area, the Corps has 
proposed to add fill material and construct a shallow ditch to improve drainage into northerly located sump 
areas. The shallow drainage ditch connecting the filled area to the sump has the possibility of creating an 
exposure pathway if elevated contaminants are present in soil. Thus it is recommended for future sampling. 
Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 5% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

W.E. Grace Manufacturing Company 

Analytical results of the 1993 Corps site investigation are shown in Section J-3, Tables 4-2 to 4-4, and 
Section J-5, Pages 17-18. Of the eight RCRA metals tested in soil, lead was present at 89.3 ppm, a level 
higher than two times background. Statistically, more sampling would be needed to make accurate 
comparisons of field sample concentrations with background levels. RCRA metals tested in groundwater from 
W.E. Grace resulted in a significant exceedance of twice background for arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium, and lead. No other significant organic/inorganic concentrations in soil and groundwater were 
detected in this area. The significantly elevated metals in groundwater at this site exceed drinking water 
standards for some metals, as shown in Section J-3. However, these standards are set for drinking water 
supplies, and there is no known or anticipated future usage of drinking water from the shallow aquifer at this 
site. Additionally, they do not exceed hazardous waste levels set forth by RCRA. Unless groundwater is 
anticipated to come into contact with surface drainage pathways as a result of the shallow excavated ditch, 
the level of concern for this site is anticipated to be low. 
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As in the case with Valley Steel, the Corps has proposed to construct a shallow ditch in conjunction 
with adding fill material to prevent ponding of water and improve drainage to the northerly situated sump 
areas. The shallow drainage ditch connecting the filled area to the sump has the possibility of creating an 
exposure pathway if elevated contaminants are present, and is therefore recommended for future sampling. 
Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 5% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 7 - Dallas Demolition Company 

Analytical results from the Maxim Engineering site investigation are shown in Section J-3, Tables 4-1 o 
and 4-11, and Section J-5, Pages 21-24. Elevated VOC concentrations in soil included: chloroform at 6.2 
ppm, and methylene chloride at 1.2 to 1.4 ppm. At one location, the pesticides chlordane and dieldrin were 
detected at concentrations of 1.1 and 3.0 ppm. No other organics were present in soil. The only significant 
inorganic concentration was that of mercury (8 ppm). Other inorganic concentrations in soil were comparable 
to those found at background locations. 

Elevated concentrations of organics in groundwater consisted of: the VOC 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane at 
56 ppb, SVOCs 1,2-dichlorobenzene at 9 ppb, and bis 2-ethylhexyl phthalate (a common lab contaminant) 
at 5 ppb, and the pesticide a-BHC at 15 ppb. These concentrations were all considered insignificant since 
they were only slightly above detection limits. No significant inorganic concentrations were detected at this 
site. 

VOCs constitute the major concern identified by of this study. According to Federal Regulation 40 
CFR 268.43, soils with chloroform concentrations > 5.6 ppm need to be treated before disposal. Another 
significant detect was methylene chloride. While this VOC is commonly attributed to laboratories, its presence 
in elevated concentrations exceeds that which is normally expected to be laboratory induced. The low ppm 
levels of pesticides reported in the investigation could warrant greater concern if they are prevalent at the site. 
However, it should be noted that of the 155 total soil samples obtained in this investigation, only 4 were 
analyzed for priority pollutants. Likewise, only 1 of 7 groundwater samples were analyzed for priority 
pollutants. Also, no QNQC was available for review. 

Thus, the limited testing and numerous contaminants identified by the Maxim Engineering site 
investigation, coupled with the location being directly along the swale alignment, warrant further site 
investigation at Dallas Demolition. Contaminants encountered from the prior site investigation can then be 
more accurately characterized in nature and extent by field screening (i.e. immunoassay field testing) in 
conjunction with cone penetrometer sampling rigs. Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 10% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 8 - Vacant Land Near Dal-Chrome 

Due to lack of right-of-entry, no sampling was conducted in the vacant land along Sargent Road. 
However, recent removal of the proposed sump areas along the Cadillac Heights Levee have resulted in 
elimination of this site from the project design. 
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Area 9 - Energy Conversion Systems & Darling International 

No Corps of Engineers investigations have been performed in this area. The available data has been 
obtained from several reports contained in TNRCC files and address only the southern portion of Area 9 
(Darling International). Extracts from these reports are contained in Section J-5, pages 22 and 24. These 
reports indicate very high levels of lead (61,500 ppm), some of which are hazardous. Investigations are 
planned by the property owners for the northern portion of Area 9 (Energy Conversion Systems). This data 
will be obtained as it becomes available. However, extensive landfilling of this area is evident from aerial 
photography and appears to have occurred during the same time period as the landfilling to the south. The 
results are likely to be similar. Based on the data for the 120-inch interceptor line, soils outside of Area 9 have 
elevated lead levels, but they are not at hazardous concentrations. It appears that the very high lead 
contamination is present within Area 9 and has not migrated beyond its limits. Any off-site migration would 
be due to surface runoff and re-deposition of the sediment in adjacent Area 10. It is unlikely that the sediment 
would be hazardous with respect to lead. 

Presently, insufficient data is available to fully document the extent of contamination along the levee 
alignment. Construction in these areas risk encountering buried lead slag and battery casings along the levee 
alignment. In any event, the available data substantiate that care must be taken during advanced engineering 
and design. Final design of the Cadillac Heights levee must be based upon the data currently available and 
data being developed by others, as well as additional sampling and testing to determine the optimum 
alignment. While the preference would be to avoid areas of high concentrations altogether, alternatives might 
include keeping the current alignment, relocating along Sargent Road, or relocating toward the river. Final 
design will seek to avoid any sites with hazardous wastes. It this cannot be accomplished, then the local 
sponsor has been advised and is aware of the fact that costs for removal and/or remediation of hazardous 
wastes are a 100% local cost. If areas with hazardous wastes can be avoided, the levee alignment will 
consider minimizing disturbance of known contaminants, costs for special wastes handling and disposal, and 
impacts on natural resources. Additional site investigation and sampling is therefore recommended. 
Investigation costs are shown on Table 1. 

Based on the above discussion, final disposition of excavated soils at Area 9 is anticipated to be 
relocation of approximately 50% of the soils to the McCommas Bluff, Avalon, or Itasca landfills. Disposal 
costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are assumed to be clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil areas or hauled off-site. 

Area 10 - Vacant Land 

Due to lack of right-of-entry, no sampling was conducted at this site. 

Since Area 1 o is situated directly along the swale alignment, a Phase I site investigation is 
recommended. Contaminants encountered during this initial phase can then be more accurately 
characterized in nature and extent by field screening (i.e. immunoassay field testing) in conjunction with cone 
penetrometer sampling rigs. Investigation costs are shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 10% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 11 - Central Wastewater Treatment Plant Municipal Sludge Disposal Lagoon E 

Analytical results of the 1993 Lagoon E closure plan (Albert Half/ Associates, Inc.) are shown in 
Section J-4, Tables I, II, IV, and V, and Section J-5, Pages 27-29. The closure plan indicated that Lagoon E 
contains sludge with detectable concentrations of each of the metals analyzed except arsenic, molybdenum, 
and selenium. Maximum total metals concentrations in sludge were as follows: 363 ppm barium, 49.8 ppm 
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cadmium, 280 ppm chromium, 154 ppm copper, 635 ppm lead, 7.5 ppm mercury, 469 ppm nickel, 25.8 ppm 
silver, and 668 ppm zinc. When subjected to TCLP analyses, none of these metals exceeded hazardous 
concentrations. Sludge samples analyzed for organics resulted in slight detects of the SVOCs: bis(2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate and di-n-butyl phthalate. Both are suspected laboratory contaminants. Slightly elevated 
VOCs included: 1.3 ppm acetone, 3.3 ppm methylene chloride, 0.021 ppm toluene, 0.128 chlorobenzene, 
0.032 ppm ethyl benzene, and 0.067 ppm xylene. None of these were classified as hazardous by RCRA 
standards. 

Analysis of native soil surrounding Lagoon E indicated no detectable VOCs or SVOCs. lnorganics 
were found in all soil samples and included the metals: barium, chromium, copper, nickel and zinc. Only two 
samples did not contain any detectable concentrations of lead. Comparison of these total metals 
concentrations with regional background levels, as published by the USGS Professional Paper 1270, resulted 
in all metals falling within their documented ranges. Groundwater analysis indicated no detectable 
concentrations of VOCs or SVOCs. The only detectable inorganic encountered was barium in two locations 
at 1.1 and 1.9 ppm. 

Lagoon E is situated directly along the swale alignment and will be excavated during construction. 
Thus, final disposition is anticipated to be dewatering and treatment of groundwater, if needed, and relocation 
of approximately one-third of soil to the McCommas Bluff, Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. The closure plan 
indicated that Lagoon E sludge would most likely be classified as Class I non-hazardous waste. Disposal 
costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in spoil piles on-site 
or hauled off-site. 

Area 12 • Union Pacific Railroad Landfill 

Due to lack of right-of-entry, no sampling or geophysical survey was conducted at this site. 

Since Area 12 is situated directly along the swale alignment, and the portion situated directly within 
the swale alignment will be excavated during construction, a Phase I site investigation is recommended. 
Contaminants encountered during this initial phase can then be more accurately characterized in nature and 
extent by field screening (i.e. immunoassay field testing) in conjunction with cone penetrometer sampling rigs. 
If contaminants are determined to be present in such amounts as to pose a potential environmental threat, 
additional leachate protection features such as a slurry wall should be considered. Investigation costs are 
shown in Table 1. 

Final disposition is anticipated to be relocation of approximately 5% of soil to the McCommas Bluff, 
Avalon, or Itasca Landfills. This soil would be mildly contaminated and disposed as Class I Non-hazardous 
waste. Disposal costs are shown in Table 1. All remaining soils are clean and can be used as fill, placed in 
spoil piles on-site or hauled off-site. 

Area 13 • Linfield Landfill 

Historically high analytical results from the five City of Dallas perimeter wells are shown in Table 3 of 
Section J-2, and Section J-5, Pages 31-34. Generally, the data has shown a declining trend in concentrations 
in the pa.it 15 years with inorganics now at or below detection levels. All constituents have been at non
hazardous concentrations. 

Analytical results of the 1995 Corps site investigation (Freese and Nichols, Inc.) are shown in Section 
J-2, Tables 1 and 2, and Section J-5, Pages 31-34. Elevated inorganic concentrations were detected in the 
groundwater samples with lead levels of 5.8 and 6.5 ppm, respectively. This data is potentially significant in 
that these levels appear to exceed the TCLP concentration criteria for classification of hazardous waste (lead 
, 5.0 mg/L). With the exception of two SVOCs which are primarily associated with.laboratory contamination, 
the only other organics were slight elevated levels of phenanthrene and chlorobenzene, both at non-hazardous 
concentrations. However, these groundwater samples were not analyzed using the TCLP test method 1311 
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required to by 40 CRF 261.24 to meet the definition of hazardous waste due to toxicity; therefore, the 
groundwater results from this investigation cannot be used for making a hazardous waste determination. 
Analytical results of soil indicated no detectable concentrations of organics and only slightly elevated inorganic 
concentrations of arsenic, barium, cadmium and chromium, none at potentially hazardous concentrations. 

The 1998 site investigation (Tetra Tech NUS, Inc.) was designed to fully characterize the nature and 
extent of landfilled materials and groundwater contamination within the limits of the proposed swale alignment. 
A total of 28 borings were installed on a 200-foot grid (i.e., approximately one boring per acre) following 
TNRCC recommendations contained in Section J-5 for visually classifying the landfilled materials. Boring 
locations are shown on Figure 1 of Section J-6. Subsurface profiles for the site are shown on Figures 2 
through 4 of Section J-6. All landfilled materials visually classified as municipal solid waste. Two soil samples 
were collected from within the landfilled materials based on elevated volatile organic screening levels. These 
samples were analyzed for the TCLP parameters listed in 40 CFR 261.24. Results are summarized on Table 
1 of Section J-6. Chlorobenzene and methyl ethyl ketone were the only organic constituents detected, and 
they were at non-hazardous concentrations. Lead was the only metal detected at a potentially hazardous 
concentration of 119 mg/Kg in one soil sample; TCLP analysis of this sample, however, showed the 
concentration to be non-hazardous at 0.040 mg/L. Groundwater samples were collected from within the 
landfilled materials in 14 of the borings and were analyzed for the full suite of TCLP parameters listed in 40 
CFR 261.24 using the TCLP test method 1311. They were also analyzed for corrosivity in accordance with 
40 CRF 261.22. Results are summarized on Table 2 of Section J-6. One groundwater sample contained 
trichloroethylene at 0.0021 mg/L. Seven groundwater samples contained benzene at a maximum 
concentration of 0.052 mg/L. Thirteen groundwater samples contained chlorobenzene at a maximum 
concentration of 0.079 mg/L. No other organic constituents were detected. All detected organic constituents 
were at non-hazardous concentrations. Metals detected were arsenic, barium, lead, selenium, and silver. 
All metals were at non-hazardous concentrations. One groundwater sample was collected from beneath the 
landfill and was analyzed for the full suite of TCL.P parameters using the TCLP test method 1311. Barium was 
the only constituent detected, and it was at a non-hazardous concentration. The pH of all 15 groundwater 
samples was within the non-hazardous range. 

Combined 1995 and 1998 site investigation results coupled with existing information on waste types 
within the landfill allow for the following assumptions regarding waste classification and disposal: 1) landfilled 
wastes and associated soil classify as non-hazardous municipal solid waste and can be disposed of as non
hazardous municipal solid waste; and 2) the groundwater within and beyond the landfill limits is only 
moderately contaminated and can be disposed of as non-hazardous municipal solid waste. Disposal costs 
are shown in Table 1. 

During construction a number of measures are proposed to prevent a release and to limit the amount 
of contaminated soil, groundwater, and solid waste that must be handled. Excavation will be limited to that 
required to construct the swale plus the protection measures required to protect the wastes left in place after 
construction is complete. A slurry wall is proposed to isolate the portion of the landfill that will not be disturbed, 
which also contains the liquid waste pits, from the construction area. This should limit the amount of 
groundwater occurring as leachate that will have to be handled and minimize the risk of a release and 
exposure during construction. The contractor will be required to implement runoff controls, construct sumps 
to collect rain falling inside the excavation, provide protection to prevent floodwater from entering the 
excavation, provide daily cover over exposed solid wastes at the end of the day, etc. These requirements, 
and many more, are outlined in the May 30, 1995, letter from TNRCC contained in Section J-5. The goal of 
all of these measures is to prevent a release during construction. When construction of the swale is 
completed a cap will be placed over any remaining solid wastes and slope protection, such as concrete lining 
the channel or placing gabbions, will be put in place to protect environmental receptors throughout the life of 
the project. 

Area 14 • Open Dump Near Linfield 

Analytical results of the 1995 Corps site investigation are shown in Section J-2, Tables 1 and 2, and 
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Section J-5, Pages 35-36. Elevated inorganic concentrations in groundwater were noted for all RCRA metals. 
The field sample, IA-4, contained five metals that exceeded the SWDA MCLs: arsenic (380 ppb), cadmium 
(118 ppb), chromium (210 ppb), lead (700 ppb), mercury (60 ppb), selenium (290 ppb), and silver (370 ppb). 
No organic concentrations were detected in groundwater at this site. · 

Analytical data of soil indicated slightly elevated concentrations for all RCRA metals except selenium. 
Elevated SVOC concentrations of pyrene (6.4 ppm), phenanthrene (4.8 ppm), fluoranthene (7.2 ppm), and 
chrysene (4.6 ppm) were noted but were only slightly above detection limits (4 ppm) and not high enough to 
be considered significant. 

Although Area 14 is located near the proposed concrete lined portion of the swale, it will not be 
affected by project construction. Thus, no investigation or disposal costs have been assigned to Area 14. 

OTHER INVESTIGATION AREAS· SWALE, SUMPS, AND LEVEES 

To eliminate the potential of encountering any unforseen HTRW upon excavation of the lower/upper 
overbank swale, additional sump areas, and levee inspection trenches in areas other than those addressed 
above, field screening is recommended. Test kits are available for a wide variety of parameters, are 
inexpensive, and can be used virtually anywhere. Special emphasis should be placed on screening gravel 
pits, drainage ditches, and other topographic features where contaminants could accumulate over time. 
Another alternative that can be utilized in areas with suitable access is cone penetrometer sampling with the 
Site Characterization and Analysis Penetrorneter System (SCAPS). This fairly recent innovation in in-situ 
investigative technology allows the sampling crew to perform quick analysis of organics, soil stratigraphy, and 
resistivity. Since this truck mounted unit is fully capable of soil and groundwater sampling, it can be used in 
conjunction with immunoassay testing to perform analysis on other parameters. Investigation costs are shown 
in Table 1. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

General 

The cost estimate presented in Table 1 is the synthesis of several cost estimates prepared either in
house by the Fort Worth District or by one of several A-E firms that have conducted investigations at the 
proposed Dallas Floodway Extension. The A-E cost estimates are contained in the original reports and are 
typically "order of magnitude" estimates rather than final, detailed estimates. As the project has matured and 
potential HTRW sites have been identified, the features and alignment have been changed to avoid problem 
areas. Thus, some of the costs identified in the A-E cost estimates have been eliminated. Consequently the 
cost estimates have been modified, based primarily on judgement and experience, to reflect the current 
project. 

Area specific assumptions for the cost estimate summary are noted in the SUMMARY OF 
ANALYTICAL RES UL TS section. Some more specific cost issues relating to the summary are discussed 
below. 

The total amount of excavation in each of the areas suspected of having contamination was 
determined and is presented in the table. Using this, an estimate was made of how much of the total 
excavation would be contaminated and require disposal as Class 1 non-hazardous industrial waste, Class 2 
non-hazardous industrial waste, or non-hazardous municipal solid waste. The percentage and resulting cubic 
yards of contaminated wastes are presented in Table 1. A unit price of $40/CY for Class 1 and Class 2 
wastes and $25/CY for municipal solid waste was used to determine transportation and disposal costs for 
each site. A unit price of $0.20/gal was used for disposal of the groundwater associated with Linfield Landfill. 
All of these unit prices are based on discussions with transportation companies, landfill operators and 
treatment companies. • 
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The investigation costs are based on the recommendations contained in the June 1997 Geo-Marine 
report, but have been modified by district personnel. Investigation costs shown as COMPLETED TO DATE 
reflect costs incurred for ongoing investigations from April through September 1998. 

The possibility of encountering groundwater exists in many of the project areas. It is anticipated that 
groundwater will not be impacted to the point that treatment will be needed. The water will be removed and 
disposed of, as needed. 

COORDINATION 

Coordination with the SWD HTRW Design Center at Tulsa District, the Environmental Protection 
Agency Region VI (EPA) and the TNRCC has been on-going throughout the development of the DFE. Most 
of the contacts with regulators have been informal and were made as part of the regulatory records research. 
Following the decision to route the swale through Linfield landfill several phone calls were made between the 
Fort Worth District and the TNRCC to determine what TNRCC's requirements would be to accomplish this. 
A letter was received on 30 May 1995 outlining their requirements for construction through Linfield landfill. 
A copy is included in Section J-5. 

A peer review of the entire DFE GAR was conducted by the Tulsa District in August 1997. Appendix 
J HTRW was reviewed by the Planning Division and the HTRW Design Center. Their comments were 
incorporated into the draft GAR submitted to HQUSACE in the fall of 1997. 

Since September 1997, EPA and TNRCC have been consulted concerning the funding, cleanup 
options and liability releases available through the EPA Brownfields Program and the TNRCC Voluntary 
Cleanup Program. In January 1998 additional phone conversations have been held with EPA and TNRCC 
to confirm the regulatory status of the Linfield Landfill in light of HQUSACE comments on the draft GAR. Both 
agencies were clear that regulation of any activities in Linfield Landfill are the responsibility of the TNRCC. 
A memorandum to files documenting both of these conversations was prepared and is included in Section 
J-5. 

On 5 & 6 February 1998, an engineer from Tulsa District, with extensive experience in landfill closure 
and design, reviewed the DFE GAR Appendix J to assess the HTRW investigations conducted to date and 
the proposed construction techniques and waste handling procedures for construction of the swale through 
the Linfield landfill. The results of this review are included in Section J-5. 

On 11 February 1998, a meeting was held with the TNRCC Municipal Solid Waste Division to discuss 
removal of Linfield landfill and TNRCC recommendations on how to accomplish this in light of currently 
available data. This meeting was attended by representatives from the Fort Worth District, the Southwestern 
Division and the City of Dallas. Several TNRCC representatives were present including the person who 
signed the 30 May 1995 letter and a waste classifications specialist who had recently come from the RCRA 
enforcement portion of TNRCC. The following resulted from this meeting: 

1. TNRCC is the responsible regulatory agency to work with. 
2. The 30 May 1995 guidance was still accurate. 
3. Handling the wastes as municipal solid waste is reasonable pending further 
characterization of the landfill materials. 
4. Removal and separate treatment of the leachate is reasonable. 
5. TNRCC provided additional suggestions on how to investigate the landfill, dispose of the 
wastes and properly close the landfill wastes that will remain after completion of construction. 

The results of this meeting are documented in a trip report which is enclosed in Section J-5. This trip report 
was fonwarded to TNRCC for their information. A response from TNRCC was requested to ensure that the 
minutes were accurate and that the Fort Worth District understood the guidance they had provided. A copy 
of this letter, dated 6 March 1998, is enclosed in Section J-5. A letter, dated 9 March 1998, was received 
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from the City of Dallas, in which they reiterated their understanding that "Any material encountered with the 
Dallas Floodway Extension that are classified as hazardous substance as defined under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) would be solely the City's responsibility." 
See Section J-5 for a copy of this letter. 

Further coordination between the Fort Worth District and the Municipal Solid Waste Division of the 
TNRCC took place during development of the 1998 site investigation plan for Linfield Landfill. This 
coordination is documented in a memorandum dated 22 June 1998, which is enclosed in Section J-5 and was 
also forwarded to the TNRCC on 6 July 1998 for their information. A revision to this original investigative 
approach was similarly coordinated with the TNRCC and is documented in a letter sent on 12 August 1998. 
A copy of this letter is also enclosed in Section J-5. The TNRCC verbally agreed with the results and 
conclusions of the September 1998 Linfield Landfill site investigation on 15 December 1998 upon review of 
a faxed summary of the investigation results. 

Based on currently available data, all of the wastes that will be removed during construction of the 
Dallas Floodway Extension are non-hazardous wastes, with all costs being cost sharable. 

CONCLUSIONS 

As expected, the Dallas Floodway Extension has a number of potential HTRW concerns associated 
with it. Most of the high risk sites have been identified based on review of historic records, interviews with 
local officials, site visits and searching federal and state environmental agency files. Some, but not all, of 
these sites have been investigated to determine if a release has occurred to the environment. Where 
investigations were not conducted, this was due to the current landowner not granting right of entry. Where 
problems have been identified, such as the landfills at Oxy Chemical (Area 2) and Dallas Public Schools (Area 
3), project features have been eliminated or relocated to avoid or minimize these problems. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The District will continue developing plans for more site-specific investigations using TNRCC 
recommendations for site characterization and waste classification. As we schedule investigations, our Real 
Estate Division is pursuing the necessary rights-of-entry. Results of these investigations will be presented in 
a Design Documentation Report prior to preparation of plans and specifications for the project. 

The goal of these investigations will be to determine if contamination is present and, if present, to 
identify the degree, vertical extent, and areal extent of the contamination. If results reveal HTRW 
contamination, th first course of action will be to seek avoidance of the identified site. If avoidance is not 
achievable, then the City of Dallas is aware of their sole financial resposibility for cleanup of identified HTRW 
materials. 
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Table 1 

Total 

Excavated 

Material 

Area Name CY 

1 Praxair 65,658 

2 Tri-Gas/Oxy Chem 59,740 

3 Dallas Public Schools 75,023 

4 Trinity Recycling 

5 Various Ponds/Gravel Pits 

Linfield Landfill Pond 

Pond near Dixie 

Pond near Trinity 20,000 

Pond near 1-45 10,000 

6 Valley Steel/W. E. Grace 12,407 

7 Da!Jas Demolition 106,667 

8 vacant land @ Dal Chrome 

9 En. Conv. Sys. & Darling Jnt. 5,926 

1 O Vacant !and Near ECS & DI 184,847 

11 Lagoon E 55,000 

12 UPRR landfill 127,138 

13 Unfield landfill 282,168 

14 Open Dump Near linfield 

15 Priority 2 & 3 Sites 1,846,296 

Subtotal 

Contingency @ 20% 

Total 

Non-Hazardous Wastes Requiring Special Handling and Disposal 

SOLIDS 

Contaminated Contaminated 

Material Material 

% CY 

10 6,566 

30 17,922 

10 7,502 

0 -

0 

0 -
50 10,000 

50 5,000 

5 620 

10 10,667 

0 . 
50 2,963 

10 18,485 

33 18,150 

5 6,357 

100 282,168 

0 . 
5 92,315 

Summary 

Cost Shared Waste Disposal 

Investigation Costs 

Total Shared Amount 

Transportation 

& Disposal 

Unit Cost 

$/CY 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

25 

40 

40 

Transportation 

& Disposal 

Cost 

$ 

262,632 

716,880 

300,092 

400,000 

200,000 

24,814 

426,668 

118,520 

739,388 

726,000 

254,276 

7,054,200 

-
3,692,592 

14,916,062 

2,983.212 

17,899,274 

$ 19,195,274 

$ 1,967,880 

$ 21,163,154 

Liquids 

Gal 

5,400,000 

LIQUIDS 

Liquids Liquids 

Unit Cost Total Cost Investigations 

$/Gal $ $ 

102,600 

115,800 

132,300 

. 

10,000 

10,000 

141,100 

94,000 

32,000 

168,000 

-
50.000 

167,500 

168,000 

0.20 1,080,000 189,000 

259,600 

1.080,000 1,639,900 

216,000 327,980 

1.296,000 1,967,880 

406,000 

1,561,880 

. 

Investigation Subtotal 

Contingency @ 20% 

lrivestigation Total 

Completed to Date 

To be Completed 
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Figure 7. Area 5 Site Plan with Actual Sampling Location and Construction Elements. 

f:,~d;kirby_c:prGj/ci,;il:cife/ch,1/9 Jul, HJ, 199'7 



LEGEND 

D 

Figure 8. Area 6 Site Plan with Proposed Sampling Location and Construction Elements. 

10:()2:39 



legend 

c:::J Study Area 

Proposed Sample Loca1lons 

e Boring 

() Surface soil 

t) Pond sedImen1 

Levee 

= 
CJ 

Limits Of excavation 

/includes swales anCI wetland$) 

ReIoc.ited river 

WeUand cells 

Sump 

200 1011 
F--;.; 

200 400FT 

SCALE 

'·<-,'·:-, . ,, ·-, 

'\:~{}{:~--~,: 
' -... •. 

~,',;,,- y 

t 
Figure 9. Area 8 Siie Plan with Proposed Sampling Locations and Construction Elements. 



(lncll.ldes swaies imd wetlancts) 

Relocated nver 

~ Wetlc:mcl cel1s 

c::::J Sump 

Figure 10. Areas 9 and 10 Site Plan with Proposed Sampling Locations and Construction Elements. 

f:/ed/kirby_c/proj/civil/dfe/ch2/9 Jul. 11, 1997 10:08:45 



Figure 11. Area 13 Site Plan with Proposed Sampling Locations and Construction Elements. 

Jul. 19:)7 13:27:52 



Parameter 
Sample Number: 8S0101 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo( a )anthracene 
Benzo( a )pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Jndeno( 1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

Qualifiers: J = Estunated Value 

Table 9 

Dallas Floodway Extensio11 Site btvestigatio11 Report 
Draft Version 1.0 
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Summary of Analytical Results 
Area I 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

7.8 0.76 mg/kg 
110 3.0 mg/kg 
89 J 500 ug/kg 
100 J 500 ug/kg 
270 J 500 ug/kg 
83 J 500 ug/kg 

200 J 500 ug/kg 
21 1.5 mg/kg 
120 J 500 ug/kg 
150 J 500 ug/kg 
72 J 500 ug/kg 
38 0.76 mg/kg 

0.03 0.03 mg/kg 
73 J 500 ug/kg 

200 J 500 ug/kg 
B = Also Present m Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030100 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SB030104 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercury 

Sample Number: GW0301 
Acetone 
Barium 
Selenium 
1,2-Dichlorothene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 

Table 10 
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Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

3.9 0.59 mg/kg 
33 2.4 mg/kg 
4.2 1.2 mg/kg 
6 0.59 mg/kg 

380 40 ug/kg 
3.6 0.6 mg/kg 
55 2.4 mg/kg 
5.2 1.2 mg/kg 
7 0.6 mg/kg 

0.048 0.024 mg/kg 

53 10 ug/1 
74 20 ug/1 
11 5 ug/1 
l.2 J 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030202 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercury 
Selenium 

Sample Number: SB030211 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Chromium (Total) 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 

Sample Number: GW0302 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Methylene chloride 
Selenium 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 10 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

5.7 0.57 mg/kg 
86 2.3 mg/kg 
20 1.1 mg/kg 
96 0.57 mg/kg 

0.18 0.023 mg/kg 
1.6 0.57 mg/kg 

66 12 ug/kg 
5.3 0.58 mg/kg 
49 2.3 mg/kg 
180 J 380 ug/kg 
13 1.2 mg/kg 
49 J 380 ug/kg 
7.1 0.58 mg/kg 

56 5 ug/1 
740 20 ug/1 
110 10 ug/1 
300 50 ug/1 
1.4 J 5 ug/1 
14 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030304 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SB030310 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: GW0303 
Acetone 
Barium 
Qualifiers: J - Estimated Value 
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Table 10 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

2.4 0.62 mg/kg 
95 2.5 mg/kg 
4.2 l.2 mg/kg 
6.8 0.62 mg/kg 

13 12 ug/kg 
5 0.6 mg/kg 

150 2.4 mg/kg 
6 l.2 mg/kg 

9.1 0.6 mg/kg 

19 B 10 ug/1 
47 20 ug/1 

B - Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030402 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercury 

Sample Number: SB030416 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: GW0304 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Chlorophenol 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Acetone 
1,2-Dichloroethene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 10 (cont'd) 

Summaiy of Analytical Results 

Area 3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

7.4 0.55 mg/kg 
54 2.2 mg/kg 
16 1.1 mg/kg 
78 0.55 mg/kg 

0.099 0.022 mg/kg 

2.7 0.59 mg/kg 
30 2.4 mg/kg 
150 J 390 mg/kg 
4 1.2 mg/kg 

7.2 0.59 mg/kg 

24 10 ug/1 
2.4 J 10 ug/1 
26 5 ug/1 
21 20 ug/1 
8.9 J,B 10 ug/1 
1.6 J 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030502 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SB030512 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Methylene chloride 

Sample Number: GW0305 
Barium 
Lead 
Selenium 
Trichloroetl1ene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table IO (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

4.2 0.57 mg/kg 
59 2.3 mg/kg 
12 1.1 mg/kg 
7.1 0.57 mg/kg 

5.2 J 11 ug/kg 
9.2 0.57 mg/kg 
13 2.3 mg/kg 
5.7 I.I mg/kg 
3.1 0.57 mg/kg 
1.2 J 5.7 ug/kg 

52 20 ug/1 
40 5 ug/1 
6.5 5 ug/1 
1.7 J 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB030602 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Selenium 

Sample Number: SB030612 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: GW0306 
2-Chlorophenol 
Barium 
Selenium 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 10 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 3 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

4.8 0.57 mg/kg 
30 2.3 mg/kg 
14 I.I mg/kg 
7.3 0.57 mg/kg 
1.3 0.57 mg/kg 

12 12 ug/kg 
34 0.58 mg/kg 
8 2.3 mg/kg 
10 1.2 mg/kg 
2.8 0.58 mg/kg 

3.5 J 10 ug/1 
36 20 ug/1 
6 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB040101 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SB040116 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chlorobenzene 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercmy 
Silver 

Sample Number: GW0401 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzene 
Chlorobenzene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 

Table 11 
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Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 4 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

3.2 0.58 mg/kg 
34 2.3 mg/kg 
7.6 1.2 mg/kg 
21 0.58 mg/kg 

13 12 ug/kg 
4.6 0.58 mg/kg 
62 2.3 mg/kg 
17 0.58 mg/kg 
1.4 J 5.8 ug/kg 
27 1.2 mg/kg 

560 0.58 mg/kg 
1.5 0.023 mg/kg 
3.6 1.2 mg/kg 

24 10 ug/1 
7.9 5 ug/1 
270 20 ug/1 
4.7 J 5 ug/1 
150 5 ug/1 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB040202 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Silver 

Sample Number: SB040212 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Methylene chloride 

Sample Number: GW0402 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 

Area 4 

Reported 
Result 

16 
160 
15 
75 

2000 
4 

72 
3.3 
23 
12 

210 
5.9 

10 
200 
43 

2300 

Qualifier 
Quantitative 

Limit 

0.58 
2.3 

0.58 
1.2 

0.58 
1.2 

12 
0.58 
2.3 
1.2 

0.58 
5.8 

5 
20 
10 
5 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 

Unit 

mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 

ug/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
ug/kg 

ug/1 
ug/1 
ug/1 
ug/1 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SB040302 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SB040309 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium (Total) 
Cyanide 
Lead 

Sample Number: GW0403 
Barium 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area4 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit 

5.1 0.58 
76 2.3 
10 1.2 
20 0.58 

80 12 
4.8 0.62 
66 2.5 
7.6 1.2 

0.91 0.62 
11 0.62 

210 20 
B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 

Unit 

mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 

ug/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 

ug/1 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SD0401 
Acetone 
Toluene 
Phenanthrene 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Benzo( a )anthracene 
Bis(2-Ethyll1exyl)phthalate 
Chrysene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Jndo(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Dibenzo( a,h )anthracene 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 
Silver 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercury 

Sample Number: SD0402 
2-Butanone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Carbon disulfide 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Mercury 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 4-5 

Reported Quautitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

36 17 ug/kg 
8.7 8.3 ug/kg 
150 J 550 ug/kg 
560 550 ug/kg 
870 550 ug/kg 
930 550 ug/kg 
760 550 ug/kg 
1000 550 ug/kg 
2900 550 ug/kg 
1400 550 ug/kg 
1000 550 ug/kg 
400 J 550 ug/kg 
1100 550 ug/kg 
2.3 1.7 mg/kg 
3.9 0.83 mg/kg 
71 3.3 mg/kg 
6.6 0.83 mg/kg 
24 1.7 mg/kg 

310 0.83 mg/kg 
0.27 0.033 mg/kg 

47 28 ug/kg 
9.5 1.4 mg/kg 
120 5.7 mg/kg 
110 J 940 ug/kg 
7.7 J 14 ug/kg 
17 2.8 mg/kg 
50 1.4 mg/kg 

0.086 0.057 mg/kg 
B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SD0403 
2-Butanone 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Carbon disulfide 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 

Sample Number: SD0404 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Lead 
Toluene 

Sample Number: SD0405 
2-Butanone 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo( a )anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Pyrene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 5 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

100 30 ug/kg 
590 30 ug/kg 
7,5 1.5 mg/kg 
110 6,1 mg/kg 
390 J l000 ug/kg 
160 J l000 ug/kg 
8.4 J 15 ug/kg 
12 3 mg/kg 
36 1.5 mg/kg 

140 26 ug/kg 
9.4 1.3 mg/kg 
72 5.3 mg/kg 
100 J 870 ug/kg 
9 2.6 mg/kg 

23 1.3 mg/kg 
97 13 ug/kg 

8,6 J 18 ug/kg 
86 18 ug/kg 
9.6 0,91 mg/kg 
98 3.6 mg/kg 
64 J 600 ug/kg 
75 J 600 ug/kg 

340 J 600 ug/kg 
61 J 600 ug/kg 

210 J 600 ug/kg 
13 1.8 mg/kg 
84 J 600 ug/kg 
150 J 600 ug/kg 
33 0.91 mg/kg 

0.054 0.036 mg/kg 
100 J 600 ug/kg 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SD0406 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Pyrene 

Sample Number: SD0407 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Bari.um 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Pyrene 
Toluene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 5 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

190 22 ug/kg 
12 I.I mg/kg 

120 4.4 mg/kg 
350 J 730 ug/kg 
190 J 730 ug/kg 
15 2.2 mg/kg 

100 J 730 ug/kg 
52 I.I mg/kg 

0.067 0.044 mg/kg 
83 J 730 ug/kg 

53 18 ug/kg 
6.5 0.91 mg/kg 
98 3.6 mg/kg 
63 J 600 ug/kg 

320 J 600 ug/kg 
240 J 600 ug/kg 
10 1.8 mg/kg 
70 J 600 ug/kg 
120 J 600 ug/kg 
28 0.91 mg/kg 

0.054 0.036 mg/kg 
85 J 600 ug/kg 
4.5 J 9.1 ug/kg 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SD0S0I 
2-Butanone 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo( a )anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 
Mercury 
pyrene 

Sample Number: SD0802 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Indeno(J ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 

Table 12 
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Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 5 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

14 J 23 ug/kg 
130 23 ug/kg 
15 l.2 mg/kg 
110 4.6 mg/kg 
85 J 770 ug/kg 
110 J 770 ug/kg 
I IO J 770 ug/kg 
180 J 770 ug/kg 
420 J 770 ug/kg 
20 2.3 mg/kg 
JOO J 770 ug/kg 
190 J 770 ug/kg 
58 1.2 mg/kg 

0.12 0.046 mg/kg 
200 J 770 ug/kg 

98 23 ug/kg 
JI 1.2 mg/kg 

100 4.6 mg/kg 
250 J 770 ug/kg 
180 J 770 ug/kg 
430 J 770 ug/kg 
180 J 770 ug/kg 
240 J 770 ug/kg 
450 J 770 ug/kg 
15 2.3 mg/kg 

230 J 770 ug/kg 
400 J 770 ug/kg 
140 J 770 ug/kg 
72 1.2 mg/kg 

0.14 0.046 mg/kg 
130 J 770 ug/kg 
430 J 770 ug/kg 

B = Also Present m Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SD0803 
Acetone 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Lead 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 
Toluene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 
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Table 12 (cont'd) 

Summary of Analytical Results 
Area 5 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

65 23 ug/kg 
9.3 I.I mg/kg 
94 4.5 mg/kg 
140 J 750 ug/kg 
170 J 750 ug/kg 
400 J 750 ug/kg 
100 J 750 ug/kg 
620 J 750 ug/kg 
14 2.3 mg/kg 
190 J 750 ug/kg 
250 J 750 ug/kg 
40 I.I mg/kg 
130 J 750 ug/kg 
310 J 750 ug/kg 
4.7 J 11 ug/kg 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 



Parameter 
Sample Number: SDl 101 
2-Butanone 
Acetone 
Anthracene 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Carbon disulfide 
Chromium (Total) 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Jndeno( 1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Lead 
Mercury 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 
Qualifiers: J = Estimated Value 

Table 13 
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Summa1y of Analytical Results 

Area 5 

Reported Quantitative 
Result Qualifier Limit Unit 

10 J 48 ug/kg 
290 48 ug/kg 
93 J 1600 ug/kg 
12 2.4 mg/kg 

210 9.5 mg/kg 
310 J 1600 ug/kg 
370 J 1600 ug/kg 
720 J 1600 ug/kg 
580 J 1600 ug/kg 
32 24 ug/kg 
16 4.8 mg/kg 

330 J 1600 ug/kg 
730 J 1600 ug/kg 
190 J 1600 ug/kg 
370 2.4 mg/kg 
0.14 0.095 mg/kg 
270 J 1600 ug/kg 
930 J 1600 ug/kg 

B = Also Present in Laboratory Blank 
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TABLE 1 

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - FORT WORTH DISTRICT 
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION - HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC WASTE INVESTIGATION 

SUMMARY OF REPORTED SOIL PARAMETER LEVELS 

2.9 1.0 1.9 1.0 2.2 1.0 1.8 1.0 6.9 
Barium 29 1.0 16 1.0 71 1.0 15 1.0 88.0 2000.0 
Cadmium 4.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 5.4 1.0 2.7 1.0 ND 1.2 20.0 10.0 
Chromium 9.8 2.0 4.9 2.0 10 2.0 5.9 2.0 14.0 100.0 100.0 
Lead ND 10.0 26 10.0 19 10.0 ND 10.0 22.1 100.0 30.0 
Mercury ND 0.3 ND 0.3 0.5 0.3 ND 0.3 0.25 20.0 4.0 
Selenium ND 0.5 ND 0.5 ND 0.5 ND 0.5 ND 0.6 20.0 20.0 
Silver ND 2.0 ND 2.0 2.6 2.0 ND 2.0 ND 1.2 100.0 100.0 

1';:;::ct.vocs·i tEP Na2so·r,Exun1Ka \1~J~;: i!Jeiii/:1':":at'JiiiciNONEi REl10RTED''ABOVEil"Qts, ·'• 
I I 

.,.:•:t::::svocs•:tEPA' 8270~tia/Kai:1m11r:,1:~i!i'li1Jll!\:11iti:;:1?:·f•f1i!•:_i:.. · ·:; ·?,,:,;', .:~r: :i::il:j~f:'•·'.:11-lii,.!;:,J~,::!?::\.\'.':: :} '.,;1;1.:j ,,: · · ,- .' . '!• .;•,.-, •:·•·-... :;/:=)'lf,1:1: r: '1);::·:'.·J,!·:!Ji:i•:;i:d :•:!;1:!, ; · f ~' '. .,.-;./:,1!(', · •· :•:::: :.-:,, ,; ·:· : .:;,\•i ..; :;:-, - ,: ·· . ·. i-- .'-'. I 

I I 
Pyrene ND 170 ND 810 6400 4000 ND 790 6220 408 
Phenanthrene ND 1500 ND 1600 4800 4000 ND 790 3830 406 
Fluoranthene ND 770 ND 810 7200 4000 ND 790 3650 406 
Chyrsene ND 770 ND 810 4600 4000 ND 790 2620 406 
Acenapthene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 554 406 
Flourene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 781 406 
Anthracene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 1370 406 
Benzo{a)anthracene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 2840 406 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 3140 408 
Benzo{a)pyrene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 1880 406 
lndeno{1,2,3- cd)pyrene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 1270 408 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 770 ND 810 ND 4000 ND 790 799 408 

eESTICIDEs,ai!PCBs{ERA\'aoSOI#iu 
Dieldrin 

WASTE CLASSIFICATION 

POL - Practical Quantltation Limit 
ND - Compound Level Not Reported Above POL 

Note_;_ReQQ!fed~vel~~~re CQ.!!'!Q~-~ ~!Jh.~TGLP X 20 and Clas~J.Thr~st,oltj X ?O value to account for mech~nlc;~I dilullon with the TCLP Methoc:f 



TABLE 2 

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - FORT WORTH DISTRICT 
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION - HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC WASTE INVESTIGATION 

Arsenlc 
Barium 7.86 
Cadmium 0.10 
Chromium 0.42 
Lead s.a• 
Mercury 0.009 
Selenium ND 
Silver 0.02 

voc~·s'~'( EPP:::s2ao '::,;;,.-:·ug/t) ,11:. :::.J~1i,:~li]'<.E:i:: !1'\':6;:~~-1t;i~::c."·· · 

Chlorobenzene ND 

SUMMARY OF REPORTED GROUNDWATER PARAMETERS VERSUS 
TCLP TOXICITY AND TNRCC CLASS I WASTE LEVEL THRESHOLDS 

0.02 0.02 2.16 0.02 3.80 0.02 
0.02 0.02 0.08 0.02 0.36 0.02 
0.02 0.02 0.21 0.02 0.70 0.02 
0.1 0.20 0.1 0.7 0.1 6.so• 0.1 

0.001 ND 0.001 0.06 0.01 0.12 0.01 
0.005 ND 0.005 0.29 0.02 ND 0.02 
0.02 ND 0.02 0.37 0.02 0.19 0.02 

:;-1;nr:!'jJ.::;:!:,1r:~-;,: 

5.0 ND 

&vo·~r:TI=e~;·a:210::~1tg1t11rt1!~:M~m:~:~\r,~1g~Pf,:r.~~~r~~•:t:?c~::~~ :;1~1~~1;: 

Bls(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 
DI-n-octylphthalate 
Phenanthrene 

CYANIDES>j(EP.)@oi'a\'i'foi 

HEBBICIDES~(a'1-sb)~"J~;~;~~i~~~1]! 

P.!:lE1s'r(i:M"aoao· 

WASTE CLASSIFICATION 

PQL - Practical Quantitation Limit 

89 
63 
60 

ND - Compound Level Not Reported Above POL 
• - Parameter level exceeds TCLP level 

57 
57 
57 

ND 
ND 
ND 

11 
11 
11 

.• IA-0· 

0.118 
2.72 
6.96. 

0.0014 
0.006 
0.044 

ND 
ND 
ND 

··<o!'of't·, ·, 

cLAss·.1• 
LEVEL/ 

100.0 2000.0 
1.0 10.0 
5.0 100.0 
5.0 30.0 
0.2 4.0 
1.0 20.0 
5.0 100.0 

70,000 



TABLE 3 

HISTORICAL HIGH DETECTS - LINFIELD LANDFILL 
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION 

Parameter Units Well No. Year 

Arsenic 0.08 mg/L MW-2 1984 
Cadmium 0.17 mg/L MW-5 1993 
Chromium 0.121 mg/L MW-5 1994 
Iron 40.3 mg/L MW-2 1998 
Lead 0.15 mg/L MW-4 1983 
Manganese 18.4 mg/L MW-2 1994 
Selenium 0.5 mg/L MW-4 1983 
Cyanide 0.28 mg/L MW-1 1989 

Conductivity 5650 umhos MW-4 1983 
Chloride 1070 mg/L MW-1 1998 
Sulphate 5650 mg/L MW-4 1983 
Nitrate 22 mg/L MW-3 1989 
Phenolpthalene 0.54 mg/L MW-4 1989 
pH 7.7 MW-5 1986 
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~~ 

VOAs: 

Methylene Chloride 

SVOAs: 

Di-N-Butylphthalate 

PESTICIDE/PC& (All analytes) 

CYANIDE 

TAL METALS tll: 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

BTR/3938216<J.0600/l.SISBC-4.DOCIWP.51/ 
Augu,t, 1993 

!llf ----~:~~:~~=~~,t~:~:~!~i,\~;J.t: 
'.;::ii~::::~:~:Ilc::~. :;g:! >'.;J~; 

NRQ 17.7 '14.6 ND 

NRQ ND ND 35.0 

NRQ ND ND ND 

NRQ ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

0.548 0.80 1.20 ND 

8.96 5.51 8.88 70.9 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

3.19 2.38 3.33 ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

1.19 1.49 1.77 ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

0.267 ND ND 2.9 

4-6 



l 

1 

I 

J 

J 

1 

1 

Silver ND ND ND ND 

Sodium NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Vanadium NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Zinc NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

LEGEND: 

ND = Not Detected 
NRQ = Not Requested 

(I) Only eight RCRA Toxicity Characteristic (TC) metals analyzed for Area 6/7 
investigation, in accordance with USACE authorization. 

Source: ESE, 1993 

BTR/39382160-0600/l -SISBC-4 .DOC/WP .51/ 
Augwt, 1993 

4-7 



- ------- - - 1111111 - - - - - - -

·--------VOAs 
(All analytes) 

Methylene 
Chloride 

SVOAs 
(All analytes) 

PESTICIDE/PCB 
(All analytes) 

CYANIDE 

TAL 
METALS P>: 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

NRQ 

NRQ 

NRQ 

NRQ 

NRQ 

NRQ 

0.548 

8.96 

NRQ 

ND 

BTRf3938216<J...0600/1-SISEC4.DOCIWP.S1/ 
August, 1993 

17.7 14.6 ND 

ND ND ND 

ND ND ND 

ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

0.800 1.20 ND 

5.57 8.88 ND 

NRQ NRQ ND 

ND ND ? •, 

4-9 

NRQ NRQ 

NRQ ND ND NRQ ND 

NRQ ND ND NRQ ND 

NRQ ND ND NRQ ND 

NRQ ND 32.8 NRQ ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

2.34 2.66 2.31 0.83 1.28 

45.3 13.2 15.0 21.8 11.6 

NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND ND ND 

-



- - - - --. -

...... ., ••• 
Calcium II NRQ 

Chromium 3.19 

Copper NRQ 

Iron NRQ 

Lead 1.19 

Magnesium NRQ 

Manganese NRQ 

Mercury ND 

Nickel NRQ 

Potassium II NRQ 

Selenium II 0.267 

~ 
ND 

NRQ Sodi 

Vanadium II NRQ 

BTR/39382160-0600/1-STSEC-4.DOC/WP.51/ 
August, 1993 

NRQ NRQ 

2.38 3.33 

NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ 

1.49 1.77 

NRQ NllQ 

NRQ NRQ 

ND ND 

NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ 

ND ND 

ND ND 

NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ 

4-10 

6,800 NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND 10.8 5.68 6.80 4.56 4.19 

42.7 NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

20,900 NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

89.3 11.6 5.19 6.11 4.33 2.10 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

314.0 NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

0.02 ND ND ND ND ND 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND 0.61 ND ND ND ND 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ NRQ 

-



- - - - - - - - - - - - -
,,:_~,;,-'.,;£.: :0

{,:, ~- , : ;; :~ :,:),:;I~ii, :~~ ;;; :'L'.~i~J~;~l;{,1 '.,,:;~,;:~f::£,~ti~~: ,\),~~1~;~:4, < ,1;:;~,::, :~,;::,,; ,-; ,:: ':,::. :: :;;,,:,,, , 
_ _,,,-,,,,,,,q,, '"· ,,,,,,;: ,;,,/: ,,,,,,,, , ;,,,,,,.~ts1,d£lilfol'iiffi!;n 'Y!ils: ~lliiB:~,t<»r'Soll Sl!P!Ples /:, ,; , 
' ," \''"' ,',;:,<>;."<'{':,: ,,' '~',,,,.-.:-·«i::,"~ ~' 'x'"'/''.r~ ❖·~,,,:,:,, '" ~:~::ih;':<;-:, ,;,,, ''~k=:;::-:'''", ♦, ,,,,, ~' • ,. , , ( : , ,,, , ,,, '" ,, , , ,, ,, , ,, , ,,, )\lf!f6fi~ulffion'='I' ,\/Vanev,Sreel'"""" :.,,..,r,rE"m""'Mil Codl,re ''' ,, ', ,, ,., ... ,,::: ' , ''" ,, ~', ,, ~Hl="t, '"' ❖~;:. , f:~f!~, V ,,~ "'"%'.:-X,, 's ",,,,, ,,,.,," ,"' '', ''{,, 'f''1''"' ',,, 'nin, "1,)j'"'"'" ''" '""'"''''""' ,,,,,.,,,,.Tf.l'''"-!jg" ',, ,,, ,,c, . , ", , h x", ·;:.';;:,,;;;-"! i, _,..,,, ';:~, ~,;, ', :-~ d,-;:,,";;~f=~ iH <S°(;,:,;; Mm,:U VU:U:W8: ,:Jl>:xm:15l0Q::O-'W.~Ult'.-..., 8.uon,, ,.,,,<.,' ,,, : , 

' N ; m/'h, ,/~,,., ~,:,: ''.;,~ />~,-❖X~? ; '(;,;,;\,, "'"<'"«-" i::-:{"i'.'.Zl..;.-.fal;' ,!<} <'.' "'L,."fu.:&.:.:.:..,.,.i.>.iN =L.i~'h,{ L. • .i:'il"'{, , ,,,{{"{"~ "''{{ ,,, " , J..~.U {''~ ~ { ,h~;;, u, ' 

••miiEl"iia~,~-
1:.,.. ... ;.: ..... :.E£iit .. :·· >Ig NRQ 

LEGEND: 

ND = Not Detected 
NRQ = Not Requested 

NRQ NRQ 56.8 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

<1> Only eight RCRA TC metals analyzed for Area 6/7 investigations, in accordance with USACE direction. 

Source: ESE, 1993. 

BTR/39382160--0600/1-SISEC-4.DOC/WP.51/ 
Augu,~ 1993 

4-11 

NRQ NRQ 

-
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VOAs (All analytes) 

SVOAs: 

Di-N-Butylphtbalate 

PESTICIDE/PCBs (All analytes) 

CYANIDE 

TAL DISSOLVED METALS:(1) 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

BTR/39382160--0600/1-SISEC-4.DOC/WP.SI/ 
Augus~ 1993 

ND ND 

35.0 ND 

ND ND 

ND ND 

NRQ 167,000 

ND 26.4 

70.9 I 1,440 

NRQ 15.6 

ND 15.2 

NRQ 211,000 

ND 255.0 

NRQ 249.0 

NRQ 74.5 

NRQ 5i.5,000 

4-12 

ND ND ND 

13.0 14 65.4 

ND ND ND 

ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND 

57.6 46.5 32.6 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

ND ND ND 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 

NRQ NRQ NRQ 
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Lead ND 177.0 ND ND ND 

Magnesium NRQ 32,300 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Manganese NRQ 14,500 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Mercury ND 0.3 ND ND ND 

Nickel NRQ 441.0 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Potassium II NRQ 39,800 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

/ ,, Selenium 

I 
2.90 NRQ 2.30 1.7 ND 

Silver ND NRQ ND ND ND 

Sodium II NRQ 97,400 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

11 

Vanadium 

I 
NRQ 673.0 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

Zinc NRQ 897.0 NRQ NRQ NRQ 

LEGEND: ND = Not Detected 
NRQ = Not Requested 

co All groundwater samples except TMW 7-1 were analyzed for 8 RCRA TC metals; TMW 7-1 included the TAL metals analyte list. 

Source: ESE, 1993 

BTR.13938216G--0600/1-SJSBC4JJOC/WP.Sl/ 

August, 1993 

4-13 
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VOAs: 

Methylene chloride 

Chloroform 

SVOAs (All analytes) 

PESTICIDES/PCBs: 

Chlordane 

Dieldrin 

TALMETALS: 

Barium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Lead 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Zinc 

LEGEND: 

ND - Not Detected 

Source: Maxim Engineers, Inc., 1989 

BTR/39382160-0600/1-SISEC-4.DOC/WPS!/ 

Augua~ 1993 

1.22 

6.2 

ND 

ND 

28.3 

ND 

4.3 

3.0 

4.3 

ND 

s.s 
9.8 

4-32 

1.411 ND ND 

ND ND ND 

ND 3.0 ND 

ND 1.1 ND 

10.0 18.2 10S.0 

ND 7.S 1.1 

14.6 11.3 18.0 

8.8 1S.O 1S.2 

16.1 84.0 234.0 

ND 8.0 ND 

18.3 1S.4 13.4 

19.9 117.0 60.6 



VOAs: 

1, 1, !-Trichloroethane 

SVOAs: 

Bis (2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

PESTICIDE/PCBs: 

a-BHC 

TALMETALS: 

Zinc 

LEGEND: 

ND = Not Detected 

Source: Maxim Engineers, Inc., 1989 

'R/39382160-0600/l.SISBC-4.DOC/WP51/ 
,gwrt,1993 

36 

5.0 

9.0 

15.3 

10.0 

4-33 
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Reactivity - Cyanideu 
• 

Reactivity - Sullide0 

pH , 
lgnitability (Flash Point) 

Metalsu 

I Arsenic 

Barium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Lead 

Mercury 

Molybdenum 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Silver 

Zinc 

Fecal Colttorm 

Salmonella 

Pesticidesu 

Herbicidesu 

Acid Extractables 

TABLE I 

Lagoon E Closure Plan 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dallas, Texas 

Sludge Analyses Totals (1) 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

8.6 8.2 

>200° F >200° F 

BDL BDL 

250 184 

1.6 23.9 

24.4 215 

92.3 128 

310 635 

7.5 . 0.58 

BDL BDL 

19.1 45.2 
BDL BDL 

11.8 25.8 

668 522 

BDL BDL 

Neg Neg 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

Page - 7 

BDL BDL 

BDL 470 

8.1 8.1 

>212° F >212° F 

BDL BDL 

359 363 

49.8 49.1 

258 280 

154 145 

507 383 

1.4 2.4 

BDL BDL 

338 469 

BDL BDL 

11.8 6.4 

106 96.2 

NA NA 

NA NA 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 



TABLE I (continued) 

Base Neutral Extractables 
Bis(2-ethyl-hexl) phthalate BDL 21 BDL BDL 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 14* 15* BDL BDL 

Volatiles 
Acetone 0.19 .. 1.3 .. BDL BDL 
Methylene chloride 0.14 .. 3.3 .. BDL BDL 

Toluene BDL BDL 0.021 BDL 

Chlorobenzene BDL BDL 0.128 0.073 

Ethyl benzene BDL BDL 0.032 BDL 

Xylenes 

Notes: (1) 

a 
b 
BDL 

NA 
Neg 

* 
** 

BDL BDL 0.067 BDL 

No sludge was encountered in boring E-4; therefore, a sample from E-4 was not submitted 
for analysis. 
All detectable concentrations reported by laboratory for each parameter Included in table. 
Concentrations expressed In parts per million. 
Indicates concentrations of compound specified were below analytical method 
detection limits. · 
Indicates the sample was not analyzed for the analyte specified. 
Indicates the analytical results were negative for the analyte specified. 
Probable laboratory contamination (See Appendix A) 
Result is not blank corrected. Process blank exhibited 0.013 ppm Acetone and 
0.022 ppm Methylene Chloride. 



Bariuma 

Cadmiuma 

Chromiuma 

Leada 

Mercurya 

Seleniuma 

Silver3 

TABLE II 

Lagoon E Closure Plan 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dallas, Texas 

Metals(1) 

BDL BOL 

0.53 0.41 

BOL BDL 

BDL 0.01 

0.03 0.05 

BDL BOL 

BDL BOL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BOL BDL 

BOL BOL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BOL BOL 

BOL BDL 

BOL BDL 

Notes: (1) No sludge was encountered in boring E-4; therefore, a sample from E-4 was not submitted 
for analysis. 

a Concentrations reported in parts per million. 
BDL = Indicates compound concentrations were below analytical method detection limit. 



TABLE IV 

Lagoon E Closure Plan 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dallas, Texas 

Soil Analyses Totals 

llillililllllllll\'1111-111111181 t1it111■ l~li I\Yj 
Total Metalsa 

Barium 122 74.8 76.5 52.7 136.2 170 120 143 206 89.7 

Cadmium BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL 

Chromium 31.6 22.1 28.4 22.1 33.0 25.4 36.5 24.8 18.6 16.7 

Copper 11.6 10.0 9.8 · 1-0.0 9.8 10.9 11.6 8.1 4.2 3.1 

Lead 10.7 6.6 9.8 8.3 11.2 9.6 6.6 12.9 BDL BDL 

Merauy BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL 

Nickel 16.4 13.3 16.3 13.3 16.8 19.1 16.6 21.0 12.7 9.2 
Sliver BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL 

Zinc 34.5 28.2 29.4 28.2 30.7 28.7 34.9 25.9 19.8 13.8 

Volatile· BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL 
Organicsa 

Base/Neutral BDL BOL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL BDL 
Extractables8 

Notes: a All depths expressed in feet 
Concentrations expressed In milligrams per kilogram. 
BDL = Indicates compound concentrations were below analytical method detection limits. 



TABLE V 
Lagoon E Closure Plan 

Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Dallas, Texas 

Groundwater Analvses 

i\l\\\ll.■ll.ifiU114.\1~1 ~lii!l\1lt\ fii.Ji~j_ 1111B. 
Total Metalsa 

Barium 1.1 BDL 1.9 

Cadmium BDL BDL BDL 

Chromium BDL BDL BDL 

Copper BDL BDL BDL 

Lead BDL BDL BDL 

Mercury BDL BDL BDL 

Nickel BDL BDL BDL 

Silver BDL BDL BDL 

Zinc BDL BDL BDL 

Volatile Organicsa BDL BDL BDL 

Base/Neutral Extractablesa BDL BDL BDL 

Notes: Concentrations reported in milligrams per kilogram. 

1Bi¼1 11111: 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL BDL 

BDL = Indicates compound concentrations were below analytical method detection/ 
quantification limits. 
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Introduction 

Attached are fact sheets for fourteen potential I-ITRW sites located in or near the proposed 
Dallas Flood way Extension project, which our Initial Assessment indicates may contain 
hazardous wastes, industrial wastes or municipal solid wastes. 

Available data for each site, derived from a variety of sources, is summarized. Where 
chemical testing data is available, it has been used to classify the wastes from each site as 
municipal solid waste, Class I industrial non-hazardous waste, Class 2 industrial non-hazardous 
waste or hazardous waste. Where data is not available, review of historic activities at the site, 
data from adjacent sites, data from similar sites and judgement have been used to project a waste 
classification. 

Waste classification is based on the wastes either being a listed waste or a characteristic 
waste (i.e. ignitable, corrosive, reactive or toxic). The waste classifications presented in this 
document are based primarily on results from Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) analysis. Most of the sites have analyses for total concentration only, which do not 
reliably indicate what TCLP test 'results would be. To guide waste classification efforts, the total 
concentrations for solids (i.e. soils, sludge, sediment, etc.) have been used with the TCLP "20 
Times" rule to assign a classification. In the process of conducting the TCLP test, the total 
concentration is reduced by a factor of 20, hence the "20 Times" rule. For example, if the TCLP 
test result for lead is 5.0 mg/I or greater, the waste is a hazardous waste based on RCRA criteria. 
Unless the sample has a total lead concentration of 100 mg/kg or greater, it is not p9ssible for the 
sample to test as a hazardous waste. To classify liquids, the total concentrations were compared 
directly to the TCLP concentrations with no reduction using the "20 Times" rule. This same 
methodology has been used for determining Class 1 and Class 2 assignments, based on the Texas 
Administrative Code (TAC) Chapter 335 Subchapter R. 

On several occasions DFE project features were sited in areas that were found to have 
materials classified as hazardous waste located on the property. With only one exception, 
Linfield landfill, all project features impacting these areas have been relocated. The site data for 
the areas that have been avoided is presented in this report for information purposes. 
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I. Site Name: Praxair (Formerly Union Carbide Linde Gas Division) 

2. Project Features at Site: A levee and a sump are proposed in the southwestern portion of this 
property in the vicinity of a former UST and an abandoned lime pit. 

3. Site History: This facility is used for repackaging industrial gases from bulk cylinders and 
containers. According to records, the facility disposed of trichloroethane and caustic paint sludge 
in a UST on the site which had been previously used for gasoline. The UST was removed in 
1984, with surface water and soil samples taken in the area of excavation (data not available for 
review). No leak testing was conducted on the tank during removal. The UST site was 
designated as closed by the Texas Water Commission (TWC) on March 11, 1986. The 

. abandoned lime pit is located behind the facility and was used as a lime disposal area during the 
manufacturing of acetylene gas. Specific information on the content of waste ( other than lime) 
was not available for the pit. Historic records research also suggests much of this area is 
underlain by "suspect fill". 

4. Investigations: Surface water and soil sampling around the UST was conducted during tank 
removal in 1984 (unknown firm). The June 1997, Corps site investigation (Geo-Marine) 
involved soil sampling of the abandoned lime pit in the proposed sump area. A sample was 
analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
and RCRA metals. 

A. By Others: UST investigated in I 984 during tank removal. 
• Six soil and one surface water sample taken in and around the tankhold. 
• Sludge sample taken from tank with results indicating hazardous concentration of lead 
(13.96 mg/I) and pH 11.6. 

(I) Sample Locations: 6 
(2) Soil Test Results: Range of concentrations, mg/kg 

Parameter 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Chromium 
Lead 
No PCBs or dioxins detected 

(3) Surface Water Samples: 1 

Values 
7-31 
20-90 
2-74 
8-404 

Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 1 -See Remark (a.) Below 

( 4) Water Test Results: Range of concentrations, mg/I 

Parameter 
Arsenic 
Barium 

Values 
2-7 -See Remark (b.) Below 
2-7 

2 

Waste Class 
Class 1 
Class 2 



s. 

Chromium 2-7 -See Remark (b.) Below Class I 
Lead 2-7 -See Remark (b.) Below Class I 
No PCBs or dioxins detected 

B. By SWF: Investigated in June I 997 by Geo-Marine. 
- One surface soil sample taken from lime pit. 

(I) Sample Locations: I 
(2) Soil Test Results: Concentration, ug/kg, unless noted otherwise 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
Fluoranthene 150 Class 2 
Chrysene 120 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 73 Class 2 
Pyrene 0.200 Class 2 
Indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene 72 Class 2 
Benzo( a )anthracene 89 Class 2 
Benzo(a)pyrene 100 Class 2 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 270 Class 2 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 83 Class 2 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 200 Class 2 
Arsenic 7.8 mg/kg Class 2 
Barium ll0mg/kg Class 2 
Chromium 21 mg/kg Class 2 
Lead 38 mg/kg Class 1 
Mercury 30 Class 2 

(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
(4) Water Test Results: NA 

Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: 5% Class 1 industrial non-hazardous waste; 95% Class 2 industrial non-hazardous 

waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

B. Sediment: NA 
Basis: 

C. Surface Water: Class I industrial non-hazardo:,\s waste 
Basis:TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

D. Groundwater: 
Basis: 

E. Solid W:iste: NA 
Basis: 

3 



F. Leachate: NA 
Basis: 

6. Remarks: 
(a.) Based on SWF expelience, total lead concentration of 404 mg/kg would not likely result in 
TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Tims, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class I or Class 2 
industrial non-hazardous waste. In ail events, as we have demonstrated to date. avoidance will be 
practiced if any hazardous waste is encountered. 
(b.) Specific concentrations for this parameter were not available, but reportedly ranged as shown 
- with the average concentration being 4.5 mg/I. If this average value is used, then TCLP results 
for As, Cr, and Pb are < 5.0 mg/I. Thus, the material is anticipated to be categorized as Class I 
or Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste. 

4 



1. Site Name: Tri-Gas/ Occidental Chemical 

2. Project Features at Site: A levee passes through the southern portion of both properties in 
the vicinity of two lime pits, an LPST, and an industrial landfill. The sump area, situated at Tri
Gas, is at or very near tlje lime pits and LPST. The landfill is located east of.Occidental 
Chemical Company and is situated at or very near to the levee alignment. 

3. Site History: The area consists of an industrial gas facility (Tri-Gas) and an active silicates 
plant which produces liquid and solid sodium silicate (Occidental Chemicals). The LPST and 
lime pits have been removed and capped, respectively, with closure status pending from the 
TNRCC. The 2-acre landfill was in operation from 1941-1971 and capped in 1984. It reportedly 
contains the following Class I wastes: 4200 cu.yds. (est.) alkaline product wastes, floor 
sweepings, and empty caustic containers; 3000 lbs (est.) asbestos piping; and 50-100 (est.) empty 
5-gallon paint thinner cans. 

4. Investigations: At Tri-Gas, drilling was conducted in February 1998 (Rone Engineers) to 
obtain compliance with state closure regulations. Samples were taken and analyzed for priority 
pollutant organics and inorganics, but were not made available for our review. Other 
environmental investigations were conducted at the Occidental Chemical landfill by Ecology and 
Environment, Inc., in January 1986. Their report stated that ponded water on the landfill had 
been sampled and results indicated elevated levels of lead contamination, as well as high 
pH/alkalinity. Inspection reports obtained from the EPA noted discoloration in surface water and 
soils near the Trinity River, indicating a possible breakout of leachate into the river. However, 
no action was taken at the time. The landfill was capped in 1984, with an eventual ho further 
action (NFA) recommended for the site. 

A. By Others: Limited investigations of the landfill by EPA, and Ecology and Environment, 
Inc., in 1985-1986. 

• Ponded water sampled from landfill with results indicating elevated lead contamination 
and high pH/alkalinity. 
• Visually classified wastes as: alkaline products wastes, alkaline floor sweepings, empty 
caustic containers, asbestos piping, and empty paint thinner cans. 
• Landfill content appears to be consistent with Class I industrial nonhazardous waste. 
• No leachate samples taken from landfill. 

(I) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

B. By SWF: None 
• Right-of-entry not obtained 
(1) Borings: NA 
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(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

5. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: 5% Class I industrial non-hazardous; 95% Class 2 industrial non-hazardous Waste 

Basis:Knowledge of past landfill use 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: Knowledge of past landfill use 
E. Solid Waste: All Class 1 industrial non-hazardous Waste 

Basis: Knowledge of past landfill use 
F. Leachate: All Class 1 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: Knowledge of past landfill use 

6. Remarks: 

6 
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1. Site Name: Dallas Public Schools (Formerly Proctor & Gamble) 

2. Project Features at Site: Levee and a sump are located in the southwestern half of the 
property, at or very close to a landfill where commercial wastes were placed. Any landfilled 
materials encountered in the sump area or levee inspection trench will be removed. Average 
landfill depth is about 15 feet. The vast majority of the landfilled ·materials were placed 
southwest (outside) of the sump and levee alignment. 

3. Site History: The landfill was closed prior to October 1973. It received a mixture of 
commercial wastes (i.e., Crisco cans, broken glass, bricks, steel rods, and concrete), burned 
commercial wastes (mainly plastic containers) and possible unknown wastes from industrial 
plant operations. Northeastern portion of the property (between the railroad and Lamar Street) 
contained the main Proctor & Gamble plant with numerous USTs, ASTs, buried pipelines, 
trenches, etc. In general, the plant has a long history of having generated and disposed of 
commercial and industrial wastes throughout the entire northeastern portion of the property. 

4. Investigations: Drilling was conducted in April 1990 (unknown firm) to confirm the landfill 
boundaries as determined by a geophysical survey (unknown firm and date). Samples were taken 
and analyzed for priority pollutant in organics (i.e., heavy metals). Numerous other 
environmental investigations have occurred in the northeastern portion of the property outside 
the area of the project features. The June 1997, Corps site investigation (Geo-Marine) involved 
soil and groundwater sampling of the proposed sump area on each side of the railroad tracks as 
well as background sampling upgradient along Lamar Boulevard. The samples were analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, cyanide, and RCRA metals. 

A. By Others: Landfill investigated in April 1990. 
- Thirty-five borings drilled and sampled within the landfill (outside the area of 

excavation). 
- Visually classified wastes as clean fill dirt containing: concrete, bricks, metal rods, 
plastic and metal cans, and incinerated plastic debris. 
- Landfill content appears to be consistent with Class I and Class 2 industrial non
hazardous wastes 
- No leachate samples were taken from the landfill. 

(I) Borings: 35 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter 
Arsenic 
Silver 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Value 
68 
0.92 
4.6 
1.8 
88 
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Waste Class 
Class I 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 



Copper 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Lead 
Selenium 
Thallium 
Zn 

(3) Monitoring Wells: None 
( 4) Water Test Results: None 

220 
I I 
110 
260 
38 
440 
2000 

B. By SWF: Investigated in June 1997 by Geo-Marine. 

Class 2 
Hazardous -See remark (a.) below 
Class 2 
Class I -See remark (b.) below 
Hazardous -See remark (a.) below 
Class 2 
Class 2 

- Six borings drilled to depth of groundwater or refusal. 
- Visually classified wastes (upper 10 feet) as sand, sandy clay, and clayey sand soil fill. 

(1) Borings: 6 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter Value W ru,te ClHss 
Acetone 0.38 Class 2 
Methylene Chloride 0.0012 Class 2 
Fluoranthene 0.049 Class 2 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 0.180 Class 2 
Arsenic 34 Class 2 
Barium 150 Class 2 
Chromium 20 Class 2 
Lead 96 Class 1 
Selenium 1.6 Class 2 
Mercury 0.18 Class 2 

(3) Monitoring Wells: 6 Temporary monitoring wells sampled 
( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum Concentration, ug/1 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
Acetone 53 Class 2 
Methylene Chloride 1.4 Class 2 
1,2 Dichloroethene 1.6 Class 2 
Trichloroethene 1.7 Class 2 
2-Chlorophenol 3.5 Class 2 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 2.4 Class 2 
Arsenic 56 Class 2 
Barium 740 Class 2 
Chromium 110 Class 2 
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Mercury 
Lead 
Selenium 

5. Waste Classification: 

ND 
300 
14 

Class 2 
Class 2 

A. Soil: 5% Class 1 industrial non-hazardous; 95% Class 2 industrial non-hazardous 
waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 Industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
E. Solid. Waste: NA 

Basis: 
F. Leachate: NA 

Basis: 

6. Remarks: 
(a.) Based on these two indicators the entire known location of the landfill will be avoided if 
possible. If the landfill cannot be avoided and project features are sited there, additional 
sampling and testing, including TCLP, will be performed to accurately assign waste 
classifications. If further sampling and testing reveals hazardous wastes, the site wili be avoided. 
(b) Based on SWF experience, total lead concentration of 260 mg/kg would not likely result in 
TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class 1 or Class 2 
industrial non-hazardous waste. If further sampling and testing reveals hazardous wastes, the site 
will be avoided. 
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I. Site Name: Trinity Recycling (Fmmerly Okon Metals) 

2. Project Features at Site: Currently there are no project features on this site. A levee passes 
adjacent to the site and a sump will also likely be located adjacent to the site, but an exact 
location for these features has not been determined. 

3. Site History: This active metals recycling facility, located along Lamar Street, has been in 
operation since the I 950's. TNRCC records indicated an anonymous, unsubstantiated claim that 
dumping of the spent cyanide solution, which had been used for extraction of gold, had occurred 
near a smelter shed. The exact location of the release was not known. 

4. Investigations: 

A. By Others: None 

B. By SWF: The Corps site investigation involved soil and groundwater sampling at two 
locations within a proposed sump area, now deleted from the project, at the back of the property, 
with one location being in the vicinity of an alleged cyanide spill. In addition, a sediment sample 
was taken from a ponded area within the sump. The samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, 
pesticides/PCBs, cyanide, and RCRA metals. 

(1) Borings: Two, converted to temporary monitoring wells, were drilled 
(2) Soil Test Results: Results in mg/kg unless noted otherwise. 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
As 16 Class 2 
Ba 160 Class 2 
Cd 17 Class I 
Cr 75 Class 2 
Pb 2,000 Class I - See remark (a.) below 
Hg L5 Class I 
Ag 4 Class 2 
Acetone 72 ug/1 Class 2 
Chlorobenzene 1.4 ug/1 Class 2 
Methylene Chloride 5.9 ug/1 Class 2 

• 
(3) Monitoring Wells: Four 
( 4) Water Test Results: Results in ug/1 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
As 10 Class 2 
Ba 270 Class 2 

IO 



5. 

Cr 43 Class 2 
Pb 2,300 Class I 
Benzene 4.7 Class 2 
Chlorobenzene 150 Class 2 

(5) Sediment Sample: One taken 
(6) Sediment Test Results: Results in ug/kg 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
As 3.9 Class 2 
Ba 71 Class 2 
Cd 6.6 Class 2 
Cr 24 Class 2 
Pb 310 Class 2 
Hg 0.27 Class 2 
Ag 2.3 Class 2 
Acetone 36 Class 2 

.Toluene 8.7 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 150 Class 2 
Fluoranthene 560 Class 2 
Pyrene 870 Class 2 
Benzo( a)anthracene 930 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 760 
Chrysene 1,000 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 2,900 
Benzo(a)pyrene 1,400 
Indo( 1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1,000 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 400 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 1,100 

Waste Classification 
A. Soil: Class I non-hazardous industrial waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: Class 2 non-hazardous industrial waste 

Basis: Class I non-hazardous industrial waste 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 

Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 

D. Groundwater: Class I industrial non-hazardous waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

6. Remarks: 
(a.) Based on SWF experience, a total lead concentration of2000 mg/kg would not likely result 
in TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Thus, the material is anticipated to be categorized as Class I or Class 2 
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industrial non-hazardous waste. Presently, there are no project features located on this site. If 
this changes, further sampling and testing will be conducted. If the testing reveals hazardous 
wastes, the site will be avoided. 
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1. Site Name: Various Ponds I Gravel Pits 

2. Project Features at Site: These sites are possible uncontrolled fill areas located throughout 
the Dallas Floodway Extiension project area. Two of the ponded areas, I-45 and Trinity 
Recycling, are situated along the alignment of the Lamar Street Levee. The remaining two 
ponds, Dixie Metals and Linfield Landfill, have no project features passing through them, though 
project features are in their vicinity (i.e., Cadillac Heights Levee and lower swale, respectively). 

3. Site History: The I-45, Trinity Recycling, and !..infield Landfill ponds are in vegetated, 
undeveloped, and/or semi-rural areas and have resulted from remnant gravel quarrying 
operations. The Dixie Metals pond had not been a gravel pit, but rather an excavated area that 
probably contained contaminated soil. In all cases, the pits have been partially filled in with 
random fill, such as rock or dirt spoil material, residential wastes, and other unknown wastes. 
Water also continues to accumulate in the pits. With the exception of Dixie Metals, the sites 
have all been steadily used as dumping areas for an indefinite amount of time. In the last 3 years, 
!..infield Landfill Pond and Dixie Metals Pond have received a substantial amount of rock and 
dirt spoil material. No other information is available pertaining to their site history. 

4. Investigations: The Spring 1995 SWF site investigation (Freese and Nichols) involved 
sampling at !..infield Landfill Pond. The 1997 Geo-Marine investigation involved sampling at 
Linfield Landfill Pond, I-45 Pond and Trinity Recycling Ponds. The samples were analyzed for 
VOCs, SVOCs, cyanide, and RCRA metals. One other sampling event at Dixie Metals Pond was 
conducted before the excavation filled with water. 

A. By Others: 
(1) Surface Soil Samples: 3 
(2) Soil Test Results: Dixie Metals Pond; Entact, Inc., May 1995; Maximum 

Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter 
Lead 

B. BySWF: 

Value 
500.3 

- Investigated in 1995 by Freese & Nichols 

Waste Class _ 
Class 1 -See remark (a.) below 

- Sediment content appears to be consistent with municipal solid waste. 

(I) ~ediment Samples: I 
(2) Soil Test Results: !..infield Landfill Pond; Freese and Nichols, Inc., 1995; 

Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter 
Arsenic 
Barium 

Value 
1.9 
16 
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Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 



Cadmium 
Chromium 
Lead 

1.3 
4.9 
26 

No organics were detected in sediment at this site 

(3) Surface Water Samples: 1 

Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 

( 4) Water Test Results: Linfield Landfill Pond; Freese and Nichols, Inc., 1995; 
Concentration, mg,'! 

Parameter 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Lead 

Value 
0.01 
0.07 
0.20 

Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 

No organic concentrations were detected in groundwater at this site 

(5) Sediment Samples: 3 

(6) Soil Test Results: Pond Near 1-45; Geo-Marine, Inc., 1997; Maximum Concentration, 
ug,'kg 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
Acetone 130 Class 2 
2-Butanone 14 Class 2 
Fluoranthene 400 Class 2 
Chrysene 230 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 130 Class 2 
Pyrene 430 Class 2 
Toluene 4.7 Class 2 
Indeno( 1,2,3-cd)pyrene 140 Class 2 
Benzo(a)anthracene 250 Class 2 
Benzo( a)pyrene 180 Class 2 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 430 Class 2 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 240 Class 2 
Benzo(ghi)perylene 180 Class 2 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 620 Class 2 
Arsenic 15 mg,'kg Class 2 
Barium 110 mg,'kg Class 2 
Chromium 20 mg,'kg Class 2 
Mercury 0.14 mg,'kg Class 2 
Lead 72 mg,'kg Class 1 

(7) Sediment Samples: 1 
(8) Soil Test Results: Linfield Landfill Pond; Geo-Marine, Inc., 1997; Concentration, 
ug,'kg 
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Parameter Value Waste Class 
Acetone 290 Class 2 
2-Butanone 10 Class 2 
Fluoranthene 730 Class 2 
Anthacene 93 Class 2 
Chrysene 330 . Class 2 
Phenanthrene 270 Class 2 
Pyrene 930 Class 2 
lndeno( 1,2,3-cd)pyrene 190 Class 2 
Benzo( a )anthracene 310 Class 2 
Benzo(a)pyrene 370 Class 2 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 720 Class 2 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 580 Class 2 
Carbon Disulfide 32 Class 2 
Arsenic 12 mg/kg Class 2 
Barium 210 mg/kg Class 2 
Chromium 16 mg/kg Class 2 
Mercury 0.14 mg/kg Class 2 
Lead 370mg/kg Class 1 -See Remarks Below 

(9) Sediment Samples: 1 
(10) Soil Test Results: Trinity Recycling Pond; Geo-Marine, Inc., 1997; Maximum 
Concentration, ug/kg 

Parameter Value Wa~te Class 
Acetone 590 Class 2 
Toluene 8.7 Class 2 
2-Butanone 100 Class 2 
Fluoranthene 560 Class 2 
Chrysene 1000 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 150 Class 2 
Pyrene 870 Class 2 
Indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene 1000 Class 2 
Benzo( a )anthracene 930 Class 2 
Benzo( a )pyrene 1400 Class 2 
Benzo(ghi)perylene I 100 Class 2 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 2900 Class 2 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 400 Class 2 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 760 Class 2 
Carbon Disulfide 8.4 Class 2 
Arsenic 12 mg/kg Class 2 
Barium 120 mg/kg Class 2 
Chromium 24mg/kg Class 2 
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Mercury 
Lead 
Silver 

5. Waste Classification: 

0.27 mg/kg 
310 mg/kg 
2.3 mg/kg 

A. Soil: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

B. Sediment: NA 
Basis: 

C. Surface Water: NA 
Basis: 

D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

E. Solid Waste: NA 
Basis: 

F. Leachate: NA 
Basis: 

6. Remarks: 

Class 2 
Class I - See Remarks Below 
Class 2 

(a.) Based on SWF experience, total lead concentration of 310-500 mg/kg would not likely result 
in TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class 1 or Class 2 non
hazardous waste. If later tests confirm the wastes to be hazardous the site will be avoided. 

16 



1. Site Name: Valley Steel & W.E. Grace Manufacturing Company 

2. Project Features at Site: The addition of fill in low areas to the south and excavation of 
shallow ditches draining run-off to a northerly located sump are proposed by the Corps for both 
properties. A small sump area is proposed at the northern tip of Valley Steel. 

3. Site History: These industrial facilities are located on opposite sides of U.S. Highway 75 
near Lamar Street. According to Valley Steel files, while engaging in steel pipe thread cleaning 
operations, acid and caustic wastes had been improperly disposed in unlined pits on the facility 
( unknown locations). Limited information is available on W .E. Grace, a steel component 
manufacturing facility. 

4. Investigations: 

A. By Others: A study conducted in 1973 identified high concentrations of sulfates, 
manganese, iron, oil and grease in groundwater and soils at Valley Steel. This study is not 
currently available. 

B. By SWF: Soil and groundwater sampling was conducted in 1993 by Environmental 
Science and Engineering, Inc. at W.E. Grace and in the vicinity of Valley Steel. The samples 
were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, cyanide, and RCRA metals. The 1997 Corps 
site investigation program was to have involved soil and groundwater sampling at one, location 
within the sump area at Valley Steel. However, requests for right-of-entry to Valley Steel were 
denied. 

(I) Borings: Four, converted to temporary monitoring wells, were drilled 
(2) Soil Test Results: Results in mg/kg 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
As 2.66 Class 2 
Ba 45.3 Class 2 
Be ND 
Ca 6,800 Class 2 
Cd ND 
Cr 10.8 Class 2 
Cu 42.7 Class 2 
Fe 20,900 Class 2 
Pb 89.3 Class 1 - See remark (a.) below 
Mg ND 
Mn 314.0 Class 2 
Hg 0.02 Class 2 
Ni ND 
K ND 
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Se 0.267 Class 2 
Ag 0.6 I Class 2 
Na ND 
V ND 
Zn 56.8 Class 2 
Methylene Chloride 17. 7 Class 2 
No SVOAs, pesticides or PCBs detected. 

(3) Monitoring Wells: Four 
( 4) Water Test Results: Results in ug/1 

Parameter Value 
As 1.20 
Ba 70.9 
Cd ND 
Cr 3.33 
Pb 1.77 
Hg ND 
Se 2.9 
Ag ND 
Cyanide ND 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 35.0 
Methylene Chloride 17.7 
No pesticides or PCBs detected 

5. Waste Classification 
A. Soil: Class I non-hazardous industrial waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 

Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 

Class 2 
Class 2 

Class 2 
Class 2 

Class 2 
Class 2 

D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

6. Remarks-
(a.) Based <;n SWF experience, total lead concentration of 310-500 mg/kg would not likely result 
in TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class I or Class 2 non
hazardous waste. If later tests confirm the wastes to be hazardous the site will be avoided. 
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1. Site Name: Dallas Demolition · 

2. Project Features at Site: This site is a landfilled area located near Martin Luther King 
Boulevard along the west bank of the Trinity River. The swale passes through an extensively 
landfilled portion (approx. 1200 ft by 300 ft) of Dallas Demolition in the Trinity River 
Floodplain. 

3. Site History: The Dallas Demolition Company has been extensively landfilled with 
construction debris dating back to at least the 1970's. The dumping area, and the business 
location in general, received miscellaneous debris from construction sources, as well as unknown 
sources. The nature and extent of deposited wastes have not been characterized to date. No 
other information is available pertaining to site history. 

4. Investigations: In 1992, a Maxim Engineering site investigation was conducted at Dallas 
Demolition. The investigation involved drilling numerous temporary monitoring wells with 
groundwater measurement, however, few samples were retained for analysis. No additional 
investigations from this site are known to exist. . 

A. By Others: Limited investigations of the landfill by Maxim Engineering, 1992. 
- Only 4 of 155 total soil samples were analyzed for priority pollutants; only 1 of7 
groundwater samples were analyzed for priority pollutants. 
- Visual classification indicates construction debris-type fill from the ground surface to 
approximately 6 - 9 ft below ground surface (bgs). 
- Visually classified soil lithology as a mixture of fill material and brown/ gray clay or 
sandy clay to 9 - 10 bgs. 
- Landfill content appears to be consistent with Type IV Municipal Waste. 
- A groundwater mound is present in the middle of the site with a general gradient to the 
east and west. 
(]) Borings: 25 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter 
Methylene Chloride 
C!oroform 
Chlordane 
Dieldrin 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 

Value 
1.411 
6.2 
3.0 
I.I 
105.0 
7.5 
18.0 
15.2 
234.0 
8.0 
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Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class I 
C'Jass 1 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class I -See remark (a.) below 
Class 1 -See remark (b.) below 



Nickel 
·Zinc 

l 8.3 
117.0 

(3) Temporary Monitoling Wells: l 
( 4) Water Test Results: Concentration, ug/1 

Parameter 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
Bis (2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
a-BHC 
Zinc 

B. BySWF: NA 
(1) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoling Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

5. Waste Classification: 

Value 
36 
5.0 
9.0 
15.3 
10.0 

A. Soil: Class 1 industlial non-hazardous 
Basis:TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

B. Sediment: NA 
Basis: 

C. Surface Water: NA 
Basis: 

D. Groundwater: Class 2 industlial non-hazardous waste 
Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

E. Solid Waste: All Type IV Municipal 

Class 2 
Class 2 

Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 

Basis: Visual Classification and knowledge of history of landfill use 
F. Leachate: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: Knowledge of landfill use 

6. Remarks: 
(a) Based on SWF experience, a total lead concentration of 234 mg/kg would not likely result in 
TCLP Pb> 5.0 mg/I. Thus, matelial is anticipated to be categolized as Class 1 or Class 2 
industrial non-hazardous waste. If further sampling and testing reveals hazardous wastes, the site 
will be avoided. 
(b) Based on SWF experience, a total mercury concentration of 8.0 mg/kg would not likely 
result in TCLP Hg > 5 .0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class I or Class 
2 industlial non-hazardous waste. If further sampling and testing reveals hazardous wastes, the 
site will be avoided. 
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1. Site Name: Vacant Land Near Dal-Chrome 

2. Project Features at Site: This vacant site is located southeast and adjacent to Dal-Chrome. It 
was originally recomm~nded as a sump area along the Cadillac Heights levee portion of the 
project. However, it was later determined that sump areas were not needed on that side of the 
river, so it was removed from the project. 

3. Site History: This thickly vegetated and undeveloped sump area is bordered by Sargent 
Road, Dal-Chrome Company, Inc. (a chrome plating facility), and several residential buildings. 
Dal-Chrome was noted in the environmental records as a CERCLA site, with no further remedial 
action planned (NFRAP). No other information is available pertaining to site history. 

4. Investigations: Prior investigations at the adjacent Dal-Chrome site included sampling for 
background metals concentrations at locations fairly close to this sites' property iine. Elevated 
levels of lead were found to exist in the shallow surface soils. No investigations directly within 
the vacant land are known to exist. 

A. By Others: NA 
(1) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 

B. BySWF: NA 
(1) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

5. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: NA 

·Basis: 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: NA 

Basis: 
E. Solid Waste: NA 

Basis: 
F. Leachate: NA 

Basis: 

• 

6. Remarks: There are no project features on this site. 
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1. Site Name: Energy Conversion Systems/ Darling International, Inc. 

2. Project Features at Site: This site is located off the 1100 block of Sargent Road, to the north 
of the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant. Cadillac Heights Levee passes through the 
northeastern portions of the adjoining properties at, or very close to, the vicinity where lead slag 
and battery casi.ngs were landfilled in pits. 

3. Site History: Previous occupants of the southern half of this site, N.L. Industries (a secondary 
lead smeltering facility), had buried smeltered slag and broken battery casings in pits extensively 
throughout this site and onto adjoining properties (i.e., Valcar and UPRR). Other smelters in the 
area, such as Dixie Metals, may have also contributed to the extremely high lead contamination 
present in the area. N.L. Industries had been in operation from approximately 1940 to 1978 and 
had disposed of the lead in an open landfill prior to the I 960s. The site is presently occupied by 
an animal fat rendering plant, Darling International Inc. (formerly Valcar Enterprises, Beatrice 
Company and Lone Star Rendering). Occupants of property to tl1e north (presently owned by 
Energy Conversion Systems) included Superior Industries and Mainland Land and Equipment 
Company. In general, the smeltering plants in the area have a long history of having generated 
and disposed of commercial and industrial wastes (mostly lead slag and associated lead 
containing plant wastes) throughout the entire site. 

4. Investigations: The site has been extensively investigated by government agencies and firms 
throughout the past resulting in numerous inspections, sampling events, risk assessments, 
corrective measures reports, etc. Since this area has been recommended for avoidance, the Corps 
has not taken part in any investigations in this area. 

A. By Others: Evaluated under EPA 's CERCLA (Superfund) in 1980's and TWC/TNRCCs 
RCRA from 1991 to present. 

- EPA "Potential Hazardous Waste Site Inspection Report", dated July 1980, describes 
area as former open dump/landfill with inadequate leachate collection. Samples analyzed 
for heavy metals. 

• EPA Superfund enforcement action in early 1980s resulted in concrete cap placed over a 
portion of the contaminated region. Cap was inspected and found to be cracked and 
opened up with exposed lead slag, and battery casings that had been deposited beneath. 

- Following site inspection and soil/surfacewater sampling event (maximum total Pb 
129,000 mg/kg), City of Dallas informed the TWC Central Office (Austin) in 1991 of 
lead slag deposits so appropriate enforcement action could be taken. 

- Numerous investigations follow including: historical research, inspections, risk 
assessment, corrective measures study, corrective measures implementation plan, etc. 
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• Numerous soil borings drilled with detailed chemical analysis of soil lead contamination 
(at depths to Austin Chalk) throughout southern portion of site. 

- Numerous monitoring wells installed and groundwater sampled throughout southern 
portion (Darling International) to characterize nature and extent of metals as well as 
contamination resulting from 3 LPSTs. Groundwater direction was .to the southeast. 
Chemical data confirmed that lead and other metals are not mobile in groundwater at the 
site (analytical data unavailable). Contaminants associated with LPSTs were found to be 
below applicable TNRCC regulatory levels. Closure status of the three LPSTs is 
presently unknown. 

- Analysis of aerial photographs shows widespread dumping throughout the northern as 
well as southern portions of the site. Presumably the waste consisted of lead slag and 
battery casings. 

- Southern portion of site undergoing corrective action to date with capping and 
monitoring of lead contaminated waste in vicinity of Darling International. 

( I) Borings: 37 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum Concentration, mg/kg; Report by McCulley, Frick & 

Gilman, Inc. 

Parameter 
Lead 
Lead 

(3) Monitoring Wells: 10 

Value 
61,500 
3965 

Waste Class 
Hazardous -See remark (a.) below 
Class I -See remark (b.) below 

( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum Concentration, ug/1; Report by McCulley, Frick & 
Gilman, Inc. 

Parameter 
TPH 
Benzene 
Toluene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylene 

B. By SWF: NA 

(I) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

Value 
14.5 mg/I 
<1.0 
2.8 
7.9 
50.1 
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Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
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5. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: Class 1 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 Industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
E. Solid Waste: NA 

Basis: Avoidance of the landfill 
F. Leachate: NA 

Basis: Avoidance of the landfill 

6. Remarks: 
(a.) Sample taken away from project levee alignment. 
(b.) Based on SWF analytical results of lead investigations, total lead concentration of 3965 
mg/kg would not likely result in TCLP Pb > 5 .0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be 
categorized as Class 1 or Class 2 Non-hazardous Waste. If further sampling and testing reveals 
hazardous wastes, the site will be avoided. 
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1. Site Name: Vacant Land Near Energy Conversion Systems/ Darling International, Inc. 

2. Project Features at Site: This site is located off the I I 00 block of Sargent Road, to the north 
of the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, and northeast of Energy Conversion Systems/ 
Darling International, Inc. The upper swale passes through this vacant land at, or very close to, 
the vicinity where hazardous industrial lead slag was placed in landfilled pits. 

3. Site History: This site is under ownership of UPRR and the City of Dallas. Previous 
occupants to the southwest of this site include N.L. Industries (a secondary lead smeltering 
facility), and Valcar Enterprises, an animal fat rendering plant. Prior to the 1960s, N.L. 
Industries had buried smeltered slag and broken battery casings in pits extensively throughout 
Valcar and onto adjoining sites, at or very close to the swale location in this site. 

4. Investigations: The site was investigated during the risk assessment conducted for Energy 
Conversion Systems/ Darling International. No SWF investigatio,n has been conducted at the 
site due to lack of right-of-entry. 

A. By Others: McCulley, Frick & Gilman, Inc. 

• Numerous soil borings drilled with detailed chemical analysis of soil lead contamination 
(at depths to Austin Chalk) throughout southeastern portion of site adjacent to Darling 
International. 

- Adjoining property to this site undergoing corrective action to date with capping and 
monitoring of lead contaminated waste. 

(I) Borings: 20 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum Concentration, mg/kg; Report by McCulley, Frick & 

Gilman, Inc. 

Parameter 
Lead 

(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

B. BySWF: NA 

(1) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: NA 
( 4) Water Test Results: NA 

Value 
2660 
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Class 1 -See Remark (a.) Below 



5. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: Class I industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
E. Solid Waste: Type I Municipal Waste 

Basis: See Remark (b.) 
F. Leachate: NA 

Basis: 

6. Remarks: 
(a.) This sample was taken approximately 100 feet west of the project swale alignment. Based on 
SWF analytical results of lead investigations, total lead concentration of 2660 mg/kg would not 
likely result in TCLP Pb > 5.0 mg/I. Thus, material is anticipated to be categorized as Class 1 or 

. Class 2 Non-hazardous Waste. If further sampling and testing reveals hazardous wastes, the site 
will be avoided. 
(b.) Based on interviews, the site apparently contains a surface battery dump of unknown size and 
location. Efforts to locate it have not been successful to date . 

• 
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1. Site Name: Lagoon Eat the Dallas Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 

2. Project Features at Site: The swale passes through and will remove the majority of Lagoon 
E. 

3. Site History: Lagoon Eis a serpentine shaped lagoon which was used for disposal of 
municipal sludge from the I 930's until the early 1970's. It is located in the northeast portion of 
the plant, within the floodplain of the Trinity River. 

4. Investigations: 

A. By Others: Investigated in 1993 by Albert H. Halff Associates under contract to the City 
of Dallas. Collected samples of the sludge, soils and groundwater. 

(!) Borings: Five, converted to monitoring wells 
(2) Soil Test Results: Results are in mg/kg 

Pl!rameter Vain!: 
Ba 206 
Cd ND 
Cr 36.5 
Cu 11.6 
Pb 12.9 
Hg ND 
Ni 21.0 
Ag ND 
Zn 34.9 
No voe or SVOC detected 

(3) Monitoring Wells: Five 

Waste Cla§s 
Class 2 

Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 

Class 2 

Class 2 

( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum values in mg/I 

Parameter Yalu!) Waste Class 
Ba 1.9 Class 2 
Cd ND 
Cr ND 
Cu ND 
Pb ND 
Hg ND 
Ni ND 
Ag ND 
Zn ND 
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No voe or SVOC detected 

(5) Sludge Test Results: Results in mg/kg unless noted otherwise 

Parameter Value 
pH 8.1-8.6 
Reactivity ND 
Ignitability >212° F 
As ND 
Ba 363 
ru ~8 
Cr ~O 
Cu 154 
Pb 635 
Hg 7.5 
Mo ND 

Waste Class 
Class 2 

Class 2 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Class 2 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Class 2 - See TCLP data below 

Ni 469 Class 2 
Se ND Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Ag 25.8 Class 2 - See TCLP data below 
Zn 668 Class 2 
Bis(2-ethylhexl)phthalate 21 Class 2 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 15 Lab contaminant 
Acetone 0.19 Class 2 
Methylene Chloride 3.3 Class 2 
Toluene 0.021 Class 2 
Chlorobenzene 0.128 Class 2 

· Ethyl benzene 0.032 Class 2 
Xylenes 0.067 Class 2 
No Fecal Coliform, Salmonella, pesticides, herbicides, acid extractables detected 

(6) TCLP Analyses 

Parameter V11h1!: Waste Class 
As ND 
Ba 0.53 Class 2 
Cd ND 
Cr 0.01 Class 2 
Pb 0.05 Class 2 
Hg ND 
Se ND 
Ag ND 

B. By SWF: None 
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5. Waste Classification 
A. Soil: Class 2 non-hazardous industrial waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
E. Sludge: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

- Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 

6. Remarks-

• 
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1. Site Name: Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) 

2. Project Features at Site: The swale will pass through this site. 

3. Site History: The Union Pacific Railroad landfill is located northeast of Linfield Landfill, 
entirely on u:PRR property (formerly Southern Pacific Railroad). Visual reconnaissance of the 
site noted surface expressions of landfilled trenches and scattered material, which generally 
consisted of construction debris, i.e. broken concrete, rebar, tile, scrap metal, etc. 

4. Investigations: fuvestigation work has been proposed at two locations along the swale 
alignment along with a proposed geophysical survey to determine the lateral and vertical-extent 
of the landfill. Attempts at obtaining right-of-entry into this area had been denied by the 
Southern Pacific Railroad. No prior investigations of this site were available. 

A. By Others: None 

B. By SWF: None 

5. Waste Classification 
A. Soil: Class 2 non-hazardous industrial waste. 

Basis: Visual inspection of site and knowledge of surrounding sites. 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste. 

Basis: Visual inspection of site and knowledge of surrounding sites. 
E. Solid Waste: Primarily construction debris, which can be segregated and placed in a Type 

IV municipal landfill, with possibly some Class 2 industrial non-hazardous wastes, which can be 
placed in a Type I Municipal landfill with a special waste trench. 

Basis: Visual inspection of site and knowledge of surrounding sites. 

6. Remarks-
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1. Site Name: Linfield Landfill 

2. Project Features at Site: Swale passes through western end of landfill where commercial 
and residential wastes were placed. At the center of the swale all of the landfill materials will be 
removed . The thickness of the landfill materials left in place will increase from the center 
toward the edges of the swale. · 

3. Site History: Closed in 1975. Received a mixture of commercial and residential wastes, 
burned commercial wastes, brush and industrial demolition debris and industrial liquids which 
were placed in pits. Landfill is currently being used for disposal of tailings from DART tunnel 
construction and placement of tree trimming debris 

4. Investigations: 

A. By Others: Evaluated under CERCLA in February 1980 and given a "no further action" 
status by EPA. In 1982 five monitoring wells were installed by National Soil Services around 
the perimeter of the landfill. Monitored semi-annually from 1982 to 1984. Monitored annually 
from 1985 to present (1998). In general, while contamination is present, it shows a decreasing 
trend. 

(1) Borings: None 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 
(3) Monitoring Wells: 5 
( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum values in mg/I 

Parameter V;ilue Waste ~lass 
pH 5.91 - 7.7 NA 
Sp. Cond. 5650 NA 
Chlorides 1070 NA 
Sulfates 5650 NA 
Nitrates 9.8 NA 
Phenols 0.540 NA 
As 0.021 Class 2 
Cd 0.17 Class 2 
Cr 0.121 Class 2 
Fe 40.3 NA 
Pb 0.15 Class 2 
Mn 18.4 NA 
Se 0.500 Class 2 
CN- 0.28 Class 2 
TOC 44 NA 

B. By SWF: Investigated in Spring 1995 by Freese and Nichols. Two borings were drilled 
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two feet into insitu soils. Visually classified wastes as soil fill, concrete, scrap metal, clay pipe 
fragments, plastic debris, rope and ceramic tile fragments. Landfill content appears to be 
consistent with municipal solid waste. Leachate tested as potentially hazardous for lead (5.8 & 
6.5 mg/I). . 

( 1) Borings: 2 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum values in mg/Kg 

Parameter 
As 
Ba 
Cd 
Cr 
Pb 
Hg 
Se 
Ag 

Value 
2.9 
29 
4.0 
9.8 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

Waste Class 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
Class 2 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

No VOA, SVOA, Cyanide, pesticides, herbicides or PCBs detected. 

(3) Monitoring Wells: 2 temporary 
( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum values in mg/L 

Parameter Value Wa~te Class 
As 0.96 Class 2 
Ba 7.86 Class 2 
Cd 0.36 Class 2 
Cr 0.70 Class 2 
Pb 6.5 RCRA Hazardous 
Hg 0.12 Class 2 
Se ND NA 
Ag 0.19 Class 2 
Chlorobenzene 0.009 Class 2 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.089 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 0.060 NA 
Cyanide 0.01 Class 2 

No pesticides, herbicides or PCBs detected. 

C. By SWF: Investigated in September 1998 by Tetra Tech NUS. Twenty-eight (28) 
borings were drilled into insitu soils. Visually classified landfilled wastes as municipal solid 
waste. Two soil samples collected from within landfilled materials tested as non-hazardous due 
to toxicity. Fourteen ( 14) groundwater samples collected from within landfilled materials and 
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one (I) groundwater sample collected from beneath the landfill tested as non-hazardous using 
TCLP test method 1311 for toxicity characteristic parameters. 

(I) Borings: 28 
(2) Soil Test Results: Maximum values in mg/Kg 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
As ND NA 
Ba 947 Municipal 
Cd 3.6 Municipal 
Cr 21 Municipal 
Pb 119 Municipal 
PbTCLP 0.040mg/L Municipal 
Hg 3.6 Municipal 
Se 0.40 Municipal 
Ag ND NA 
Chlorobenzene 0.091 Municipal 
Methyl ethyl ketone 0.014 Municipal 

No SVOA, pesticides or herbicides detected. 

(3) Monitoring Wells: 15 temporary 
( 4) Water Test Results: Maximum values mg/L 

Parameter Valu1, W !J!ite Class 
pH 6.49-8.18 NA 
As 0.247 Municipal 
Ba 1.5 Municipal 
Cd ND NA 
Cr ND NA 
Pb 0.119 Municipal 
Hg ND NA 
Se 0.058 Municipal 
Ag 0.13 Municipal 
Trichloroethylene 0.0021 Municipal 
Benzene 0.052 Municipal 
Chlorobenzene 0.079 Municipal 

No SVOA, pesticides, or herbicides detected. 

S. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: Municipal solid waste 

Basis: 30 TAC Chapter 330 Subchapter A, 30 TAC 335 Subchapter R 
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B. Sediment: NA 
Basis: 

C. Surface Water: NA 
Basis: 

D. Groundwater: Municipal solid waste 
Basis: 30 TAC Chapter 330 Subchapter A, 30 TAC 335 Subchapter R 

E. Solid Waste: Municipal 
Basis: 30 TAC 330 Subchapter A, visual classification, knowledge of landfill history 

F. Leachate: Municipal solid waste 
Basis: 30 TAC Chapter 330 Subchapter A, 30 TAC 335 Subchapter R 

6. Remarks - Waste classifications are based on combined results of 1995 and 1998 
investigations and landfill history. Water sample results for 1998 investigation supercede results 
for 1995 investigation because 1995 samples were not analyzed using TCLP test method 1311, 
required for designating waste as being hazardous due to toxicity. Municipal solid waste 
classification is derived from 1998 conclusion that landfill contains municipal solid waste, as 
defined in 30 TAC 330 Subchapter A, and test results for corrosivity and TCLP resulted in non
hazardous concentrations, as defined in 40 CFR 261.22 and 261.24, respectively . 

• 
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1. Site Name: Open Dump Near Linfield Landfill 

2. Project Features at Site: This site is an uncontrolled fill area located south and adjacent to 
Linfield Landfill Pond. The swale passes through an extensive portion (approx.1200 ft by 600 ft) 
of Linfield Landfill, located northeast of the open dump area, along the lower western portion of 
the Trinity River Floodplain. If this site is purchased as part of the project, and currently that is 
not proposed, the wastes and/or contaminated material encountered at this site will likely be 
covered, contained, and left in place, since project features do not effect this area. Previously, 
the site had been situated within the Joppa swale alignment. However, the swale alignment was 
rerouted through Linfield Landfill and this site was removed from the project. 

3. Site History: This sparsely vegetated and undeveloped dumping area has been landfilled with 
residential waste, construction debris, and rock spoil. The site had been steadily used as a 
dumping grounds for an unknown amount of time. In the last 5 years, it has received a 
substantial amount ofrock spoil from DART construction as cover material. No other 
information is available pertaining to the sites history. 

4. Investigations: The Spring 1995 Corps site investigation (Freese and Nichols) involved one 
temporary monitoring well - in what was then the proposed Joppa alignment of the swale. 

A. By Others: NA 
(I) Borings: NA 
(2) Soil Test Results: NA 

B. By SWF: Investigated in 1995 by Freese and Nichols. 
• One temporary monitoring well drilled two feet into insitu soils. 
- Visually classified wastes as rock spoil, concrete, residential waste, and construction 
debris. 
~ Landfill content appears to be consistent with municipal solid waste. 
• Elevated inorganic concentrations in groundwater were noted for all RCRA metals. 

(I) Borings: I 
(2) Soil Test Results: Concentration, mg/kg 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
Fluoranthene 7.2 Class 2 
Chrysene 4.6 Class 2 
Phenanthrene 4.8 Class 2 
Pyrene 6.4 Class 2 
Arsenic 2.2 Class 2 
Barium 71 Class 2 
Silver 2.6 Class 2 
Cadmium 5.4 Class 2 
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Chromium 10 Class 2 
Mercury 0.5 Class 2 
Lead 19 Class 2 

(3) Temporary monitoring Wells: I 
(4) Water Test Results: Concentration, mg/I 

Parameter Value Waste Class 
Arsenic 0.02 Class 2 
Barium 2.16 Class 2 
Cadmium 0.08 Class 2 
Chromium 0.21 Class 2 
Lead 0.70 Class 2 
Mercury 0.06 Class 2 
Selenium 0.29 Class 2 
Silver 0.37 Class 2 
No organic concentrations were detected in groundwater at this site 

5. Waste Classification: 
A. Soil: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
B. Sediment: NA 

Basis: 
C. Surface Water: NA 

Basis: 
D. Groundwater: Class 2 industrial non-hazardous waste 

Basis: TAC Chapter 335 Subchapter R 
E. Solid Waste: NA 

Basis: Visual observation of landfilled wastes (i.e., residential, construction debris, and 
rock spoil). 

F. Leachate: NA 
Basis: 

6. Remarks: No project features are currently anticipated at this site. 
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John Hall. Chairman 

Pam Reed. Commissioner 

R. B. "Ralph" Marquez. Commissioner 

Dan Pearson. Execufil,e Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

May 30, 1995 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 
P.O. Box 17300 
Ft. Worth, Texas 76102-0300 
Attn: CESWF-ED:E/Jim Drysdale 

RE: Channelization of Trinity River through Linfield Sanitary 
Landfill (Clasen Landfill) 

Dear Mr. Drysdale: 

During recent phone conversations with various personnel of the 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), you 
indicated that the City of Dallas is considering exhuming waste 
from the above referenced site and channelizing a portion of the 
Trinity River through the landfill site. 

In addition, you noted that hazardous waste may have been deposited 
at the site and that elevated levels of lead were detected in 
recently obtained leachate samples. 

This letter provides some guidance in regards to regulatory issues 
associated with the proposed activities on this closed site. Prior 
to any construction activities, a plan detailing the proposed 
activities must be submitted to the TNRCC Municipal Solid Waste 
Division for review and approval, as required by 30 Texas 
Administrative Code (TAC) Section(§) 330.255(a) which states: 

"The owner or operator shall submit any plans for 
proposed construction activities or structural 
improvements located on closed MSWLF units or ~.SW sites 
and not associated with approved solid waste disposal 
activities, with supporting documentation in accordance 
with subsection (b) of 'this section, to the executive 
director for review and approval." 

Prior to the submittal of the plan, it is recommended that you 
schedule a meeting with TNRCC personnel in Austin. This meeting 
would include representatives from both Industrial & Hazardous 
Waste and Municipal Solid Waste Divisions to address planned 
activities. 
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Mr. Jim Drysdale 
May 30, 1995 
Page 2 

The following is a summary of minimum requirements which need to be 
addressed in the submitted plan: 

I. A site plan of the landfill that shows the 
area that will be affected by 
excavation/construction related activities and 
the fill areas; 

2. 

.3. 

Details 
channel 
site; 

of the. location of the proposed 
and any· structures on the landfill 

A waste sampling and analysis plan (A soil 
boring survey shall be conducted 
characterizing type of waste, depth of waste, 
underlaying soil strata, prevailing 
geologic/hydrogeologic conditions, and 
existing groundwater levels. Groundwater and 
leachate samples shall be collected and 
analyzed for constituents. Boring logs shall 
be prepared and submitted with supporting 
details.); 

4. A calculation sheet prepared and showing total 
volume of waste to be excavated/relocated 
during constri,iction activities (Excavated 
rraterials shall not be used for embankment or 
any other purposes ex~ept disposal to an 
approved disposal fac: ity. A copy of an 
agreement/contract, showing that disposal of 
excavated materials shall be at an approved 
landfill, shall be submitted.); 

5. Notification given to the public, adjacent 
land owners, and · local emergency officials 
regarding waste excavation/ relocation 
activities (Also, TNRCC Region 4 office, 
located in Duncanville, shall be notified 
prior to the beginning of waste 
excavation/relocation activities. Methods for 
notification prior to the start of each waste 
relocation event shall be specified.); 

6. A Contingency Plan developed to cease waste 
removal operations specified in the ·event 
weather conditions, nuisance odors or air 
monitoring indicate an impact. on off-site 
areas is imminent; 
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Mr. Jim Drysdale 
May 30, 1995 
Page 3 

7. A plan for daily cover of.all exposed waste at 
the end of each day; 

8. Appropriate measures to contain rainfall 
surface run-off from the active working face 
in the event of inclement weather (All 
rainfall surface run-off from the active face 
shall be disposed of at a permitted 
facility.); 

9. Liners provided at all the exposed side walls 
of excavated surfaces (Soil and Liner Quality 
Control Plan (SLQCP) shall be developed in 
accordance with 30 Texas Adittinistrative Code 
(TAC) Section (§) 330.205. Soils and Liner 
Evaluation Report (SLER) shall be prepared and 
submitted in accordance with 30 TAC § 
330.206.); 

10. Nuisance odor control measures to be 
implemented at site to minimize the effect of 
waste relocation on the operation of local· 
businesses, adjacent property owners, and the 
general public using routes of transportation 
in the vicinity of the site {The measures may 
include, but not be limited to, spraying of 
exposed waste and/or application of soil cover 
to the exposed waste surfaces to minimize 
odors and the attraction of vector~. A plan 
shall be developed to control air pollution 
related problems describing measures to be 
taken in the event of occurrence of 
objectionable odors.); 

11. On-site combustible gas detection equipment 
(Concentration of methane gas (CH4 ) shall not 
exceed Lower Explosive Limit (LEL) . 5% methane 
by volume in air.); 

12. Control of ponded water in operational areas to 
avoid its becoming a nuisance; 

13. Control of windblown waste and litter in 
accordance with 30 TAC§ 330.120; 
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Mr. Jim Drysdale 
May 30, 1995 
Page 4 

14. A construction schedule showing dates and time 
of day that work in the landfill area will 
take place; 

15. · A weather monitoring station established at 
the site (Measurements of meteorological 
parameters such as wind speed, wind direction, 
temperature, and wind chill, if necessary, 
shall be taken hourly and recorded during each 
waste relocation event.); 

. 16. Air monitoring at the site on a daily basis 
during each waste relocation event (The 
ambient air shall be monitored for the 
following: Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S), Methane 
(CH4 ), Carbon dioxide (CO2 ), and Oxygen (02). 

Air monitoring shall be performed using direct 
reading instruments and readings shall be 
documented on a daily basis. Direct reading 
of the instruments shall be used by the site 
engineer to determine whether to continue 
waste relocation activities. Air monitoring 
shall be performed downwind from the 
designated relocation area. Procedures for 
air sampling at the site shall also be 
specified.); 

17. A status report of work activities of each 
waste relocation event to include qiJantity of 
waste relocated, air monitoring results, and 
any ant·icipated problems that might arise as a 
result of changing weather conditions (These 
status reports shall be submitted on a weekly 
basis to the TNRCC during each waste 
relocation event for review and documentation 
purposes.); 

18. Provide all remaining exposed waste surfaces, 
at the end of construction activities, with a 
final cover in accordance with 30 TAC § 
330.251; 

19. Perform Post-Closure Care Maintenance in 
accordance with 30 TAC§ j30.254. 
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Mr. Jim Drysdale 
May 30, 1995 
Page 5 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. 
Sam Coyner at (512) 239-2519. 

Sincerely, 

~ULt~'C, 
H. Thomas Collins, P.E., Team Leader 
Landfill Remediation Team · 
Compliance and Enforcement Section 
Mun~cipal Solid Waste Division 

HTC\sjc 

cc: TNRCC Region 4 Office 
Vic Ramirez, TNRCC ECL 
TNRCC I&HW Waste Evaluation Section 
Ada Lichaa, TNRCC MSW Corrective Action 
City of Dallas 
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CESWF-EV-D (200-la) 

MEMORANDUM FOR FILES 

13 January 1998 
Simmons/rg/8-9923/1630 

-ty' 

SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE), Record of Conversation with 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Texas Natural Resource Conservation 
Commission (TNRCC), Concerning Regulatory Status of Linfield Landfill 

1. on 9 January 1998, the undersigned contacted Carlos Sanchez, an RPM with 
the superfund Division, and Stan Hitt, Director of the Brownfields Program. 
Both work at EPA Region VI. on· 12 January 1998, I also contacted Chuck 
Epperson, Chief of the Voluntary Cleanup Section with TNRCC. I discussed the 
current regulatory status of Linfield Landfill with all three and the impact 
constr_uction of the swale would have on this status. I told each of them: 

a. Linfield Landfill is a CERCLIS site with a current "No Further Action 
Status". 

b. The swale will pass through the western end of the landfill removing 
about 25% of its volume. 

c. The wastes that will be removed are municipal solid wastes, but that 
industrial wastes, including liquid industrial wastes, were disposed of in the 
eastern end of the landfill. 

d. Testing by CESWF in the landfill has identified lead in the leachate 
at levels slightly above hazardous levels. 

e. The CSEWF proposes to: 

(l) Isolate the portion of the landfill not required for construction 
from that portion that will be disturbed. 

(2) Remove and dispose of all wastes, including the leachate as 
required, in accordance with applicable laws. 

(3) Reclose the landfill, ensuring no future releases from the 
landfill occur. • 

2. I contacted Mr. Sanchez (a former CESWF employee currently involved in the 
West Dallas Lead Smelter Superfund Projects) who felt that EPA would have 
little interest in revisiting the Linfield Landfill. It had been assessed· 
while on the CERCLIS and was determined not to be a problem. He confirmed 
that future regulation of the landfill was the responsibility of the TNRCC. 

3. I contacted Mr. Hitt becaus~ he oversees the Brownfields Program for EPA 
Region VI. 

a. I asked him about a "comfort letter" for Linfield Landfill. He stated 
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CESWF-EV-D 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE), Record of Conversation With 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Texas Natural Resource Conservation 
Commission (TNRCC), Concerning Regulatory Status of Linfield Landfill 

that this site would fall under the Brownfields Initiative, but that a 
11 comfort letter 11 would likely be issued once the construction was complete. 
He stated landfills are very complex and full of surprises, so EPA is 
reluctant to issue one before construction is complete .. He also confimed 
that the TNRCC Voluntary Cleanup (VCP) program was the appropriate framework 
to go through, and that any liability release from TNRCC would be honored by 
EPA as well, since they have a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in-place to 
recognize each others liability releases. 

b. I asked him if EPA would be willing to provide us a letter saying 
that, if the Corps followed the construction process outlined above in para 
2.e.; EPA would anticipate requiring no additonal actions by the Corps to 
address the remainder of the landfill. He was receptive to this idea. He 
made it clear that this would not be binding, and that once further 
investigations were conducted, revisions may be required. I offered to ghost
write a letter for him and send it via e-mail. He agreed to staff it through 
EPA to see what could be done. 

4. I contacted Mr. Epperson, head of the TNRCC VCP. He was also receptive to 
considering Linfield Landfill under the VCP, as well as any other sites in the 
DFE project. I explained that we had contacted the TNRCC Industrial & 

Hazardous Waste, Waste Evaluation Section, in May 1995, to determine what 
actions were necessary concerning construction in or on a landfill. He felt 
that our approach, as described in para 2.e., was sound and that, if we 
complied with the May 1995 letter, we should not have any problems. He 
cautioned that work in landfills is always complex and that the TNRCC may 
require ground-water monitoring after const·ruction to ensure no new releases 
occur as the result of our activities. 

5. In summary: 

a. The EPA has little interest in regulating this site under their CERCLA 
authority. 

b. The TNRCC is the regulatory agency that will regulate this site. 

c. The proposal to deal only with those wastes generated by construction 
of the swale, with no requirement to remediate the remainder of Linfield 
Landfill is reasonable and, in principle, acceptable to EPA and TNRCC. 

6. Questions on the above should be directed to the undersigned at 
(817) 978-9923, EXT 1630. 

MARKE. SIMMONS P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Design Branch 
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. CESWF-EV-D 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE), Record of Conversation With 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and Texac Natural Resource Conservation 
Commission (TNRCC), Concerning Regulatory Status of Linfield Landfill 

CF: 
CESWF-EV (M. Ens ch) 
CESWF-PM (M. Mocek) 
CESWF-PM-C (B. Fickel) 
CESWF-PM-C (G. Rice) 
CESWF-EC-TP (K. Craig) 
CESWF-EV-DI (D. Perrin) 
CESWF-EV-DI (J. Drysdale) 
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TRIP REPORT 
REVIEW OF LINFIELD LANDFILL AND OTHER HTRW SITES 

DALLAS FLOOD WAY EXTENSION PROJECT 

I. REVIEW OF APPENDIX J 

A. Previous Investigations. The previous investigations have consisted of preliminary 
assessments with 1 to 6 soil borings. sediment samples, and groundwater samples per site. The 
purpose of the preliminary assessment is to determine the presence and nature of contaminants at 
a site. The previous site investigations have been limited by Right of Entry and weather 
problems. The previous investigations are adequa.te and should be continued on all of the sites 
when weather and right of entries permit. 

B. Future Investigations. The preliminary assessment investigations should continue on the 
previously univestigated sites. The preliminary assessments should o·e performed using methods 
similar to the previous investigations. Consideration should be given to skipping the preliminary 
assessment and performing a more detailed investigation if there is a high likelihood of finding 
contamination. Investigations to determine the nature and extent of contamination should be 
conducted on sites where contaminants above regulatory standards were discovered. The 
recommended investigation would consist of soil borings IO ft. deep on 200 ft. centers along the 
levees. Borings should be drilled in a grid pattern on 200 ft. centers for the sump and swale 
excavation areas. These borings should be drilled to a depth of 5 ft. below the bottom of the 
sump or swale. Groundwater samples should be taken and elevations recorded when 
groundwater is encountered. Also, additional soil boring and groundwater sampling should be 
performed 200 to 400 ft. past the edge of the excavation. When planning borings outside the 
excavated areas, consideration should be given to the potential localized change in groundwater 
flow direction near a sump or swale excavation. The purpose of the additional borings would be 
to determine if contamination exists outside the excavation which co_!Jld seep into the sump or 
swale during or after construction. A direct push rig used in conjunction with an on site lab 
would be the quickest and most efficient method of performing the investigation. The direct 
push rig and onsite lab provide immediate test results allowing the onsite geologist/engineer to 
make informed decisions on additional boring locations required to fully characterize a site. The 
onsite lab should be capable of analyzing both soil and groundwater for all contaminants of 
concern. The direct push rig could be a cone penetrometer (CPT) rig or Geoprobe/Earthprobe rig 
mounted on an all-terrain vehicle. CPT rigs can provide valuable soil classification and 
hydraulic conductivity information, however most CPT rigs are large and would not be able to 
access the majority of these sites. A CPT rig should only be considered in locations accessible to 
large conventional rotary rigs. Due to accessibility, the Geoprobe/Earthprobe type units would 
probably be the best choice for most of these projects. Most Geoprobe/Earthprobe type rigs also 
have limited augering capabilities for areas where direct push tools cannot be used. However, 
conventional rotary rigs should be used when investigating the interior of a landfill because direct 
push tools can be damaged when hard irregular shaped objects are encountered in a landfill. This 
investigation technique has been used by the Tulsa District many times with excellent results. 
The investigations have been performed using both types of direct push rigs mentioned above 
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and have been performed by both contractors and District personnel. These investigations were 
performed faster and were less expensive than similar investigations using convention methods 
(rotary rig and offsite lab). Information gathered during any geotechnical or environmental 
investigations could be used by either discipline. Investigations by either discipline should be 
coordinated to avoid duplication of work. 

C. Wast_e C!assific:ation. The current waste classifications in Appendix J are reasonable. They 
could be refined if additional background soil borings could be performed in the area. The . 
background information could be particularly useful in determining acceptable concentrations of 
metals. The quantities need to be refined using infomiation from the additional investigations. 
Soil contamination is usually limited to the area immediately around the source of contamination. 
however groundwater contamination can extend well beyond the source in sandy or gravelly 
areas. Therefore. the future investigations should be designed to locate all groundwater 
contamination in or near the sumps and swales and determine the most efficient method of 
dealing with the groundwater ( containment or collection and treatment/disposal). 

D. Disposal Alternatives. The waste classifications and disposal methods identified in Appendix 
J are reasonable. Contaminated soil and landfill waste will be disposed of in a hazardous waste 
(RCRA) landfill or a municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF), depending on the classification of 
the waste. Incineration is another method of disposing or treating solid waste. Tulsa District is 
using a thermal desorption process at Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant (LHAAP) to remove 
contaminants from soil. However, incineration or thermal desorption is probably not an 
acceptable treatment method because acquiring an air permit in Dallas for this treatment process 
would be difficult and maybe impossible. Testing of any waste disposed of offsite will likely be 
required to determine the appropriate disposal facility. The operators of the MSWLF should 
require testing to protect themselves if testing is not required by TNRCC. Onsite disposal of the 
Class I Nonhazardous solid waste may be an option and will be discussc:d below. Any hazardous 
solid waste should be taken offsite for disposal. 'Construction ofa RCRA landfill for onsite 
disposal would be cost prohibitive and permits in a floodplain would probably be impossible to 
acquire. TNRCC' and the wildlife agencies will not allow contaminated groundwater to seep into 
the sump and swsle areas during or after construction. Therefore, contaminated groundwater 
must be contained using some type of impermeable barrier where excavation in areas with 
contaminated grotndwater is required. Construction controls should be used to minimize 
collection ofsurfa.:e runoff in excavations through contaminated areas. However, all surface 
runoff and groundwater that collect in contaminated areas should be pumped into portable 
storage tanks and be analyzed to determine the required disposal or treatment method. TCLP 
analysis should be adequate but TNRCC will have to concur. 

II. LINFIELD LANDFILL 

A. Slurry Trench. Any slurry trench should be keyed into the low permeability rock even in 
areas that are predominantly clay to avoid the potential underseepage through sand or gravel 
lenses. The geotechnical borings do not identify the top ofrock elevation along the entire length 
of the wall. Borings should be conducted to locate the top of rock. Also, the·-slu_rry trench should 
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be extended approximately perpendicular to the sump or swale an adequate distance to prevent 
contaminated groundwater from seeping around the wall. This is particularly important for any 
wall constructed upgradient ofa sump or swale. Construction of a conventional slurry trench 
through landfill debris will be difficult. Keeping the trench open and preventing the loss of 
slurry (even if panel construction is used) could be difficult due to the large number and size of 
voids that can exist in landfills. Test wells could be placed in the landfill to detennine the 
hydraulic conductivity and design the slurry for the trench. The wells could also be used for 
leachate sampling or monitoring. Other barriers to considered in addition to or in place of 
conventional slurry trenches are sheet pile walls with sealed joints or walls consisting of 
synthetic liners. 

B. Cover System. No synthetic covers are required for MSWLF" s if the landfill does not have a 
synthetic bottom liner. according to 30 TAC Chapter 330, Subchapter J. The landfill cover must 
have a permeability equal to or less than the bottom liner of the landfill and cannot be greater 
than l" lo·'. At a minimum, the landfill cover should consist of2 ft. of compacted clay with 6 in. 
of topsoil. Since the swale will be constructed to carry Trinity River flood flows. TNRCC may 
require the use of a synthetic liner as added protection. However, a concrete lined channel 
through the landfill may satisfy them. This is a point that could be negotiated. 

C. Slope Protection. Adequate protection should be designed to prevent erosion of the cover due 
to river velocities and/or rainfall runoff down the sideslopes. A properly designed and 
constructed concrete lined channel will provide adequate protection. The top of the slope should 
be berrned or graded to prevent uncontrolled runoff down the slope if the concrete lining does 
not extend to the top of the slope. Topsoil and adequate grass cover could provide enough 
protection from runoff if the grading is done properly. 

D. Waste Disposal and Classification. Collection. removal. treatment, and offsite disposal of 
leachate and solid waste were addressed in Paragraph I. Testing of the waste will probably not 
be required if permission is given to relocate the waste on the existing landfill. Any new landfill 
created on the golf course or other area on the project will have to meet the requirements of any 
new MSWLF permitted by TNRCC. 

E. Worker Protection. Worker protection and protection of the public will be required and 
. should consist of stationary air monitoring stations, weather stations, and portable air monitoring 
equipment. In addition, nuisance odors must be controlled and not permitted to impact 
surrounding aeighborhoods. 

lll. DISPOSAL IN NEW OR EXISTING LANDFILL. 

A. Disposal in New Landfill. According to TNRCC regulations, any new landfill located in the 
golf course receiving Class l Nonhazardous Waste must be permitted. designed, and operated 
like any new MSWLF. The construction of a new landfill to meet current criteria would likely 
exceed the cost of off site disposal. In addition, TNRCC will not permit a MSWLF in a I 00-year 
floodplain unless specific written approval is requested and received. 
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B. The best disposal option would be to seek permission to relocate the excavated waste in 
another portion of the landfill. TNRCC does not generally approve of this practice and 30 TAC 
330.955 does not allow this practice. However. if Dallas owned the portion of the landfill where 
the waste would be moved and the COE designed an adequa•.,. cap, TNRCC may be receptive to 
relocation of the waste. The potential cost savings are worth negotiating with TNRCC for 
relocation ·of the waste on the existing landfill. TNRCC should be told the waste will be moved 
to an area of the existing landfill that is above the JOO-year floodplain. Also. a minimum of2 ft. 
of compacted clay and 6 in. of topsoil will be placed over the relocated waste and graded with 
slopes of 3 to 5%. The use of a geomembrane and possibly a drainage layer in addition to the 
compacted clay could be used as a negotiating point. A minimum of 18 inches of coversoil is 
required when a geomembrane is used. 

JV. DEALINGS WITH TNRCC 

A. Personnel and Organizations. The appropriate people and organizations have been identified 
and are listed on the last page of the May 30, 1995 letter addressed to Jim Drysdale. The people I 
have dealt with on the LHAAP projects are Michael Moore. Diane Poteet, and Alvie Nichols of 
the Superfund Section. Also. Richard Anderson was the person who reviewed the technical 
design aspects of the landfill caps. All of these people followed the regulations closely but were 
fair and easy to work with. However. they probably will not work on any part of the Dallas 
Floodway Extension unless they have changed sections or a CERCLA site is encountered. 

B. Past Landfill Experiences. I have designed or reviewed the design of landfills caps or covers 
in Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. The excavation of three landfills under a new runway is the 
only Tulsa District project I am aware of in the last five years which required a substantial 
amount of waste excavation and relocation. The project was located at Altus AFB, Oklahoma. 
The waste was excavated and sorted according to PID readings. All groundwater or rainwater 
collected in the excavation was pumped into portable storage tanks, tested, and disposed of 
properly. Based on interviews with people involved with the projec..t, all of the water collected 
was determined to be clean and did not require special disposal procedures. The l 0th Street 
Superfund Site, in Oklahoma City, required excavation and relocation of PCB contaminated soil 
within the existing landfill. The excavation was continued until tests on the soil in the bottom 
and on the sidewalls of the excavation had levels of PCB less than 25 ppm. Water that collected 
in the excavation was drummed and tested. This water was clean and did not require special 
disposal. The only project I worked on in Texas which was remotely similar was the LHAAP 
landfill caps. One of the landfills is in the 100-year floodplain of Harrison Bayou, however no 
extensive relocation of waste was required. Some minor amounts of waste were moved or 
relocated to make grading of the cap easier. Small piles were leveled and the edges of the 
landfill were reshaped to place the geosynthetic layers. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH OISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 17300 
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76102-0300 

AEP<_Y TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Environmental Design Branch 
Environmental Division 

Mr. H. Thomas Collins, P.E. 

February 19, 1998 

Perm.its Section, MuniGipal Solid Waste Division 
TexaS Natural Resources Conservation Commission 
MC-124 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Dear Mr. Collins: 

Enclosed are minutes of our February 11, 1998 meeting in which we 
discussed the Dallas Floodway Extension project and how it will impact 
Linfield landfill. Please review the minutes to ensure they are accurate and 
that we understand your guidance. If the minutes are correct, it is requested 
that you provide a written response to that effect. 

If you have questions concerning the minutes, or if you need additional 
information, please contact the undersigned at telephone 817/978-9923, 
extension 1630. We look forward to hearing from you and working· with you in 
the future. 

Mark E. Simmons, ~.E. 
Chief, Environmental Design Branch 
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CES\VF-EV-D (200-1 a) 

MEMORANDUM THRU CESWF-EV (MIKE ENSc.H) 

FOR FILES 

19 February 1998 
Simmons/rg/8-9923/I630 

SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance Regulatory Issues Associated with Excavating Materials from 
L1nfield Landfill -- Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project 

I . On I I February 1998, Fort Wort District and Southwestern Division Office personnel and a city of 
Dallas representative met with Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission (TNRCC) staff. 
A list of.meeting participants is presented in enclosure I. This meeting was arranged at the request of 
the Corps of Engineers for two primary purposes: (I) brief TNRCC on the above referenced project: 
and (2) seek their input on anticipated regulatory requirements resulting from the Corps proposal to 
construct a chain of wetlands through the closed Linfield landfill, located in the southern portion of 
Dallas, Texas. 

2. William Fickel. Director, Civil Works Programs, first provided a project overview to familiarize 
TNRCC staff with pertinent project features and general information regarding ongoing planning 
activities. The writer, who is Chief, Environmental Design Branch, followed, offering background ( __ , 
details on history of the Linfield landfill, HTRW investigations and testing the Corps has conducted to --
date, and coordination undertaken vvith EPA and others. I reiterated the purpose of this meeting was 
to obtain TNRCC recommendations to assure compliance with applicable Federal, State, and local 
waste disposal laws and regulations. The Corps was particularly interested in determining that 
TNRCC was the responsible agency for monitoring compliance efforts, how they would classify the 
waste materials, what the applicable procedural requirements for removal and replacement of the 
waste materials at another site would be, and to gain information concerning any special requirements 
for handling the lead-containing leachate contained within the landfill. Thomas Collins, TNRCC. 
stated that guidance contained within their letter of 30 May 1995, which was fully coordinated within 
TNRCC. was still valid. An open question and answer exchange then ensued between the meeting 
participants. 

3. Highlights on the informal guidance offered by TNRCC staff regarding various questions and issues 
raised are summarized below: 

a. Linfield landfill is classified as a pre-RCPA site, based on the time frame it was closed. As such, in 
TNRCC's view, they have responsibility for monitoring any actions involving disturbance of the waste 
materials. They did state it was fiighly unlikely that the landfill would ever be regulated under CERCLA 
again. The TNRCC was. unable to find any record of this landfill in their database, nor any record of 
landfill permits (the Corps and the city of Dallas will attempt to research this issue). 

b. Existing materials in-place at the Lindfield landfill are not considered RCPA materials: however, 
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CESVVF-EV-D 
SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance Regulatory Issues Associated with Excavating Materials from 
Linfield Landfill -- Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project 

they should be characterized to detenmine :hc:r waste characteristics for proper disposal after 
excavation. Not enough information is presently known to classify the materials. 

c. Concurred that the lead-containing leachate could be removed by using well points and/or 
constructing sumps and then pumping the leachate to holding tanks where 1t could be tested and, if 
necessary, treated to meet acceptable levels for disposal. Final disposal of the leachate at the city of 
Dallas Central Wastewater Treatment Plant is anticipated. 

d. Agreed there are three possible options for disposal of the solid wastes: (I) haul the solid waste 
materials to an authorized Type I landfill such as Mccomas Bluff or Avalon: (2) place the solid waste 
materials in a new landfill to be permitted and constructed downstream on an adjacent golf course 
(which is to be abandoned when the DFE Project is built): or (3) place the solid waste materials on top 
of the undisturbed portion of Linfield landfill. The McCommas Bluff landfill is a Type I municipal landfill 
and is located a few miles from the project site. The Avalon landfill is a Type I municipal landfill with a 
dedicated special waste trench, and is able to also accept some industrial wastes. It is located about 
30 miles from the project site. Cost estimates presented in the draft GRR report are based on hauling 
the solid waste material to the Avalon site. Wastes may be split for disposal at both landfills. The 
TNRCC cautioned strongly that placing the solid waste materials in a new landfill in the golf course 
area or on top of the undisturbed portion of Linfield landfill would require going though a permitting 
process similar to opening a new landfill, which could take in excess of 2 years to complete and might 
not be successful. They suggested significant public and political issues often make this option 
impossible. 

e. Recommended we consider providing filter fabric, as a separator between the landfill cap and 
the slope protection (i.e. gabbions or rip rap), on the side slopes of the swale. 

f. Agreed that one test boring/ acre should be sufficient for initial characterization of Linfield landfill. 
Visual classification and test results would determine if more investigations on a tighter grid spacing are 
warranted. 

g. A work plan will be submitted by the Corps to TNRCC for their review/comment/ concurrence 
to initially screen the site. The plan will include a site-specific safety and health plan, field investigation 
plan and waste management plan. Reminded the Corps that we would need proper equipment to 
test for methane and hydrogen sulfide gas when the site was opened. 

h. Noted it was important to coordinate with the city of Dallas as regards using the McComas Bluff 
landfill and/or the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant for disposal of wastes. We must ensure their 
permit requirements are met before disposal. 
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SUBJECT: Environmental Compliance R~-::ulatory Issues Associated with Excavating Materials from . \, 
Linfield Landfill -- Dallas Floodway Extens1cn (DFE) Project 

1. The TNRCC does not see any air regulations relevant to the project except for site safety 
prec;;ut,ons dunng site investigation work and project excavation, due to the possibility of methane 
and other explosive gases. 

j. The Corps will provide the Region 4 office copies of ail documents and correspondence 
provided to the TNRCC Austin office. 

4. At the conclusion of the meeting, it was mutually agreed that the Corps would prepare meeting 
notes 0utlining our understanding of the guidance offered by the TNRCC staff and forward these 
notes to·them for review and to confirm their accuracy and completeness. Fort Worth District 
requested, and the TNRCC staff agreed to provide, a formal written response on their findings after 
review of the memo. The following primary points of contact were esta!blished for future exchanges 
of information: 

a. General Coordination: Thomas Collins, Permits Section, Municipal Solid Waste Division, 
TNRCC. 

b. Wastes Classification: Gerry Bolmer, Special Waste Coordinator, Municipal Solid Waste 
Division, TNRCC. 

c. Mark Simmons. Chief, Environmental Design Branch, Environmental Division, Fort Worth 
District, Corps of Engineers. · 

MARK E. SIMMONS, P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Design Branch 

• 
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Barry R. McBee, Chairman 

R. B. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 

John M. Baker, Commissioner 

")an Pearson. Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
· Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

March 6, 1998 

Mark E. Simmons, P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Design Branch 
Department of the Army 
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Re: Minutes of February 11, 1998 Meeting 
Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project 

Dear Mr. Simmons: 

The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (1NRCC) is in receipt of your letter 
dated February 19, 1998. After review of the minutes of the above referenced meeting, the 
TNRCC finds that the content is as discussed. The air regulations issue as outlined on page 3, 
paragraph "i" should be revisited with the Air Permits Division due to the possibility gases from 
the closed Linfield Landfill could be present 

If you have any questions or comments concerning this correspondence, please contact Mr. Gerry 
Bolmer, Ground-Water Protection Team, at (512) 239-6781. 

Sincerely, 

\) 
Bry/ t. Dixon, P .. , Director 
Mun{ci~al Solid Waste Division , 
Tt::x:/.s Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

I 

BWD/JDNgeb 

cc: William A. Robinson, TNRCC Regulatory Section 
TNRCC Region 4 Office/ Arlington - Sam Barrett, Waste Section Manager 
MSW Reader File 
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CITY OF DALLAS 

March 9, 1998 

Mr. William Fickel, Jr. 
Director of Civil Works, CESWF-PM-C 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300 . 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

RE: The Trinity River Corridor, Dallas Floodway Extension Project 

Dear Bill Fickel: 

I appreciate the continued efforts of the Fort Worth District to complete the Draft General 
Reevaluation Report and EIS for public disclosure. As you are aware, the City of Dallas 
has scheduled an important bond election for the Trinity River Corridor on May 2, 1998 
that includes the Dallas Floodway Extension Project. We feel it is very important for the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to release this draft report in a timely fashion before the 
bond election date. Also, the report would be basis for the City, the Fort Worth District, 
and several other involved agencies to speak from the same reference on project details. 

. .. 

The City understands that the preliminary Draft General Ree~luation 'keport'is receiving 
Headquarters review and subsequent approval is required before the report can be 
released to the public. Regarding one of Headquarters' issues on Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radioactive Waste (HTRW), the City is aware ot Engineering Regulation 1165-2-132. Any 
materials encountered with the Dallas Floodway Extension Project that are classified as 
hazardous substance as defined under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) would be the City's responsibility. In the event 
that hazardous sites are encountered with project construction, avoidance measures can 
be pursued with project modifications. The City also understands that tl}e recent revisions 
to the draft report have not increased the City's cash requirement of $24.7 million as 
presently estimated for the project. 
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CESWF-EV-D (200-la) 22 June 1998 

MEMORANDUM THRU CESWF-EV-D (MARK SrMMONS~p-

FOR FILES 

Perrin/rg/8-3221/1641 
'ly· 

SUBJECT: Waste Classification for Linfield Landfill, Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project 

L Reference: 

a. Memorandum for Files (CESWF-EV-D), 19 February 1998, subject: Environmental Compliance 
Regulatory Issues Associated with Excavating Materials from Linfield Landfill, Dallas Floodway 
Extension (DFE) Project. 

b. Memorandum for Record (MFR) (CESWF-EV-Dl), 27 April 1998, subject: Feasibility Phase, 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Investigations, Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) 
Project Study. 

2. The purpose of tlris memorandum is to document telephone conversation between the writer and Mr. 
Gerry Bolmer, Special Waste Coordirtator, Municipal Solid Waste Division, Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission (TNRCC), 19 June 1998. 

3 _ I called Mr. Balmer to discuss the investigative approach for classifying buried wastes and leachate 
materials at Linfield Landfill. I explained the purpose of this next investigative phase as being an effort to 
obtain data necessary to address HQUSACE comments for the GRR. These data should address the 
following: · 

a. Determine if the landfill leachate is hazardous; 

b. Fully characterize buried wastes and leachate for disposal purposes; and 

c. Quantify the amount of leachate and buried wastes to be removed for construction of the swale. 

4. Mr. Bolmer and I agreed leachate samples are the only samples to be collected. These samples should 
be analyzed for the fuU suite ofTCLP constituents listed in 40 CFR 261.24. Waste material can be 
classified visually. Mr. Bolmer emphasized that a complete written descriptive record of visual 
observations of all waste encountered in each boring is very important for TNRCC to classify this material. 
Field judgment should be used in collecting any samples of waste. These samples should be collected only 
if suspicious materials are encountered which would lead the sampler to think they might be hazardous 
(i.e., drums, sludge, car batteries, etc.). Visual classification can be performed using soil borings; trenches 
are not necessary and are not recommended. No samples need to be collected of the underlying in situ 
materials at this time. 

5. Ref I .a., documents TNRCC's investigative approach for initial characterization of the landfill as being 
one boring per acre. This approach equates to an approximate spacing of 200 feet between borings across 
the site. Mr. Bolmer and I agreed that only about half of these borings would be necessary to obtain data 
needed to address HQUSACE's comments. I faxed Mr. Bolmer a proposed boring layout (attached) for his 
comments. He agreed with the layout and tlte proposed number of borings for this next effort. Should 
results of this next investigative effort support keeping the proposed swale alignment at this location. then 
additional borings to complete the 200-foot grid spacing across the swale area will be required to provide 
enough visual descriptive data for TNRCC to classify the buried waste. 
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CESWF-EV-D 
SUBJECT: Waste Classification for Liniield Landfill, Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project 

6. Mr. Bolmer and I briefly discussed the potential source(s) of the hazardous constituents in the leachate. 
He explained that the most likely source for hazardous leachate is industrial waste buried in the eastern 
half of the landfill. Right now, the 1NRCC is using information contained in the few records for the site 
which indicate the western end of the landfill was used for municipal waste disposal. As Jong as no 
landfilled hazardous wastes are encountered during investigations of this portion of the site, the 1NRCC 
will continue to classify this portion of the landfill as municipal solid waste. 

7. Io accordance with requirements of 30 TAC 330.255, Post-Closure Land Use for municipal solid waste 
landfills, borings through a final cover are prohibited unless authorized by the 1NRCC. Prior to 
performing any investigations on Liniield Landfill, Mr. Bohner requested a Jetter be sent to him fully 
describing the proposed investigation and requesting authorization to proceed. I agreed to provide him this 
information. 

~C_'fJ~ 
DEBORAH C. PERRIN, P.G. 
Team Leader, Investigations Section 
Environmental Design Branch 

• 
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August 12, 1998 

Environmental Design Branch 
Environmental Division 

Mr. Gerry Balmer 
Special Waste Coordinator 
Municipal Solid Waste Division 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
MC-124 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Dear Mr. Balmer: 

This letter is in reference to the subsurface investigations to be 
performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, at 
Linfield Landfill in Dallas, Texas, in August 1998, as part of the 
planning efforts for designing the Dallas Floodway Extension project. 
Proposed investigations were submitted to you in a letter dated July 1, 
1998, and consisted of 14 borings designed to penetrate the entire 
thickness of buried waste for the purpose of visually classifying waste 
material and obtaining leachate samples for analysis. The purpose of 
this letter is to propose additional investigative efforts as 
discussed between Deborah Perrin and yourself telephonically on 
July 27, 1998. 

Due to year end funding considerations, and the potential impact 
this site may have on the design of .the Dallas Floodway Extension 
project, personnel at the Corps of Engineers have.opted to perform a 
more extensive investigation at Linfield Landfill to fully characterize 
the buried waste and to begin developing stratigraphic and 
hydrogeologic data for the site. Therefore, the investigat.ive effort 
has been expanded to include an additional 14 borings to be drilled to 
40- and 60-foot depths. Proposed boring locations and corresponding 
depths are shown on the enclosed boring layout. 

The revised plan for investigation will begin with drilling the 14 
shallow borings first. Estimated final dept.h of these borings is 25 
fe~t. These borings will be completed into the first clay layer 
encountered beyond the bottom of the waste materials, at which point a 
slotted PVC pipe and disposable bailer will be used for collecting a 
leachate sample from each boring. Following completion of the 14 
shallow borings, 9 40-foot borings and 5 60-foot borings will be 
drilled using 8 three-fourths of an inch outside diameter hollow-stem 
augers. An 8-inch diameter threaded PVC casing will be placed into the 
clay layer underlying the site and will be grouted in-place from the 
bottom of the casing. The grout will be allowed to set up tor a 
minimum of 8 hours before the boring will be advanced to its final 
depth of either 40 or 60 feet. Soil samples of natural material will 
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be collected every 5 feet or.change in lithology and will be tested for 
geotechnical parameters only .. A ground-water sample will be collected 
from each boring using a slotted PVC pipe and disposable bailer. 
Although ground-water samples collected from beneath the landfill are 
not expected to be characteristic of ground water at the site, chemical 
analysis of these samples will provide an indication of any gross 
ground-water c·ontamination beneath the landfill. Upon completion of 
sampling, each boring will be grouted from the bottom up using a 
bentonite grout mixture, and the PVC surface casing will be grouted in
place. All investigation-derived waste generated from the drilling and 
sampling event will be containerized and characterized in accordance 
with 30 TAC Subchapter R requirements, then will be disposed of off
site. 

Personnel at the Corps of Engineers understand that additional 
investigative efforts beyond those described in this letter will be 
required to fully characterize hydrogeologic conditions for the site. 
These efforts will be designed using data obtained from this 
investigative effort and will be coordinated with you for approval in 
the future. 

Please address any questions or comments regarding this request to 
Ms. Deborah Perrin, u.s. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, 
ATTN: CESWF-EV-DI, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, Texas, 76102-0300. 
Ms. Perrin's telephone number is (817) 978-3221, extension 1641. It 
will be assumed no response from your office within 14 days of receipt 
of this letter will be concurrence to proceed with this effort. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ 
William Fickel, Jr. 
Chtef, Environmental Division 

Enclosure 

Copy Furnished With EnclostJre: 

Mr. Sid Slocum 
Water Program Manager 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
Region 4 
1101 East Arkansas Lane 
Arlington, Texas 76010-6499 CESWF-EV-DI PERRIN 
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I A.J:SL.l'.. 1 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS-SOIL 

Linfield Landfill, Dallas Texas 

Regulatory TCLP 
Action Level Analytical Results (mg/kg) 

Parameter Concentration 
(20 x TCLP) 

(40 CFR 261.24) 
(mg/kg) LLF-BH19-l0-15 LLF-BH20-20-25 

(mg/L) 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
Benzene 0.5 10 <0.005 <0.005 
Carbon tetrachloride 0.5 10 < 0.005 < 0.005 
Chlorobenzene 100 2000 0.016 0.091 
Chlorofonn 6.0 120 < 0.005 < 0.005 
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.5 10 < 0.005 < 0.005 
I, 1-Dichloroethyiene 0.7 14 < 0.005 < 0.005 
Methyl ethyl ketone 200 4000 <0.010 0.014 
Tetrachloroethylene 0.7 14 <0.005 <0.005 
Trichloroethyiene 0.5 10 < 0.005 < 0.005 
Vinyl chloride 0.2 4 < 0.005 <0.005 

SEMJVOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
o-Cresol 200 4000 < 5.0 <12 
m- and p-Cresol 200 4000 <5.0 <12 
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 7.5 150 < 5.0 <12 

•' 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 0.13 2.6 <5.0 < 12 
Hexachlorobenzene 0.13 2.6 <5.0 < 12 
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 10 <5.0 < 12 
Hexachioroethane 3.0 60 <5.0 < 12 

::, Nitrobenzene 2.0 40 < 5.0 < 12 
Pentachiorophenoi 100 2000 <12 <29 
Pyridine 5.0 100 < 5.0 < 12 
2.4,5-Trichlorophenol 400 8000 <12 <29 
2.4,6-Trichlorophenol 2.0 40 < 5.0 <12 

PESTICIDES 
Chlordane 0.03 0.6 < 0.033 <0.033 
Endrin 0.02 0.4 < 0.0033 < 0.0033 
Heptachlor 0.008 0.16 <0.0017 < 0,0017 
Lindane 0.4 8 <0.0017 <0.0017 
Methoxychlor 10 200 < 0.017 < 0.017 
Toxaphene 0.5 JO <0.017 < 0.017 

HERBICIDES 
2.4-D JO 200 < 0.120 < 0.120 
2,4,5-TP(Silvex) 1.0 20 < 0.012 < 0.012 

METALS 
Arsenic 5.0 100 <6.2 <4,8 
Barium 100 2000 92 947 
Cadmium 1.0 20 3.6 2.4 
Chromium 5.0 100 21 19 
Lead 5.0 JOO 93 I I 9<1> 

Mercury 0.2 4.0 0.39 3.6 
Selenium 1.0 20 < 0.51 0.40 
Silver 5.0 100 < 1.2 <0.97 

Note: 
(I) Since lead was detected at a concentration greater than the action level of I 00 mg/kg, the sample was analyzed forTCLP lead, and the 

resulting concentration was 0.040 mg1l lead. 

Dallas Floodwav Extension-SI Repon 
,;oc\dalla.sl.linlic!d\repomsec S Jpl 
Fianl. fanulll'V l<J99 



TABLE 2 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS-WATER 

Linfield Landfill, Dallas Texas 

Regulatory TCLP 

Parameter Concentration 
(40 CFR 261.24) 

(mg/L) 
LLF-GW02 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
Benzene 0.5 0.0057 
Carbon tetrachloride 0.5 < 0.002 
Chlorobenzene 100 0.044 
Chloroform 6.0 < 0.002 
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.5 < 0.002 
I, 1-Dichloroethylene 0.7 < 0.002 
Methyl ethyl ketone 200 < 0.002 
Tetrachloroethylene 0.7 < 0.002 
Trichloroethylene 0.5 < 0.002 
Vinyl chloride 0.2 < 0.002 

SEMIVOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
o-Cresol 200 < 0.050 
m- and p-Cresol 200 < 0.050 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 7.5 < 0.050 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 0.13 < 0.050 
Hexachlorobenzene 0.13 < 0.050 
Hexachlorobutadiene 0.5 < 0.050 
Hexachloroethane 3.0 < 0.050 
Nitrobenzene 2.0 < 0.050 
Pentachlorophenol l00 < 0.120 
Pyridine 5.0 < 0.050 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 400 <0.120 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 2.0 < 0.050 

PESTICIDES 
Chlordane 0.03 < 0.005 
Endrin 0.02 < 0.0005 
Heptachlor 0.008 <0.00025 
Lindane 0.4 <0.00025 
Methoxychlor 10 <0.0025 
Toxaphene 0.5 < 0.025 

HERBICIDES 
2,4-D 10 < 0.0012 
2,4,5-TP(Silvex) 1.0 < 0.00012 

METALS 
Arsenic 5.0 <0.05 

. Barium 100 0.50 
Cadmium 1.0 < 0.05 
Chromium 5.0 < 0.1 
Lead 5.0 0.078 
Mercury 0.2 < 0.001 
Selenium 1.0 <0.05 
Silver 5.0 <0.1 

pH (CORROSIVITY FIELD/LAB) (I )/6.93 

( l) pH result not recorded due to field equipment malfuncuon. 

O;iJlas Floodwav faten~icn-51 Report 
coe"1allaslliofield\repamsec _S{Jlt 
Final. Januarv 1999 

Analytical Results (mg/L) 

LLF-GW03 LLF-GW06 

0.0063 0.033 
< 0.002 < 0.002 
0.035 0.025 

< 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 <0.010 
< 0.002 <0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 

< 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 <0.050 
< 0.050 <0.0SO 
< 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050, < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 <0.050 
< 0.050 <0.050 
< 0.120 < 0.120 
< 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.120 < 0.120 
< 0.050 <0.050 

< 0.005 < 0.005 
< 0.0005 < 0.0005 

< 0.00025 < 0.00025 
<0.00025 <0.00025 
< 0.0025 < 0.0025 
< 0.025 < 0.025 

< 0.0012 < 0.0012 
< 0.00012 < 0.00012 

0.202 0.142 
0.54 0.34 

<0.05 < 0.05 
< 0.1 < 0.1 
0.092 0.042 

< 0.001. <0.001 
<0.05 < 0.05 
0.13 0.12 

(ll/6.95 ( I )/6.95 

LLF-GW0S 

<0.002 
< 0.002 
0.018 

< 0.002 

< 0.002 
< 0.002 
<0.010 
<0.002 
0.0021 
< 0.002 

< 0.050 
<0.0SO 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
<0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.120 
<0.050 
<0.120 
< 0.050 

< 0.005 
< 0.0005 
< 0.00025 
<0.00025 
< 0.0025 
< 0.025 

< 0.0012 
< 0.00012 

0.247 
0.56 

<0.05 
< 0.1 

<0.03 
< 0.001 
<0.05 
0.12 

( 1)/6.54 



Parameter 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
Benzene 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 

Chlorofonn 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
I, 1-Dichloroethylene 
Methyl ethyl ketone 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 
SEMIVOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

o-Cresol 
m- and p-Cresol 
l,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Hexachloroethane 

N itrobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Pyridine 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
PESTICIDES 

Chlordane 
Endrin 
Heptachlor 
Lindane 
Methoxychlor 

Toxaphene 
HERBICIDES 

2,4-D 

2,4,5-TP(Silvex) 

METALS 
Arsenic 

· Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Lead 
Mercury 
Selenium 
Silver 

TABLE 2 
(Continued) 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS-WATER 

Linfield Landfill, Dallas Texas 

Regulatory TCLP Analytical Results (mg/L) 
Concentration 

(40 CFR 261.24) LLF-GWII LLF-GWl,2 LLF-GW14 
(mg/L) 

0,5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

100 0.0087 0.0031 0.0056 

6.0 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

0.7 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

200 < 0.010 <0.010 < 0.010 

0.7 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

0.2 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

200 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

200 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

7.5 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
0.13 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

0.13 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

0.5 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

3.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

2.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0:050 

100 <0.120 < 0.120 < 0.120 

5.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 <0.050 

400 <0.120 < 0.120 < 0.120 

2.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 

0.02 < 0.0005 < 0.0005 < 0.0005 

0.008 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 

0.4 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 

10 < 0.0025 < 0.0025 < 0.0025 

0.5 < 0.025 < 0.025 < 0.025 

10 < 0.0012 <0.0012 < 0.0012 

l.0 < 0.00012 < 0.00012 < 0.00012 

5.0 0.086 0.218 0.056 

100 a.so l.0 0.20 

l.0 < 0.05 <0.05 <0.05 

5.0 < O.l < 0.1 <O.l 

5.0 0.107 0.100 0.071 
0.2 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 
1.0 0.058 0.052 <0.05 

5.0 < 0.l < 0.l < O.l 

pH (CORROSIVITY FIELD/LAB) 6.49/7.68 6.5117.51 6.67/7.70 

Dalla.s Floodwav E,m:,mon,SJ Recpon 
.;,:,c•J:1al!uJ1ofield\rewn1Scc _ )1µ1 
Fin~. JanuaN !999 

I 
LLF-GW16 I 

0.0016 
< 0.002 
0.0073 

< 0.002 
< 0.002 
< 0.002 
<0.010 
<0.002 

< 0.002 

< 0.002 

< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.050 

<0.050 
< 0.050 
< 0.120 
< 0.050 
< 0.120 

< 0.050 

< 0.005 
<0.0005 

< 0.00025 
< 0.00025 
< 0.0025 

< 0.025 

< 0.0012 

< 0.00012 

<0.05 

1.5 
< 0.05 
< O.l 

0.073 
< 0.001 
<0.05 

< 0.1 

6.9217.65 



Parameter 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
Benzene 
Carbon tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroform 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

l, 1-Dichloroethylene 

Methyl ethyl ketone 
Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

SEMIVOLA TILE COMPOUNDS 
o-Cresol 

m- and p-Crcsol 

1.4-Dichlorobenzene 

2,4·Dinitrotoluene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachloroethane 

Nitrobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Pyridine 

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
PESTICIDES 

Chlordane 

Endrin 

Heptachlor 
Lindane 

Methoxychlor 

Toxaphene 

HERBICIDES 
2,4-D 

2.4,5-TP(Silvex) 

METALS 
. Arsenic 

-Barium 
Cadmium 

Chromium 
Lead 
Mercury 

Selenium 
Silver 

pH (CORROSIVITY FIELD/LAB) 

i)3i1as Floodwav F.x1ens1on-Sl Repon 
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TABLE 2 
(Continued) 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS-WATER 

Linfield Landfill, Dallas Texas 

Regulatory TCLP Analytical Results (mg/L) 
Concentration 

( 40 CFR 261.24) 
LLF-GWIB LLF-GW19 LLF-GW20 

(mg/L) 

0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 0.052 
0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
100 0.029 < 0.002 0.079 
6.0 < 0.002 < 0.002 <0.002 
0.5 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
0.7 < 0.002 < 0.002 <0.002 
200 <0.010 < 0.010 < 0.010 
0.7 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
0.5 < 0.002 <0.002 < 0.002 
0.2 < 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 

200 < 0.050 < 0.050 <0.050 
200 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
7.5 < 0.050 < 0.050 <0.050 

0.13 <0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
0.13 <0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 
0.5 <O.OSO < 0.050 < 0.050 
3.0 <0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 
2.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 <CI.OSO 
100 < 0.120 < 0.120 < 0.120 
5.0 < 0.050 <0.050 <0.,050 
400 < 0.120 < 0.120 < 0.120 
2.0 < 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 

0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 
0.02 < 0.0005 < 0.0005 < 0.0005 

0.008 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 
0.4 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 
10 < 0.0025 < 0.0025 < 0.0025 

0.5 <0.025 <0.025 < 0.025 

10 < 0.0012 < 0.0012 < 0.0012 
1.0 <0.00012 < 0.00012 < 0.00012 

5.0 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 
100 0.32 0.2 0.42 
1.0 < 0.05 <0.05 <0.05 
5.0 < 0.1 <0.1 < 0.1 
5.0 0.088 < 0.03 0.119 
0.2 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 
1.0 0.079 < 0.05 < 0.05 
5.0 < 0.1 <0.1 < 0.1 

6.79/7.57 8.18/6.8 7.2717,79 

LLF-G\\'21 

0.0052 

< 0.002 

0.0097 

< 0.002 
< 0.002 

<0.002 
<0.010 
< 0.002 

< 0.002 

< 0.002 

< 0.050 

< 0.050 
< 0.050 

< 0.050 

< 0.050 

< 0.050 

< 0.050 

< 0.050 

< 0.120 

< 0.050 

< 0.120 

< 0.050 

< 0.005 

< 0.0005 
< 0,00025 

< 0.00025 

< 0.0025 

< 0.025 

< 0.0012 

< 0.00012 

< 0.05 

1.1 
< 0.05 
< 0.1 
0.105 

< 0.001 
0.052 

< 0.1 

7.17/7,50 
11 



TABLE 2 
(Continued) 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS-WATER 

Linfield Landfill, Dallas Texas 

Regulatory TCLP Analytical Results (mg/L) 

Parameter 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 
Benzene 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroform 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
l,J .Dichloroethylene 
Methyl ethyl ketone 
Tetrachloroethylene 

, Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 
SEMIVOLA TILE COMPOUNDS 

o-Cresol 
m• and p-Cresol 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2,4•Dinitrotoluene 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Hexachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Pyridine 
2,4,5 • Trichlorophenol 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
PESTICIDES 

Chlordane 
Endrin 
Heptachlor 
Lindane 
Methoxychlor 

Toxaphene 
HERBICIDES. 

2,4-D 

2,4,5-TP(Silvex) 
METALS 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Lead 
Mercury 
Selenium 
Silver 

pH (CORROSIVITY FIELD/LAB) 

D:,Jl:u f!oodwav EK1ens1on-SI Rcpon 
,;oc\Oallasllinfie!d\repen\$e<:_Srp1 
Final. fanuarv 1999 

Concentration 
(40 CFR 261.24) 

(mg/L) 

0.5 
0.5 
100 
6.0 
0.5 
0.7 
200 
0.7 
0.5 

0.2 

200 
200 
7.5 

0.13 
0.13 
0.5 
3.0 
2.0 
100 
5.0 
400 

2.0 

0.03 
0.02 

0.008 
0.4 
10 

0.5 

JO 

1.0 

5.0 
100 
1.0 
5.0 
5.0 
0.2 
1.0 
5.0 

LLF-GW24 l;Lf-GW26 LLF-GW28 

< 0.002 < 0.002 0.0036 
< 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
0.0085 0.0023 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.002 < 0.002 < 0.002 
< 0.010 < 0.010 < 0.010 
< 0.002 < 0.002 <0.002 
< 0.002 <0.002 < 0.002 

< 0.002 < 0.002 <0.002 

< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
< 0.050 <0.050 < 0.050 
<0.120 <0.120 < 0.120 
< 0.050 < 0.050 < 0.050 
<0.]20 < 0.120 < 0.120 

<O.OSO < 0.050 <0.050 

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 
< 0.0005 < 0.0005 < 0.0005 

< 0.00025 < 0.00025 <0.00025 
< 0.00025 < 0.00025 < 0.00025 
< 0.0025 < 0.0025 < 0.0025 

< 0.025 < 0.025 <0.025 

< 0.0012 < 0.0012 < 0.0012 

< 0.00012 < 0.00012 < 0.00012 

<0.05 < 0.05 0.16 
0.9 0.35 0.5 

<0.05 < 0.05 <0.05 
<0.1 <0.1 < 0.1 
0.03 0.111 0.05 

<0.001 < 0.001 <0.001 
< 0.05 < 0.05 <0.05 
<0.1 <0.1 < 0.1 

6.9/8.09 7.38/7.80 7.43/8.12 





APPENDIX K 

COST ESTIMATING 

This appendix provides a detailed cost estimate for the Recommended Plan. Estimates are 
presented in the standard Code of Accounts from the MCACES Models Database. Table K-1 presents a 
comparative summaiy between the costs as shown in the MCACES, at April 1998 price levels, and the costs 
as updated to reflect October 1998 price levels. These updated (October 1998) costs are used in the final 
project economic analyses and cost apportionment calculations, as presented in Chapter 6 of the main 
report. Documentation for these summaries is presented by detailed account number. The MCACES 
estimate does not include the costs of the previously constructed non-Federal levees; however, these costs 
are shown in table K-1. 

Table K-1 
Project Cost Summary - Recommended Plan 

(April 1998 price levels vs. October 1998 price levels) 

-~a:0~F ;::if,'.::ii9'161)~r~•-5'; t ;~-■,:: /2;6,' ''" ,,.Wl@ii;Jl.iiii; r{iil1 ... x;,: 

01 Lands and Damages $20,227,500 $5,025,400 $25,252,900 ,l!il~1B1~!111 
02 Relocations $4,575,300 $1,228,700 

06 Fish and Wildlife $377,300 $94,300 
Facilities 

09 Channels and Canals $24,014,000 $5,304,800 $29,318,800 

11 Levees and Floodways $13,626,800 $3,305,500 $16,932,300 

16 Recreation Facilities $4,068,200 $1,226,300 $5,294,500 

18 Cultural Resource $750,000 $187,500 $937,500 
Preservation 

30 Planning, Engineering $9,842,600 $1,832,800 $11,675,400 
and Design 

31 Construction $5,366,800 $1,341,700 $6,705,500 
Management 

Totals $82,848,300 $19,547,200 $102,395,500 

Compatible Non- $23,120,000 $0 $23,120,000 
Federal Levees 

Total Project Costs $105,968,300 $19,547,200 $125,515,500 
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GENERAL NARRATIVE 

This estimate was prepared using current guidelines and directives. All quantities of work required 
for the construction cost estimate were determined by the designers and the estimate of costs for Accounts 
No. 01, 06, 30 ,31 and 32 were determined by the appropriate parties within the Fort Worth District, or by 
others who were acting for these parties, and will be identified in other sections of the narrative. The 
estimate is organized as required by EC-110-2-538, Civil Works Project Cost Estimating - Code of Accounts 
as amended by CERM-FC, dated 29 Sep 1989, Subject Civil Works Construction Estimating. 

Direct cost unit prices were developed by the estimators or based on the Corps of Engineers Unit 
Price Book where this was expedient. In some instances prices from widely published estimating guides 
were used as were prices from previous projects with comparable items of construction cost. 

The estimate for the Dallas Floodway Extension was created in MCACES version 5.30. It utilizes 
the most recent Unit Price Book, Crew Database, Equipment rates and current wage rates and materials 
costs. The estimate was prepared in the current Code of Accounts. Utilizing all levels of the Code of 
Accounts caused the overall cost of some items to be "broken up" into different account areas. As an 
example, the piping cost is a combination of account 0203180201, Trenching (and backfill), account 
0203180203, Bedding, and account 0203181501, Piping. The items primarily affected are piping (as 
explained) and concrete structures (concrete and reinforcing shown separately). To figure the cost of an 
item, it is necessary to sum all items in the various accounts that are identified by the same station number 
(Le.Cadillac (STA. 94+00) 15" SS) to identify the cost of the 15" Sanitary Sewer at Sta. 94+00 on the 
Cadillac Levee. For ease in applying varying contingency amounts, two estimates were prepared. The first 
estimate was prepared without contingencies and the second with the contingencies applied as separate 
fields in the prime contractors markup. This method of applying contingencies is the reason for the use of 
so many prime contractors codes. 

The following sections provide information on the development of costs for the various cost account 
codes presented in the MCACES. 

Account 01 - Real Estate 

Costs for this account were supplied by Real Estate Division. Property values included in the cost 
estimate are based on a Gross Appraisal dated April 14, 1997, prepared by a Fort Worth District Staff 
Appraiser. The appraisal was reviewed and approved by a Reviewing Appraiser in Corps of Engineers 
Headquarters, Washington, DC on May 30, 1997. The appraisal was supplemented to provide a value 
estimate for mitigation lands and the supplement was approved after a verbal delegation of authority from 
HQUSACE. Data from this supplement has been included in the following cost estimates. Contingencies 
range from 10% to 25%, as per guidance. 

Account 02 - Relocations 

The extent to which existing facilities are expected to be affected by this project were determined 
by detailed surveys and field investigations. Relocation requirements and related quantities were developed 
by the Relocations Unit of the Civil Design Branch and coordinated through the City of Dallas and the 
various utility owners. 

Some underground pipe and other structures will be required. For this a large amount of trenching 
and other excavation will be necessary. The estimated excavation direct cost unit price used is made up 
of three things; the cost of more difficult work near the bottom of the excavation, the cost between this and 
the surface of the ground and the cost of backfilling or disposing of all excavated material. Contingencies 
range from 25% to 40% for this account. 
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Account 06 . Fish and Wildlife (Environmental Restoration) Features 

Costs for this account were developed and furnished by elements of Environmental Division. The 
estimate was prepared anticipating the use of current practices for the establishment of vegetation in the 
project and mitigation areas. Prices include initial development for improvement of bottomland hardwoods, 
conversion of grasslands to bottomland hardwoods, and fencing/signage. Contingencies of 25%, based on 
findings in previously constructed projects, were used. The amounts attributed to each project feature are 
shown separately in Appendix F. 

Account 09 • Channels and Canals, and 
Account 11 • Levees and Floodwalls 

The items of work and the respective quantities used in the estimate of cost presented under these 
account codes are considered reliable for this stage of design and were priced accordingly. Allowances for 
contingencies were based on there being only routine construction problems other than those discussed in 
this narrative. 

The prices developed are based on using ordinary construction methods and equipment routinely 
owned by or available to contractors capable of handling projects of this magnitude. It has been assumed 
that not all the work will be on one contract or handled by one contractor, but it has been assumed that 
regardless of the contractual arrangements large and well equipped organizations will be needed. 

Ground water is to be expected, but is considered to be manageable without extremely expensive 
arrangements such as well point systems. 

Different kinds of equipment, such as oft-road and highway hauling equipment, would likely be used. 
A 15% compaction rate was used to calculate quantities of material needed for complete in place 
measurements of fill. 

Excess material was estimated as being disposed of beyond the project limits. The maximum one
way haul to a disposal site is 13.5 miles. The minimum haul on the job is 0.1 mile. The average haul for 
all materials is approximately 5.5 miles. 

A contingency of 25% • 35% is recommended for Accounts 09 and 11. 

Account 14 • Recreation Facilities 

The quantities used and the items of work listed under this account code were considered reliable 
for this stage of design and were priced accordingly. 

The quantities of concrete and reinforcing steel cause the hike and bike trail to be a big item. 
Although both items appear to be correct, the weight of reinforcing steel could be reduced considerably if 
#3 bar at 0.376#/lf were used in lieu of the #4 bars at 0.668/lf, but the total direct cost of the reinforcing steel, 
complete in place, could be expected to be only 2.3% less than the cost of #4 bars at 0.668#/lf upon which 
the estimate is based. This is because it costs much more per pound to tie and place the very light# 3 bars. 

Because of the conservative design, a 20% is allowed for contingencies on Account 14. 

Account 30 • Planning, Engineering, and Design 

Costs for this account were developed by applicable elements of the Fort Worth District and reflect 
and appropriate level of detail. Costs are consistent with historical data from other projects of a similar size 
and detail. A contingency of 25% was used for this line item and is considered adequate. 
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Account 31 - Construction Management 

Costs for this account were based on an anticipated length of construction and adjusted based on 
historical data for jobs of this size and scope. A contingency of 25% was used for this line item and is 
considered adequate. 
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021. LAMAR (STA 70+00) .... 
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.. :3 
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0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

soc: 

29, :lCJC 
2, 52() 

3l,920 

27,000 
650 

3,000 

l ·16, 400 

15,120 

19l, 520 

l35, 000 
3,250 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
110,600 0 0 

4 6, OGG 0 .; , c,·. 'jij, 600 

~OL:_;:..R,S : D: fEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 

LA30R l D: JFi·t;·~;,.. 

Tri-Service Automated Cost E:1; ing System {TRACES) 
PROJECT fLD\'/Y3: D.n.LLAS FLOODWAY EZTENSION LPP 

t/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

'' PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 ., ., 

QUANTY UO!I: DIRECT FIELD O:i HOME OfC 

Ol CC.23.03 05 002 REVIE\·/ OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL Real Estate Appraisal Docu;;,er::s 

01 CC.23.03 06 Real Estate ?L 91-646 ?.sst. Docs 

Ol_CC.23.03 
01 CC.13.03 

06 001 
06 002 

PL 91-646 ASST BY LOG,L SPONSOR 

REVIEW Of LOCAL SPONSOR 

6,800 

52,800 

5,000 
500 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

16:14:58 

SUMMARY PAGE 

PROFIT 30rlD O':l!ER rnr;,,L COST UNIT 

G 680 7,480 

G 0 5,::tiO 50,080 

0 C l, 2 SC 6,250 
0 125 625 

----- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
TOTAL Real Estate PL 91-646 Asst. Docs 

01 CC.23.03 15 Real Estate Payment Documents 

0 cc. 3.03 15_001 PAYMENTS BY LOCAL SPONSOR (LAND} 
0 cc. 3.03 5_002 P.'l. YMENTS- LOCAL SPONSOR ( DAMAGSS) 
0 cc. 3.03 5_003 PP,YMENTS-LOCAL SPONSOR (?191-6~6 
0 cc. 3.03 5 004 REVIEW Of LOC.r:..1 SPONSOR 

TOTAL Real Estate ra:i1:r,er.t Documents 

Ol CC . .23.03 
01 CC.23.03 18 

RealEstate LERRD Crediting Docs 
Real £state All Other Documents 

TOTAL Real Estate Analysis Documents 

TOTAL Constructn Contract1sJ Documnts 

TOTAL LAMAR STREET LEVEE 

TOTAL Lands and Damages 

02 Relocations 

02 03 Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02_03.18 Utilities 

02 03.18.02 Site Work 

02 03.18.02 01 Trench S:cavation 

02_03. 8.0 
02,_03. 8.0 
02_03. 8.0 
02 03. 8.0 
02 03. 8.0 
02_03. 8.0 
02 03. s.o 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

001 

002 
003 
004 
005 
006 
oo, 

CP..DILLAC (STA 94+00) 15" SS 

CADILLAC (STA 102+00) 8" SS 

CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 10" SS 
CP,DILLAC (STA 98+00) " SS 
CADILL.ti,C {$Tc'. 3-hOO) SS 
CADILLAC (STA 81-1-00) SS 
CADILLAC {STA 43+00} SS 

1.00 EA 

. 00 EA 

96 00 
SB.CO 
1.0 00 
79.00 

00.00 
5 6. 00 
13.00 

CY 
CY 
CY 
CY 
C: 

C':' 
CY 

5,500 

3,165,230 
316,523 
800,000 

~, 000 
-------

~, :::ss, 753 

2,000 

----
4,618,753 

--------
4,618,753 

--- -
4,618,753 

--------
20,227,460 

2,829 
1, 5 l 0 
2, 007 

755 
, 8 68 
,403 
,036 

:':QUIP D: fEDC95 Ci..:rrency DOLU,RS 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

C 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0 

4 81 
25 7 
341 
128 
4 87 
578 
3q 6 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

99 
53 
·10 

8 

' 
.j: 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

( 

C 

l, 37:J 

7 91, 30 
19, 1J 

20CI, 00 
1,000 

C 1,071,.j)S 

C 20() 

6, 87 5 

3,956,538 
395,654 

l,COG,000 
S,000 

5,357,191 

2,200 

Q l, 138,363 5,757,116 

0 1,138,363 5,757,116 5757116 

0 1,138,363 5,757,116 

0 025,415 25,252,8752525287:J 

0 
1,50 

'
. •· 
" l, c·1 

.j (; 

l 7. 
l 7. 

l 9 

5, 77 
2, 17 
3, 4 4 
l, 4 08 
S, 3~ 8 
6, 3,17 
3, 7 97 

l 7. 8 
1 7. 
n 

',." ~,/, 

; I ,:.. ; 3 
:,Oti5 

1 7 . b .l 

17. 83 

·;c·j 1;;: n:~c95 



Sat 16 Jan ::_999 
E:ff. Date 04/02/% 

:. .. ;Bo:<: 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En, ing System {TRJ'.l.CES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvvU\~.'W D:TENSION LPP 

\"/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
·•' PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 • • 

QUP1NTY l.:OM DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OFC 

02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02_03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02_03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02_03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 
02~03. 8.02 
02 03. o.u.: 
02 03. 8.02 
02 03. 8.02 

01 008 
01 009 
01 010 
01 011 
0 l O 14 
01 015 
01 019 
01 020 
01 021 
01 023 
01 024 
01 025 
01 026 
01 027 
01 028 
01 029 
01 030 
01~031 
01 032 
01 033 
01_034 
01 035 
01 036 
Ol 037 
01 038 

CADILLAC (STA 26+00) O" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 0" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 2" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 4" SD 
CADILLAC (STA ll2+00J 24" SJ 
CADILLAC (STA 111+00) 72" SD 
CADILLAC (STA 10+00} 54" SD 
CADILLAC (STA 62+00) 8" \•/ATER 
CADILLAC {STA 43+50} 6" \i'ATE:R 
CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 8" \~ATSR 
LAMAR (STA 27+00-34+00) 10" SS 
LAMAR (STA 70+00) 12" SS 
LAMAR (STA 90+00) 24" SS 
LAMAR (STA 106+00) 15" SS 
LAMAR {STA 117+00) 48" SS 
LAMAR (STA 25+00) 54" SD 
LAMAR (STA 47+00) 48" SD 
LAMAR {STA 77+50i 24" SD 
L.1'-1.MP.R (STA 77+50) 30" SD 
L.".MAR (STA 77+50) 42" SD 
LAMAR (STA 77+50) 60" SD 
LAMAR (STA 119+00) 66" SD 
LP.MAR {STA 27+00) 12" SD 
LAMAR {STA 24+60) 8'>:8' BOX CULV 
LAMAR (STA 134+00) 7 ':•:7' BX CULV 

TOTAL Trench E •:cavation 

02 03.18.02 03 Pipe Bedding 

02_03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02_03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02~03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02_03.18.0 
02 C3.l8.0 
02 03.18.0 
02 03.18.0 
02~03.18.0 
02 __ 03.18.0 
c,2 03.1s.o 

03 001 
03 002 
03 003 
03 005 
03 006 
03 007 
03 008 
03 011 
03 012 
03 016 
03 017 
03 018 
C3_019 
03 020 
03 021 
03 022 
03 0?3 

,)..' C 

CADILLAC {STA 94+00) 15" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 102+00) 8" SS 
C.U.DILLAC (STA 112..00) 10" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 34-tOO) iS" SS 
CADILLAC (ST.U. 81+00) 12" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 43+00) 12" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 26-tOO) 10" SS 
CADILLAC (STA 112+00i 24" SD 
CADILLAC {STA 111+00) 72" SD 
CADILLAC (STA 10+00) 54" SD 
G,DILLAC (STA 62+00) 8" \·/ATER 
CADILLAC (ST.U. 43+50) 6" Wf'.TER 
CF-.DILLAC (ST . .; 26+00) 8" WATER 
LP..!--iP..R {ST.;; 27+00-3~+00 10" SS 
LAMAR (STA ·.:o ... oo) L:" s 
L.;HF-.R (STr. 90+00! 2•i" S 
; __ ;.y;:._R -~T.; ()6+:JC); S 

!hR S':'1' ' 7 -'J1• S 

·;~~R ST~ STOOi ~ 

; S";';:. 

185.00 CY 
798.00 CY 
168.00 CY 
445.00 CY 
222.00 CY 
533.00 CY 

5778.00 CY 
296.00 CY 
326.00 CY 
296.00 CY 
672.00 CY 
179.00 CY 
2 62. 00 CY 
148.00 CY 

9533.00 CY 
289.00 CY 
311.00 CY 
333.00 CY 
150.00 CY 

1359.00 CY 
4252.00 CY 
3378.00 CY 

133.00 CY 
3044.00 CY 
9133.00 CY 

35 00 CY 
15 20 CY 
2'.2 .00 CY 
35 00 CY 
34.00 CY 
23.00 CY 
19.00 CY 
49.00 CY 
72. 00 CY 

361.00 CY 
37.00 CY 
41.00 CY 
37.00 CY 
69.00 CY 
19.00 CY 
3 6. GO 

b. 

J :. . ;_: 
\\' 

!:'EDC9S Cu~·re: lY'' ,::,.o::c::: 

l, 7 68 
7, 628 
1,606 
4 / 253 
2, 12 2 
5,095 

55,228 
2,829 
3, 116 
2,829 
6,423 
l, 711 
2, 504 
l, 4 15 

91,120 
2, 762 
2, 97 3 
3, 183 
1,434 

12,990 
4 0, 6:. 2 
32, 2 8 9 

l 1 2 71 
29,096 
87,297 

418,993 

70 
323 
a 6 7 
743 
722 
489 
~ 0~ 

,041 
/ 529 
,668 

786 
871 
786 

66 
04 
65 

76 
68 
l 0 

301 
1, 2 97 

27 3 
723 
361 
866 

9, 38 9 
4 81 
530 
4 81 

1, 092 
2 91 
426 
2 4 0 

15,490 
470 
505 
541 
2 4 4 

7 , 
- ' '-- 0 

6, 9 9 
5, 4 9 

2 6 
qt 9 6 

14, 8 0 

71,229 

12 6 
55 
79 

12 6 
123 

83 
69 

177 
260 

l, 304 
13-l 
14 8 
l " "" 
24 9 

69 
l 3,J 

l 99 

6' 
268 

56 
14 9 

~ 7 9 
l, 939 

99 
l O 9 

99 
225 

60 
88 
50 

3, 198 
97 

l 04 
112 

50 
456 

' ,,, 
~ I ~ '-

1, 13 
4 

l, 02 
3,06 

14,707 

6 

6 

5 

PROFIT 

213 
919 
194 
5i3 
256 
614 

6,656 
34 1 
376 
341 
774 
206 
302 
170 

10,981 
333 
358 
384 
l 7 3 

1, 565 
4, 8 98 
3, 8 9 l 

153 
3 t 506 

10,520 

50,493 

90 
39 
56 
90 
87 
59 
49 

l::: 5 
18 •l 
92 

9 

95 
17",' 

BOt~D 

12 
51 

.-::s 

].; 

366 
19 

l 9 
43 
11 

60·i 
12 
2C 

86 
:269 
.;. ~ ·i 

tl 

193 
5 7 9 

2 I 7 7 7 

s: 

f 

16:14:So 

SUMMARY PAGE 

OTHSR TOT.L.L COST !Jlfff 

9.;::: 
4,%'.) 

856 
t, i 

1, 

:::9, 3: 
l' Qt;. 

l, 6l 
l, 08 
3,423 

9 
l, 3 5 

7 4 

-l 8, 5 8 
l, 4 
1, 58 4 
1,696 

76.j 

6, 9.:::::: 
::' l, 6SS 
l 7, ::: o·.: 

6 7") 

15, SrJ:; 
46,520 

223,279 

:2 4 8 
108 
l 56 
2 -l 2 

.. " 
l 6 
13 
34 
SO 9 

2, S 54 

262 
29;) 

2C 
4 i;:.3 

l 3-1 

:::ss 
-L:: 
92 

J.~ 9 
l ~; 

~-:::: .. :_·-)'_, 

3 t 2 98 
l-l, 2 2 6 
2,995 
7, 93 3 
3 / 958 
9,502 

103,008 
5, '277 
S, 812 
5,277 

l;., 97 9 
3 / 191 
4, 671 
2,638 

169,951 
S, 152 
5 / 54 4 
5,937 
2, 67 4 

:: 4, 228 
75,803 
60,223 

2, 371 
S'i,267 

162,820 

781,477 

1,238 
5 38 
7 7 8 

l, 2 38 
1,203 

814 
6 7 2 

l, '/ 3 3 
, 54 7 
,710 
,309 
, 4 so 
, 309 
, 4-l. l 

672 
:, 273 

212 
4 60 

l, 94 6 
84 9 

17.83 
17.83 

.63 
l .83 
l . 8 3 
l 
l .83 
7. 0 
7. 8 
7. 8 

17 .83 
1'.83 
17. SJ 
17 .83 
17. 83 
17 .83 
17. 81 
l 7. 8 3 

17. S 3 
17.83 

7. 8 
7. S 
7. 6 
7. 8 

17. 

35. 3·; 
35. 
35. ·. 
_)j. 

3S. 
35. 
35 .. J"i 
35. 3 ., 

35. 
35. 
35. :n 
JS. 
35. 
35. 
35. j"/ 
35. 3 7 
35. ·5 :i 
35. 
35. 
3~. 

:D: f.EDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost £ng ng System (TRACES) 16:1-l.:SS 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 ?ROJECT FLDWY3: DALL.ti.$ FLV\ .. uRIAY Et:TENSION L?? 

i-/ITH CONTINGENCIES SUM!•iARY PAGE 
.. ' PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 ., 

QUANTY i.l0!'1 DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OfC PROfl': BO'.·i:J OTHER TOTAL COST lilHT 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
02_03.18.02 03 027 LAMAR (STA 77+50) 24'' SD 74.00 CY 1,572 2 6 7 55 J.89 10 52 4 2, 618 35. 37 
02_03.18.02 03 028 L.tl.MAR (STA 77+50) 30" SD 30.00 CY 637 108 22 77 ' 212 l, 0 61 35. 37 
02 03.18.02 03-◊29 LAMAR (STA 77+50i 60" SD 354 .00 CY 7, S 19 1, 27 8 264 906 SC ~ "-"·. 12,522 35. "- I _,,_, ~ 

02 03.18.02 03-032 LflJ1AR LEVEE (STfl. 119+00) 66" SD 167 .00 CY 3,547 603 125 427 "" 1, 181 5,907 35. 3·; 
02_03.18.02 03 033 LAMAR (STA 27+00) i2" SD 14.50 CY 308 52 11 37 2 103 51 3 35. 37 
02 03.16.02 03-034 LAMAR (STA 77+50) 48" SD 266.00 CY 5,650 961 198 68::. l, 882 9,409 35. 3; 
02_03.i8.02 03-035 CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 10" ss 82.00 CY 1, 7 4 2 296 61 210 580 2 / 90 i 35. 3 ·; 
02 03.18.02 03 036 CADILLAC {ST./:\, 66+00) 24" SD 98.00 CY 2,082 3 54 73 251 14 693 3 I 4 67 35. 3 ·; 
02 03.18.02 03-037 CFi.DILL.Z:\.C 1ST.tl. 75+80) 12" ss 17.00 CY 361 61 4 ,j 120 601 35. 

---------
TOTAL Pipe Bedding 44,707 7,600 1, 569 5, 388 296 H, 890 74,450 

02 03.18.02 06 Manholes 

02 03.18.02 06 001 CADILLAC (STA 94+00) 1. 00 EA 2, 54 9 433 89 307 n s,19 4,245 4244.6:J 
02 03.18.02 06 002 CADILL-11.C (STA 102+00) 1. 00 EFi. 3,392 577 119 409 22 l, 130 S,648 5647.a·, 
02_03.18.02 - 06 003 CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 3.00 EA 10,175 1, 7 30 3 5 7 1,226 6, 3, 3S 9 16,944 5647 .87 
02_03.18.02 06 005 CADILLAC (STA 34+00) 1. 00 EFi. 3,392 577 : l 9 409 ,, 1 • Cl(1 5,648 5647.8'1 ~, . .., ,) 

02_03.18.02 06-006 CADILLAC (STA 81+00) 2.00 EA 6, 7 83 l, 153 2 38 81 7 .; s 2, 2 59 11,296 S6n.2-: 
02 03.18.02 06-007 CADILL.ll..C {STA 43+00) 1. 00 SA 2, S53 434 90 308 8 so 4,251 42S1.3':. 
02_03.18.02 06-008 CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 1.00 EA 3,392 577 l:9 409 -- 1, l JO 5,648 5647. 
02 03.18.02 06-009 O.DILLAC (STA 66+00) 6.00 E.; 20,349 3,459 .., 14 2 I 4 52 l3S 6, ·. 33,887 5647.8'} 
02 03.18.02 06-010 CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 2. 00 EA 6,783 1, 153 238 81 7 ,j 5 2,259 li,296 5647.87 
02_03.18.02 06 020 LAMAR (STA 27+00-31+00) 1. 00 EA 3, 392 5 7 7 119 409 ,., l, 130 5,648 5647. 
02 03.18.02 06-◊21 LAMAR (STA 70+00} l.00 EA 3, 3 92 577 119 409 l, 130 5,648 5647.87 
02 03.18.02 06-022 LAM.rl,R (STA 90+00) 1. 00 EA 3,392 577 11 9 409 1, 130 s,648 56n.:n 
02_03.18.02 06 023 LAMAR (STA 106+00) 1. 00 EA 3,392 5 7 7 119 409 12 l, 130 5,648 5647.8'/ 
02 03.18.02 06 033 LAMAR (STA 27+00) 1. 00 EA 3,392 577 119 409 22 1, l 30 5,648 5647.87 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Manholes 76,324 12,975 2,679 9, 198 506 2 5, ~::: 0 127,101 

02 03.18.02 98 ROAD R/R CADILLAC (SARGENT RD) 

02 03.18.02 98 001 ROAD GRADING 1111.00 SY 1, 32 4 225 46 160 9 4 4 l 2,205 1. 98 
02 03.18.02 98-002 LIME STFi.B SUBGRJI.DE 489 00 SY 1, 530 260 54 l 84 ~ .,., :; 10 2, 54 8 5 
02_03.18.02 98 003 BASE COURSE 99 00 CY 1, 410 240 so 170 9 4 70 2 I 34 9 2 3. I 3 
02 03.18.02 98 004 2" HMAC 44.00 TON 11,731 1, 994 412 :,'iH 72 3, 907 19,535 443.98 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL ROAD R/R CADILLJl..C (SJl..RGENT RD) 1111.00 SY 15,995 2, 7 i 9 561 l, 92 8 106 S, 327 26,637 2 3. 98 

02 03.::.8.02 99 ROMD REMOV & RE?LACE 

99 00 FILL 29C 8 CY 95,909 16 / 30-l 3, 3 E,& L, ':iSS 6 3 6 :n / 9~ _j 1::,9,716 . ',,0 
99 . 00 LI!1:E SiJBGR;...DE 3305. s·~- 6, 82 9 l, l 61 '- '"·' 823 ::: I ::'.""i 5 11, 37 3 3.-l.~ 
99·- OC! s.::.sE COUP.SE --; '~ 22, 167 3,768 2, 6'? 2 ., , 3f; 3 36,914 49. :-,s ,·,.:. 
99 e" c0:;CRE:E t.,·J:."' f,8 5. 1.;9, 0.:7 2], 335 ~' ::: 3; l ·;, 9 S 9 -d, 6:iS ::'.JS, 17.J. 362. 
99 !{S:-,o'-'E: co:;c It,\:-:, 625. Ci l l, 6-l 3 l, 9'/ 9 ~09 2, ~ ,.) 3 3, b "i 2 19,389 28. lv 

----------- --------- --------- ---------- ------ --------

L;..BOR JD: Df;•,";~;:-'. E(iUI!' IG: F2DC95 Cc,:rrer:cy i.r: DOC; f-.RS ~: ~, :;:;,; ~-;~:,,_- 'J ~ FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 

:.,.:,,soR ID: '.}~'iiTt..:. 

Tri-Ser,;ice AL.:tor:tated Cost En ing System (TRACES) 16:14:~8 
?ROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvvrJl•n;y EXTENSION L?P 

WITH CONTINGENCiES SUMMARY PAGE 
~ ~ PROJECT INDIRECT SIJl~MARY - Level 6 '• 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OFC PROFIT BQtlD OTHER TOT.J!.L COST UlHT 

TOTAL ROAD REMOV & REPLACE 19830 SY 285,574 48,548 l O, 02 .;_ 34,415 l, 8 9 3 95 / 113 475,566 2 3. 98 

--------- -----------
TOTAL Site Work 841,592 143,071 29,540 101,420 5, 5; S 364,030 1,,]85,231 

02 03.18.15 Mechanical 

02 03.18.15 01 Pipe and Fittings 

02 03.18.15 01_001 CADILLAC (STA 94+00) 15" ss 
02-03.18.15 01_002 CADILLAC {STA 102+00) 8" SS 
02 03.18.15 01_003 CADILLAC {STA 112+00) 10" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_005 CADILLAC (STA 34+00) 15" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_006 CADILLAC (STA 81+00) 12" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_007 CADILLAC (STA 43+00) 12" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_008 CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 10" ss 
02 03.18.15 0l_0li CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 24" SD 
02 03.i8.15 01_012 CADILLAC (STA 111+00) 72" SD .. -
02 03.18.15 01_016 CADILLAC (STA 10+00) 54" SD 
02 03.18.15 01_017 CADILLAC {STA 62+00) 8" WATER 
02 03.18.15 01_018 c.n.DILLAC (STA 43+50) 6" WATER 
02 03.18.15 01_019 CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 8" WATER 
02-03.18.15 01_020 LAMAR (STA 27+00-31+00) 10" ss 
02-03.18.15 01_021 L.llJ1AR (STA 70+00) 12" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_022 LAMAR (STA 90+00) 24" SS 
02-03.18.15 01_023 LAMAR {STA. 106+00) 15" ss 
02 03.18.15 01_024 LAMAR (STP. 117+00) 48" SS 
02-03.18.15 01_025 LAMAR (STA 25+00) 54" SD 
02-03.18.15 01_026 LAMAR (STA 47+00) 48" SO 
02-03.18.15 01_027 LAMAR (STA 77+50) 24" SO 
02 03.18.15 01_028 LAMP.R (STA 77+50) 30" SD - -
02 03.18.15 01_029 LAMAR (STA 77+50) 60" SD - -
02 03.18.15 01_032 LAMP.R LEVEE (STA 119+00) 66" SD - -
02 03.18.15 01 033 LAMP.R (STA 27+00) 12" SD 
02-03.18.i5 01_035 CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 10" ss 
02-03.18.15 

-
01_036 CADILLAC (STA 66+00} 24" SD 

02 03.18.15 
-

01_037 CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 12" ss 
02 03.18.15 

-
01 038 LA."lAR (STA 77+50) 42" SD 

300.00 LF 5,416 9'.l1 190 653 36 1 , S 0-d 9,019 30. E, 
200.00 LF l, 35 7 2 31 .j 8 16~ 9 ~ s:: 2,260 l l. !) 

250.00 LF 2 I 51 7 428 88 30 3 17 8 38 4, 191 16. 6 
300.00 LF 5, q}.J. 920 190 652 36 l, 8 0 3 9 IO 15 30.0) 
450.00 LF 6,298 1, 071 221 759 .,_ 2,098 10,488 23. 
240.00 LF 3, 3 60 5 71 118 405 :: l, il 9 5,595 23. 
220.00 LF 2, 214 37 6 78 267 15 7 3 7 3,687 16. 7 6 
300.00 LF 28,855 4,905 ,013 3, ~77 91 9,610 48,051 160. 
200.00 LF 50,043 8, 507 , 7 5 7 6,031 "" 16, 66'"' 83,336 H6. 68 

3200.00 LF 485,019 82,453 , 024 58,~50 3' l S 16 l, 54 C 207,701 252.41 
200.00 LF 2,873 488 101 3 q 6 19 90.,·1 4,785 23.93 
220. 00 LF 2 I 153 J 66 76 '.:'59 71 7 3,585 16. 30 
200.00 LF 2, 819 479 99 34 0 : 9 939 4, 694 2 3. ~ 'l 
800.00 LF 13,669 2 I 32-1 480 1,647 91 , 55 22,762 28.45 
200.00 LF 4, 881 8 30 l 7 1 582 32 l, 626 8 I 12 9 40.65 
220.00 Lf 11,388 1, 936 400 l, 3 7 2 75 3, ·,1 93 l 8 I 964 86.20 
150.00 Lf 5, 3 7 9 91.J. 189 648 36 l, 7 91 8,957 59. 
300.00 LF 32,633 5, 54 8 1,145 3 I 933 216 lC,869 5.J.,343 181. l .J. 
150.00 1..F 24,949 4, 241 87 6 3,007 l ES 8, 3 09 'il, 547 276. Sid 
200.00 LF 30,167 5, 128 1,059 3, 6 3 5 0" C 10, 04 ·, 50,237 2 51 . l 9 c_l)\) 

450.00 LF 12,990 2,208 456 l, 5 65 86 ,! , 32 6 2l, 632 4 8. 0·1 
150.00 LF 6,206 1,055 213 74 8 41 2,067 10,335 68.% 

2050.00 LF 365,626 62,i56 12,833 44,062 2 I .; 2 3 121,775 608,876 297 
1200.00 LF 302,388 51,406 10,614 36,.J.4: 2, 00.J. 100,713 503,565 4 19. 6.J. 

150.00 Lf 3, 648 620 128 4 4 G 24 i, 21 5 6,075 40.SU 
950.00 LF 9,560 1, 62 5 336 1, l S2 63 3, 184 15,921 16. 16 
4 50. 00 LF 12,990 2,208 456 l, 565 86 q I 326 21,632 48. CJ7 
200.00 LF 2,800 476 98 3 37 19 932 4, 662 2 3. 
950.00 LF 86, JOO 14,671 3,029 i0,400 s ~-::: 28, -: 43 1~3, 716 151.iS 

--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Pipe and Fittings 

02 03.18.15 03 Valves/Gates (incl Cone Risers) 

02_03. 8. 5 
0203.8.5 
02=03. 8. 5 
0::'03.8.5 
C:203.8.S 
02 cu. 8. 5 
()2 ;]3. 5 

EQUIP ID: FSDC95 

03 00 
03 00 
03 00 
03 00 
03 :JO 
(;3 00 

00 

C.L,D (STA 94 15" GATE VALVE 
CAD (ST.1:. 10 ) 8" GATE "•/ALVE 
CAD {STA ll i lO" G.:,Tt: VAL'.'E 
Gi,D (ST.::, 34) 15" ,:;A'.:':: v_::._LVE 

CAD (STA Sl) 12" G.::..TE \/f,L'.'E 

C/i,D (ST."'. 43) '"" Gr.TE 'i.I,L\'E 
CAD (STA 26) 10" Gr".':"£ 1/;..L'/£ 

.00 t:F . 

. 00 E;.. 
• \)i) :::;., 

00 t:..,· . 

Ei' 
. 80 C.C, 

.oe i::.; 

1,523,909 

8,398 
6 / 168 
7, 065 
8, 67 6 

S2 
9, 
8, 4 3 

Currer,,:::y uo.:..:..;...Rs 

259,064 

8 
9 

6 

53,489 133, H6 

9 l,i, 

6 

: 0, ~ tJ: 

56 

f 

':;07, 55::: 

·; 9"1 
.., .-. ~ ' 
- I C/ _)..,_ 

- / 3: 5 
:: , 8 9( 
• / ':.2 .: 

j, ' 
:: , 9: :· 

?.E:'.-: : ::: : l··t::~ 

2,537,762 

,986 
I 272 
, 7 65 
, ,j 4 8 
, 909 
,615 
, 560 

13 :l 
10 
11 6 
1-1.; ~ !5 

9·J9 
l 61 S 
l SE/I 

l.'1':3 ID: FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9-_, 

Li'.l.BOR :-:Q 

Tri-Serv;..ce ;..ut.o:.tated Cost Ens .ng System (TR.l1CES) 
PROJECT i:LDl'IYJ: OALL . .i.S fLl,_.,.,,,.;_r._y EX TENS ION LPP 

'1iITH CONTINGENCIES 
•• PROJECT INDIRECT SUMK.i'l.RY - Lev·el 6 '' 

QUA.!-JTY UC-:,: DIRSCT FIELD OH HOHE Ot'C PROFI7 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

02 03.18.15 03 011 CAD (STA 112) 24":-:24" ?LAP GATE 
02_03.18.15 03-◊12 CAD {STA 111) 72" FL.i'l.? GATE 
02_03.18.15 03-017 CAD (STA 62) 8" AIR RELEASE VAL'./ 
02_03.18.15 

- 03--018 c.ri.o {STA 43.;-SO) 6" COMBO AIR REL -
02 03.18.15 03 019 CAD (STA 26) 8" COMBO J;:IR RELEAS -
02 03.18.15 03 021 LFJ1AR (STA 70) 12" SLUICE G.i'.l..TE 
02_03.18.15 

-
◊3-022 LAMAR (STA 90) 24" SLUICE GATE 

02_03.18.15 
-

◊3-023 LAMAR (STJI. 106) 15" SLUICE G.i:l,TE 
02 03.18.15 03 024 Lf'.MP..R (STA 117 48" SLUICE G.i:l,TE 
02 03.18.15 03 025 LAMAR (STA 25) 54" SLUICE/FLA? 
02_03.18.15 03-026 LAMAR (STA 47) 48" SLUICE:/FLAP 
02 03.18.15 ◊3-029 LAMAR (STA 77+50) 60" SLUICE/FU' 
02_03.18.15 03-◊30 LAMAR (STA 24+60) 8' SLUICE Gf'.TE 
02 03.18.15 03-031 LAMAR (STA 134) 7'>:7' Boz CULV 
02_03.18.15 03 032 LAMAR LEVEE (STA 119) 66" SLUICE 
02 03.18.15 03-◊33 LAMAR (STA 27} 12" SLUICE GATE 
02_03.18.15 03 0 34 C.rl.D (STA 66+00} 10" GATE VALVE 
02 03.18.15 03-035 CAD {STA 75+80) 12" GATE VALVE 

TOTAL Valves/Gates (incl Cone Risers) 

TOTAL Mechanical 

02 03.18.16 Elec:rical 

02_03.18.16_99J:.. ELECTRICAL TOWER - 138 K\/ 

02_03.18.16_998 FIBER OPTICS - CADILL..i.C HTS 
02_03 .18.16_99C FIBER OPTICS - LAMAR LEVEE 
02 03.18.16 99D CAD (STA 97+50) 8" SS DEMO PIPE 
02=03.18.16=99£ CAD {STA 44+00) WOOD POWER POLE 
02 03.18.16 99F C."',D (STA 45+00) WOOD POl-1ER POLE 
02=03.18.16=99G CAD (STA 47+70) WOOD POWER POLE 
02_03.18.16_99H CAD (STA 66) REOCATE 4-IHRE ELE 
02 03.18.16 99I CAD (STA 61+50) WOOD POWER POLE 

TOTAL Electrical 

TOTAL Utilities 

02 03.47 Structures 

02 03.47.03 Concrete 

02 03.41.03 01 Concrete 

!;3. 
~~~~~:~~~ :~~:~· ~~~:~~ 

E:.;Dl·i.".Ll.. 
~ G 

c;..Dii.i..:...c '.STA ,~2+:JG °".0\•/, .L 

')3. c;:,!):1,:.,;,_c :_s:;,_ ~ ,,_ :}:} ;;-;:;,,,.,:..; '. 

l. 00 E.t:. 
1.00 EA 
1.00 SA 
1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 

1.00 EA 

1. 00 EA 
1 00 EA 
1 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

1.00 El>. 
100.00 Lf 
100.00 Lf 
100.00 Lf 

2.00 Efl. 
i.00 EF. 
1.00 EA 

600.00 Lf 
2. CO EA 

10.ICCY 
l 000. ,J,J 

70 CY 
. 9·J C":" 

lS,019 2,383 492 l, 689 
33,721 S, 7 33 l, 184 4, G6-1 

573 97 20 69 
388 66 14 n 
572 97 20 69 

9, 5 7 4 1, 628 336 1, 154 
14,756 2,509 518 1, 7 7 8 

9, 64 4 1, 639 338 l, 162 
34,702 5,899 1,218 4, 182 
22, 4 l'.2 3, 810 7 8 7 2, 7 0 l 
20,591 3,500 723 2, 4 81 
36,000 6,120 1, 2 64 4, 338 
33,319 S, 664 1, 17 0 4, 015 
33,163 5, 638 l, 164 3, 997 
47,108 8,008 1, 653 S, 6 7 7 

6, 64 9 1, 130 233 801 
7,065 1,201 2-i.3 851 
7,752 1, 318 2"/2 934 

----------- ------
388,186 65,992 13 / 62 5 46,780 

----------- --------- --------- ------
1,912,095 325,056 67,115 230,427 

30,00 5, l 00 1,053 3, 61 5 
20 35 25 
20 35 7 25 

1, 008 171 35 121 
2 I 796 475 98 337 
1, 398 2 38 49 168 
l, 398 2 38 49 168 
8,333 1, 4 l 7 292 l, 004 
2, 796 475 98 337 

-----------
48,142 8, 184 l, 690 5,802 

--------- --------- --------- ------
2,801,829 

7,450 
7,803 
3,273 

~ U, S9CJ 

476, 3ll 

l, 267 
l, 32"; 

556 
l, 8 S l 

98, 3H 337,648 

6 508 

' 3 

::'S'.:!C95 C~rr(:C,C/ i, DO:..L..:C.?.S 

16:14:58 

su:-iM;,RY ?AGE 

BOND OTliSR TOT.~L COST urn T 

93 6 23,346 2 33-l 6 
56155 

953.SC 

.,..,, 
-'-"-"' 3 56,155 

9 954 

63 
98 
6·l 
30 
'19 
36 
39 

221 
... ~ .~, 
'--'-" 

31'.: 

4 ·; 

5l 

2, 5 7 3 

12,673 

129 
19 l 

, l S 9 
, 915 
, 212 
I 5 58 
/ ,1 f;,; 

I 8 58 
I 990 
, 091 
I 0,1 s 
, 690 

"" I.;_~~ 

2, 3 5 3 
2, 582 

129,289 

636,841 

199 9,99 
9 
9 

]] 

19 l,30 
9 65 
9 I;,:, 

S5 2,·ns 
19 1,304 

31 9 17,201 

18,571 i, 018, 078 

:n 
9U 

5, ":--· 

646 6.J.S. :-1 

953 953.36 
/ 94 .j_ 

2 , 5 7 4 
1 , 059 
5 , 7 90 
3 , 32 2 
34,290 
59,951 
55,~86 
55,227 

8 / 4 .j 9 
1 I 07 3 
l, 7 65 
2, 909 

646,445 

3,10,1,207 

.; 9,959 
373 
373 

1, 6 7 8 
s, 028 
2, 514 
2 / 514 

13,877 

l 59.; -l 
2 4 5 7 4 

16059 
S 77 90 
37 32 2 
3E9,J 
59951 
554 8 6 
55227 
7 84 4 9 
11073 
1176 5 
12909 

4 995 9 
3. 73 
3. ?j 

16. 7 8 
514. ()(: 
SH. 
51 ~ . {;;j 

2 3. 
5,028 2514. 

- ---
8 I, 34-l 

.; , 7'.)0, 781 

l ,401 li59. 
, 995 12. 
,450 H73. ( 
,135 828. 

:::: FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 

LABOR ID: DF\·;·; :::.-. 

Tri-Service Auto:r\ated Cost Er:g Lng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDi'IY3: DALLlc.S FLC.:uJWAY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
~ • ?ROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 • • 

QUANT'! UOi< DIRECT FIELD OH HO>lE OFC 

02 03.47.03 01 013 CADILLi'.I.C (STA 111+00) C & G 1400.00 Lf 
02 03.47.03 01 014 CADILLAC (STf'. 91+00) HEP..DV/P..LL 10.70 CY 
02 03.47.03 01 015 CADILLAC (STA 91+00) C & G 1000 00 Lf 
02 03.47.03 01 016 CADILLAC (STtl. 10+00) HE.'10\•iP,:.L 14.10 CY 
02 03.47.03 01 026 LAMP.R (STA 47+00i HEADtl.::..LL 11. 60 CY 
02 03.0.03 01-029 LAMAR (STA 77+50) HEADl-1.::..LL 16.50 CY 
02=03.47.03 01-030 LAMAR 24+60 - 8'Bo:-: Culv W/Demo 274.00 CY 
02 03.47.03 01-031 LAMAR (STA 134) 7'B:< CULV/RipRap 62 8. SO CY 
02 03.47.03 01-032 LAMAR LEVEE (STA 119+00} HDWALL 19.20 CY 

TOTAL Concrete 

02_03.47.03 02 Reinforcing Steel 

02 03.4.7.03 02 030 LAMAR (STA 24+60} 8':{8' BOX CULV 58944 LS 

02=03.4.7.03 02=031 LAMAR (ST.; 134+00) 7':~7' BX CULV 127910 LS 

TOTAL Reinforcing Steel 

02_03.47.03 99A Service Bridge 

02 03.47.03 99A 001 CADILLAC (STA 94+00) 110.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 002 - - -

CADILLlo.C (STA 102+00) 110.00 SF 
02 03.47.03 99A 003 CADILLAC (STA 112+00) ll0.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 005 CADILL."'.C (STA 34+00) 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-◊06 CADILL.r.C (ST.ti,. 81+00) 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-007 CADILLAC (STA q3+QO) 110.00 Sf - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 008 CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-009 CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 110.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 011 CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-012 CADILLAC (STA 111+00) 110.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 013 CADILLAC (STA lll+OOi 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-015 CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 110.00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-021 LAMAR (STA 70+00) 110 00 Sf 
02-03.47.03-99A-022 Ll\.MAR (STA 90+00) 110 00 SF 
02=03.47.03=99A=023 LP,MAR (STJl. 106+00) 110 00 Sf 
02 03.47.03 99A 024 LAMP.R (STA 117+00) 110.00 SF 

- - ~ 
02 03.47.03 99A 025 LAMAR (STA 25+00) 110.00 Sf 

- - ~ 
02 03.47.03 99A 026 LPJ.JAR (ST.; 47+00) 110.00 SF 
02-03.47.03-99A-029 1,.:;.MAR (ST.; 77+50) 110.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 030 LF-.MAR (STA 24+60) il0.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 031 LAMJ,..R (STA 134+00) 110.00 SF - - -
02 03.47.03 99A 032 LAM.:'..R LEVEE {STJ; 119+00) 110.00 SF 
02-03.47 .03-99A-033 LAM.;R (STA 27+00) 110.00 SF 

TOTAL Sen'ice Bridge 

TOTAL Cor,crete 

EQi_jIP ID: f'EDC9S Ccrrer:cy i:1 COL~ __ ;::,p.s 

10,921 l, 85 7 
7, 30 l 1,241 
7, 801 1, 32 6 
9, 4 2 5 l, 602 
8 / 013 1, 362 

10,790 l, 8 34 
74,191 12,612 

155,783 26,483 
12,284 2 / 08 8 

------- ------
325,925 

27,144 
58,903 

86,046 

9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9, 586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9,586 
9, 586 

55,407 

4, 614 
10,013 

14,628 

, 6 30 
, 630 
,630 
, 6 30 
/ 6 30 
, 6 30 
,630 
,630 
/ 6 30 
,630 
, 6 30 
,630 
, 630 
,630 
, 6 30 
,630 
, 6 30 
,630 
, 6 30 
, 6 30 
, 6 JO 
, 6 30 
, 6 30 

------- ------
2:20, 481 37,.; 82 
------- ------
6 3:; I :j 5 3 107, 5: ·; 

38 3 
256 
274 
3 31 
281 
3 7 9 

2, 604 
s, 468 

431 

11,440 

%3 
2,067 

3,020 

336 
J J 6 
3 J 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
J J 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
J 3 6 
J 3 6 
336 
3 3 6 
3 3 6 
3 36 
336 

7,739 

22, 199 

PROfIT 

j_ I 316 
880 
9~ 0 

1, 136 
966 

1, 300 
8, g.; l 

18,773 
1, 4 80 

39,277 

3,271 
7,098 

10,369 

55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 

, 1 5 
5 

, l S 
, l 5 
, l 5 

• C 

'' 0 

1, 5 
1, S 
; C 

"' 0 

1, S 
1, 5 

5 
1, l SS 

2 E., ::. 7 () 

7 E., C. ~ 

16:14:58 

SUMMMRY PAGE ' 
BO~iD OT~i~R TO'?AL COST UNIT 

43 

62 
5.) 
·: 2 

.; 92 
1,033 

S l 

2, 160 

180 
390 

570 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
64 
(,..; 
6~ ,; 
6~ 
c.; 

J, er.' 
.;:;::: 

'' 
'" 

9ti 
39 
69 
94 

102,552 

9, ():; 0 

~9, 618 

28,659 

3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 

93 
93 

3, 93 
3 I 93 
3, 93 
3, 93 
3, 93 
3, 93 
3, 93 
3 I 93 
3 / 93 
3, 93 
3, 9 3 
3, 93 
3, 93 
3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 
3, 9 3 

--------- ---------
:,.;c n,..;:n 

·1, l'.<' 2 2 G, 6..;..; 
--------- ---------

CR~;,,; :J: ~·E~,.>1S 

8,18"7 12.99 
2,158 1136.:::-1 
2,991 12.99 
5,696 1113.12 
3,343 1150.:::t: 
?,968 ~088.:'.f' 

i 3,550 450.91 
9,425 412. 
(J,457 1065.~.j 

542,762 

.j 5,202 
98,090 

1'13,293 

5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
s, 964 
5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
s, 964 
s, 964 
5,964 
s, 964 
5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
5, 964 
5,964 
5,964 
5,964 
::,, 964 
s, 964 
5,964 

-----------
367,167 

: , (j .J 3, 222 

0 7'"' 
0 ""' ·"' 

145. 
14 5. 
145. 
14 5. 
1.J S. 
14 5. 
145. 
14 S. 
145. 
145. 
145. 
145. 
145. 
145. 
14 5. 
145. 
145. 
HS. 
145. 
14 S. 
145. 
145. 
14 5. 

·.;,-,:::; :o: FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 

Eff. Date 04/02/98 

L.:·.BOR ~:c. 

Tri-Service Auto:nated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDflY3: DALLAS FLOuJ>•.'AY E:\TENS IO~l LPP 

l·iITH CONTINGENCIES 
~' PROJECT INDIRE:CT SUMM.l\RY - Level 6 H 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OFC 

TOTAL Structures 

TOTAL Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

TOTAL Relocations 

06 Fis!: and Wildlife Facilities 

06 03 Wildlife Facilities & Sanctuary 

06 03. 71 Fences 

06 03.11.02 Site Work 

06 03.71.02 01 Barbed Wire Fence 

06 03.71.02 01 001 Barbed Wire Fence 31680 Lf 

TOTAL Barbed Wire Fence 

TOTAL Site Work 

TOT.l\L Fences 

06 03.72 Signs 

06 03.72.02 Site Work 

06 03.72.02 01 Signs 

632,453 

3,434,ZSl 

3,434,~81 

63,363 
-----------

63,363 

107,517 

583,828 

583,828 

10,772 

10, 772 
------ ------
63,363 10, 77'2 
------ ------
63,363 10, 77'2 

10,000 1, 700 

22,199 

120,543 

120,543 

2,224 

2 I 224 

2, 22 4 

2,224 

35l 

?ROFIT 

76,2l7 

413,865 

·113,865 

7, 63 6 

7, 63 6 

7, 6 36 

7,636 

1,205 

16:14:58 

SUMMP,RY P.''I.GE 1··· .c 

BOND OTHER TOTI-.L COST UNIT 

4, 19.2 ;:: : 0, 6·1 .j l, 053, 222 

22,763 l,.:::'.:::'8, -,~,.-, S·,804,003 

22,763 l,:.:::'8, 722 5,204,003 

4 20 2i,l04 lGS, 519 3.33 

420 21,104 105,519 

.; 20 21, 10,1 ~GS, 519 

:; :co 21,104 105,519 

66 3, 3 3 l lt, 653 06 03.72.02 01 001 Signs 

TOTAL Signs 
------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------

TOTAL Site Work 

TOTAL Signs 

06 03. 73 Habitat and Feeding Facilities 

06_03 73.02 Site Work 

06 03.73.02 01 Trees 

(/(;, . 7 3. 0:)1 S:':LECTIVE: TH11-iH:tJG f I!-'.?) J. .:..c 
·: 3. co: :,F,ST TR:::ss { I>i?) 

TREE ?i .:,,;y;_);G \·i/S:~·E FR.E? 
S '.:S .. !~, ~: .. :-;::;, . ·,::: BED %. 

~T:JC9) Cc:r rB:lC',' JOL;...;,R::'. 

10,000 1,700 3"" >• 1,205 66 3, 3 3 l 16,653 
------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
10,000 1,700 351 1, 20 S 66 3, 3 3 l 16,653 
------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
10,000 

j' ~ 0 

so 
0 

1,700 

9 
9 

9 
6 

351 l, CO 5 

'" 

9 

66 3 I 3 31 

23 l, ; ~ ,) 

.. ·';'; 

16,653 

1,683 133.:u 
8,702 49.96 
8,702 49.% 
3,322 266.4) 

lD: f'EDC95 



Sat 16 Jan l999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 

LABOR IC: )fl"/":l'::-: 

Tri-Service Automa~ed Cost Ens ing System (TRJ;CE:S} 
i?ROJECT FLD\~Y3: o;..LLP,S FL00DWAY E}'.TENSION Li?E' 

\-/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
* • PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 '• 

06 03.73.02 01 005 300 TREES/150 SEEDLINGS PER ll.CRE 

TOTF-.L Trees 

06 03.73.02 02 Shrubs 

06 03.73.02 02_001 SHREDDING/DISKING (CONV) 

TOTAL Shrubs 

06 03.73.06 

06 03.73.06 

06 03.73.06 
06 03.73.06 

TOTAL Site 1-lod: 

Wood and Plastic 

01 \·iood Feeders 

01_001 PASSERINE NEST BOHS (iMP) 

01 002 PASSERINE NEST so:-:Es (IKP) 

TOTAL l•lood Feeders 

TOT.tl.L 1/ood and Plastic 

TOTAL Habitat and Feeding Facilities 

TOTAL Vlildlife Facilities & Sanctuary 

TOTAL Fish and Wildlife Facilities 

09 Channels and Canals 

09 01 Char:nels 

09 01.99 Associated General Items 

09_01.99.02 Site Work 

09 01.99.02 03 Pipe Drains: 

09 0 .99.0 
09 0 .99.0 
09 0 .99.0 
09 0 .99.0 
090 .99.0 
090 .99. 
~)9 c: .99. 
-:.: :1 . 9 9. 

03 00 
03 00 
03 00 
03 00 
03 _ 00 
03 (i'.) 

C3 00 
03 

OTLT STR - DNSTRM WTLNDS-EZC 

SD B0/'.ES - DHSTRE;..M WSTLANC·S 

18" RI?RF.? - DNSTREAM WETL.;nos 

fILTER FABRIC - DtiSTRE;..t,: l·/ETL..;no 

18" RI?Rl->.? INLE':' UPPER 1-lETL.:..!lD 
:S" RI?R:',? OiJTL:' U?PE:R 'dET:.,;._;-;o 
lS" R.:?RA? o:_;;FC".LL CEJER CR.SEE 
36" RC? 'C:??ER ViE?L;.._,-;ss 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HOMS OFC PROFlT 
------------------------------------------------

233.00 AC 

233.00 AC 

270.00 EA 
233 00 EA 

12160 CY 
8.00 CY 

950.00 s·:: 
950. o~, s·: 
504. n:: sv 

n s·:· 
:::' 91 . () J 

1880. 

69,900 11,883 2,453 8,E-l 

----------- --------- --------- ---------
185,440 31,SZS 6, 50 9 22,347 

9, 320 l, 584 32 7 1, 12 3 

9, 3 20 1, 58-1 3)7 l, l 23 

194,760 33,109 6,836 23, n: 

8, l 00 1,377 2 6 4 976 
6,990 1, 18 8 2~5 84 2 
----- --------- --------- ---------

15,090 2,565 530 1, 813 

---- --------- --------- ---------
l S, 0 90 2,565 530 1, 818 

------- --------- --------- ---------
209,850 35,675 7,366 25,289 
------- --------- --------- ---------
283,213 48,146 9, 94 l 34,130 
------- --------- --------- ---------
283,213 

140, 69 
6,80 

-10, 04 
2, ss 
' " ' ~ I "- "1 

7 / 5; 

2 I 2 6 
.j / 6-; 

48,146 

23,918 
1, 156 
6,807 

43 
/ 6} 
, 98 
'() c: 

.c. 1, 19 

9, 94 l 

~ / 9 8 
2 9 

l, 4 5 
0 
6 

6 

34,130 

16,955 
8:9 

4,826 
3,~s 

I 560 
. : 2 

EQIJIP JD: f'WC95 Curre:-icy i;1 DOL[.;\~S 

30i.JD 

-l 6 3 

,. , ::::::9 

,. 

6: 

l, 2 91 

5,; 

46 

100 

100 

l, 39i. 

1' 2 / ' 

l, 8 7 ·; 

93 

cc 

! 4 

02 

CF<.El"i 

16: H: St! 

SUMMARY PAGE ll 

OTHER TOTF--.L COST u::IT 

:::;,~'Bl 116,404 499.59 

61, /63 

3, l 0-i 

3, l 04 

64,867 

2,698 
: I 3 :8 

5 I 02 6 

5,026 

69,893 

9-i, 327 

94,327 

-16, 8 9 
~- .... 5 

D,3 
8 l 

It o•,-5 
'.:l, c;S 

u:; 
., <.." "1', .J_ 

9'.:, 

308,813 

15,521 

15,521 

32,i / 333 

13,-189 
ll,6~0 

25,129 

25,129 

3~9,463 

471,634 

'171,634 

H.tl 

49.% 
49.% 

2:H,297 19. 
!l,324 HJ.5. 
66,683 

-i, 2 54 
35,377 
29,270 
20,426 

::'.07,6!7 

o. 9 
-1. 6 

70. 9 
70. 9 
70. 9 

110. 

UF~ rn: FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jar. 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/96 

LP,BOR l;): JF'.•;·;::..-. 

Tri-Senrice .t..uto:nated Cost Eng ,19 System (TRACES) ,6:14:58 
PROJECT fLD\-/YJ: DALLAS FL(;._,..;,;,;y E:-:TENSlON LP? 

\-/:ITH CONTinGE~lCIES SUMtu:.r..Ry PAGE 1:-
• .. PROJECT INDIRECT SUMM}\RY - Level 6 • • 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT fl ELD OH HOME OfC PROfIT BOND OTfER TOT.:•,L COST UNl.T 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TOTA~ Pipe Drains: 365,849 62, 194 12, 841 44,088 2, 4 :' S 121, 8-19 609,247 

09 01.99.02 06 Seeding 

09 Ol.99.02 06 002 TURFING UPPSR \1ETLANDS 33.00 AC 79,200 13,464 2, 7 so 9, 5-H s::::;, ::' 6, 3 7 8 131,892 3996. 
09 02.99.02 06 005 TURFING DOWNSTREP-.1-1 WETLANDS 69.00 AC l65, 600 2 B, 152 5, 813 19,956 l, 098 55, 15 :1 :ns, 773 3996. 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
TOTAL Seeding 244,800 41,616 8,592 2 9, 501 1, 62 3 81,533 -107,665 

09 01.99.02 10 Excavation and Embankment: 

09_01.99.02 10 CCC EXC,HAUL,\-/ASTE (F"LD CTRL) LO\'/E:R'" 199571 CY 900,704 153,120 31,615 lCS,544 5,970 299,988 l,499,940 7.52 
09 01.99.02 10 CCD EXC, HAUL, 1-JASTE (ENV REST) L0\1SR"" 314285 CY 1,418,431 241,133 49,787 170,935 9, 4 0 l -i i .:_ J ~.CL :',362,110 7.52 
09 01.99.02 10 CCF EXC, HAUL, WASTE ( FLD CTRL) IH-45 217852 CY 983,210 167,146 34,511 118,487 6, Sl 7 327,467 l,6r1,337 7.52 
09 01.99.02 10 CCH Ei:C, HAUL ( FLD CTRL) LOWER s~rn.LE* 533762 CY 1,130,988 192,268 39,698 136,295 7,496 376,686 1,883,B2 3.53 
09_01. 99.02 10 DOD EXC, HAUL ( FLO CTRL) UPPER %'ALE~ 518491 CY 1,052,848 178,984 36,9S5 126,879 6,9'78 3S0,66~ 1,753,305 3. 3 8 
09 01.99.02 10 DDE EZC, HAUL ( FLO CTRL) IH-45 69365 CY. 140,853 23,945 4, 94 4 16,974 9 3.; 46,912 234,561 3.32 
09 01. 99.02 10 DDL EZC, HAUL, WASTE (ENV REST) UPPSR ... 222211 CY 1,001,861 170,316 35,165 120,734 6,640 333, 6"i9 1,668,396 7. 5 i. 
09_01.99.02 10 EED FILL (FLO CTRL) LOWER 85930 CY 54,067 9, 191 l, 898 6,516 JSB iS,008 90,038 1. OS 
09 01.99.02 10 ESS F"ILL (fLD CTRL) IH-45 60317 CY 37,951 6, 4 52 l, 3 32 4, 5 7 4 252 L?, 6~ 0 63,200 l.GS 
09 01. 99 02 10 GGA E;;C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-ARE.t., 7 10667 CY 426,680 0 0 0 0 85,336 512,016 48.00 
09 01.99.02 i0 GGB D:C, HAUL NO-ll.il.Z MAT'L-ARE.ri. 10 18485 CY 739,400 0 0 0 0 147,880 887,280 4 8. 0() 
09 01.99 02 10 GGC EY.C, HAUL NO-HP.Z MAT' L-AREA 11 18150 CY 726,000 0 0 0 G 1.; 5,200 871,200 48.00 
09 01. 99 02 lO_GGD E;~C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-P.REP.. 12 6357.00 CY 254,280 0 0 0 0 50,856 305,136 48.0G 
09 01.99 02 10 GGE EY.C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-AREA 13 282168 CY 7,054,200 0 0 0 0 1,410,HO 8,~65,040 30.0() 
09 01.99.02 10 GGF E:<C,HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-P..REA 15 92315 CY 3,692,600 0 0 0 738,520 .;,nl,120 4 8. OG 
09_01.99 02 10 GGG REM/TRANS LEAD LEACHATE-ARE.El. 13 5400000 GAL 1,080,000 0 0 0 0 216,000 1,296,000 0. 2-1 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
TOTAL Excavation and Embankment: 20,694,072 1,142,555 235,904 809,937 .;4,54·; 5,033,0% :ti,960,111 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Site nork 21,304,721 l, 246,365 257,338 883,526 48,594 5,236,[;?8 28,977,023 

09_01.99.03 Concrete 

09 01.99.03 01 Concrete 

09 01.99.03 0 i 001 INLET STR - DOWNSTRE.J:..M WETL;._NDS 112.00 CY 47,600 8,092 1, 671 5, 7 6 3 5 15,854 79,268 707. 
09_01.99.03 01 002 OTLET STR - DOl<JNSTREAM \1ETLANDS 7.00 CY 2 I 97 5 506 l O 4 J 9 0 991 4, 954 707. 
09 01.99.03 01 003 INLET STR UPPER CHP..IN WETLANDS 224.00 CY 95,200 16,134 3, 3~::: l l, 4 3 

' 1 
31, 71:/1 1 sa, S36 707. 

09 01.99.03 01 004 OlJTLT STR UPPER CHAIN \1ETLANDS 10.00 CY 4,250 723 14 9 5 2 8 l,.; ~ 6 "J, 07_8 7 07 . 7 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
TOTAL Concrete 150,025 2 5, 504 5, 2 66 18,C,80 99-l -19, 967 :'<l9,836 

09 01.99.03 02 Reinforcing Steel 

. 99. 03 :ii LET STR Drn-nrs·:-Rs . .:..:,r :•iST:..;...1-;0s 

. 99. G3 OT LET STR DQ\-frlSTRE..'...!·! ;\:::r:.,;,i,:os 
11200 :.s 

616.00 ~B 

'EQUI? ID: ~'£DC95 C:.:trenc·, DO;'..L-2,RS 

s, 1 53 
284 

8 7 -, 

~ 8 
181 c:2 3-i 6, 58 9 0 .. , ·, 

:,.; S+~ n2 o. n 

\.,·;.,.~;·,·: : :, : .:'.;'., ID: FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/'.H, 

L.::.BOR ::;~·;-;:-::.:-: 

Tri-Service .ti.utomated Cost Ea, ing System [TR.:;CESJ 16:H:~8 
PROJECT FLDWY3: D_ll.LLAS L'-..;J\~AY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES SUMMARY PAGE 
n PROJECT INDIRECT SU:✓.MARY - Level 6 •' 

QlU;NTY UOM 

09 01.99.03 02 003 INLET STR 
09-01.99.03 02-004 OUTLT STR 

UPPER CHAIN \'/ETL.ti.NDS 22400 LB 
UPPER CHAIN WETLANDS 924. 00 LB 

TOTAL Reinforcing Steel 1.00 

TOTAL Concrete 

09_01.99.05 Metals 

09 01. 99. 05 _ 99 ASSOCIAED GENERAL ITEMS 

09_01.99.05 99_001 TRJl.SHRACK -DOWNSTREAM WETLAND 4. 00 EA 
09 01.99.05 99_002 MANHOLE CO\IER-DOWNSTRE_ll.M WETLA~D 4.00 EA 
09 01.99.05 99_003 TRt,,SHRACK -UPPER CHAIN WETLt'.ND 8.00 EA 
09 01.99.05 99_004 MANHOLE COVR-UPPER CHAIN WETLt'.ND 8.00 EA 

TOT.rl.L ASSOCIATED GENERAL ITEMS 

TOTAL Metals 

TOTAL Associated General Items 

TOTAL Channels 

TOTAL Channels and Canals 

11 Levees and floodwalls 

11 01 Levees 

11 01.02 Drainage 

11 01.02.03 Concrete 

11_01.02.03 01 Concrete 

11_01.02.03 01_005 SLUiCE STR CADILLAC HTS 2791.00 CY 
11_01.02.03 Oi_006 FLOODGATE:S CADILLAC HTS 1931. 00 CY 
11_01.02.03 - 01_007 FLOODGATES LP,.MhR LEVEE 812.00 CY 
11 01.02.03 01 008 SLUICE: STR LAMAR LEVEE 2339.00 CY 

TOTAL Concrete 

~1 Cl.02.C3 02 Reinforcing Steel 

. 0 3 SLUICl:'. STR - C .. D:LL."'.C ETS :is.:;.;:.;::: 2...3 
f',-. FLOOJG,;TES - O.D!I..CAC :i:S '.::7292 2 :.,5 

iJ .. :e:.CODG.'-.TES - I.,_::::,HJ..R LE'/ww 113€80 LS 

DIRECT FIELD OH t:m,,E ore 

10,315 
'126 

16,181 

166,107 

l, 7 54 
72 

2, 7 51 

28,255 

362 
15 

568 

5, 834 

PROFIT 

l, 2 4 3 
51 

l, 950 

20,030 

BOHD 

63 

OTl-i:::R i'OT.".L COST 

3, -l 3 6 

5, 3 q,, 

$5,357 

7, 17 8 
709 

26,948 

2'6, 784 

!j!-)]:' 

0. 
0 .. 

269·b 

8 t 34 0 1, '118 293 l, ()0 5 5 78 13,889 34 2. 
4,660 7 92 16q 562 3 52 7,760 19 0.0' 

16,680 2,836 58 5 2,010 11 So n I 777 34 .C • 1 s 
9,320 1, 584 327 l, 12 3 6 04 lS,521 1940 07 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
39,000 6,630 1, 3 69 ~, 7 00 2 58 12,989 64,947 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
39,000 6,630 1, 3 6 9 ~, 7 00 2 58 l::', 989 6:i, 947 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
21,509,928 1,281,251 264,5.:Jl 908,::'56 ~9,954 5,304,82-i 29,318,754 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
21,509,928 1,281,251 :'64,541 908,256 49,954 5,304,824 29,318,754 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
21,509,928 1,281,251 264,SC 908,256 49,95-l 5,30-<,8:>1 '.:9, 318, 75'1 

871,378 148,134 30,585 105,010 S, I ·r 6 2 9G, 2.'.': l 1,451,104 
195,939 33,310 6,877 23,613 l, 2 99 65,::'59 326,296 

82 I 394 14,007 2,892 9, 9::: 9 5-l 6 ?. 7, ·14 2 137,210 
730,259 124, 14-l 25,632 88, 00'1 ~, 8-10 2-13, 220 1,216,099 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
1,879,970 

l 7 6, 9 
, 680 

52, 3 50 

319,595 

30, 80 
21, 66 

0 I 9 9 

65,987 226, sss 

:::: 3 
.; f, 

09 

1', .; 61 

i:'3 
'j ~ 

626, 14:: 

5 , 9 j 

,8 9 
, ~ C 

3,130,709 

29 , 663 
,295 

t. , 178 

'J 19. 9 
168. 9 
168. S 
519.9 

0 . ., ~ 
0.-; ·; 

0. I"! 

EQU!? IC: ~EDC9~ Currency i:, DOLL..:..Rs C:·C':!', '.; t'•i3 rD: f£DC9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 

LABOR lD: Df\·iTS:•: 

Tri-Service P.utomateci Cost Snc_ ing System (TRACES) 16:14:56 
PROJECT FLD\-·iY3: DALL!-1.S FLOOD\-iAY EXTENSION LPP 

i'iITH CONTINGENCIES SUMMARY PAGE !. 4 
' .. PROJECT INDIRECT SVMMJl.RY - Level 6 '• 

QUANT":' UOM DIRECT FISLD OH HOY:E OFC PROrTr BON'.) O':'i-E:R TOT.:..i.. COST UtHT 

il_Ol.02.03 02_008 SLUICE STR - LAMAR LEVEE 339600 LB 156,386 26,586 5,489 18, H6 1,037 52,086 260,429 0. -y-1 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Reinforcing Steel 1. 00 LB 511,359 86,931 17,949 61, 62~ 3, JS 9 170,313 851,565 851565 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Concrete 

1101.02.05 Metals 

11_01.02 05 01 Gates 

11_01.02.05 
11 01.02.05 

01_001 
01 002 

FABRICATED GATES 
FABRICATED GATES 

TOTAL Gates 

CADILLAC HTS 
LAM.rm LEVEE 

11_01.02.05 04 Handrailing 

ll __ Ol.02.05 04_016 HAND RAILING 
1101.02.05 04 017 !i_r..ND RAILING 

CADILLAC HTS 
LAMP..R LEVEE 

TOTAL Handrailing 

ll 01.02.05 99 ASSOCIATED ITEMS 

11 01.02.05 99_005 RODNEY HU!iT GATE ;; FRI~ ~ CAD HTS 
11--01.02.05- 99_006 RODNEY HUNT HOIST (12) CAD HTS 
11_01.02.05 99_007 ROD HUNT FLAP GATE ( 12) C.Zl.D HTS 
11_01.02.05 99_008 9" Wl,TSRSTOPS - CAD HTS 
11_01.02.05 99_009 LADDERS ( 94 VLF) - C.Zl.DILLAC HTS 
11 01.02.05 99_010 48" HANDRAIL (448 LF)- CAD HTS 
11-01.02.05- 99_011 '.-i-BEAMS - CADILLAC HTS - -
11 01.02.05 99_012 RUBBER J-SEAL - CADILLAC HEIGHTS - -
11 01.02.05 99_013 NEOPRENE GASKETS - CADILLAC HTS - -
11_01.02.05_ 99_014 SCREW JACK SVPP - CADILLAC HTS 
11 01.02.05 99_0i5 LOAD BINDERS - CADILLAC HTS - -
11 01.02.05 99_016 ."I.SPH.Zl.LT @ GATES - CADILLAC HTS 
ll=Ol.02.05- 99_0i8 FLOODGATE HINGES - CADILLAC HTS 
ll_Ol.02.05 99_019 TURNBUKLES - CADILLAC HTS 
11 01.02.05 - 99_020 PORTABLE WINCHES - CADILLAC HTS 
11 01.02.05 99_021 STP,INLESS STEEL - CP..DILLAC ETS 
11 01.02.05 - 99_022 MISCELL.Z:..NEOUS - C."'.DILL.Z:.C HTS 
11 01.02.05 99_023 RUBBER J-SEAL - L.Z:..MARR LEVEE 
11_.01.02.05 99_024 NEOPRENE GASKETS - LAMAR LEVEE 
11_01.02.05 99_025 SCRE\·i JACK SUPP - LAM,'!..R LEVEES -
ll_Ol.02.05 99_026 LO.½D BINDERS - LAt-P,R LEVEE 
11 01.02.05 99_0'27 ASPf:.:O.LT @ GATES - 1.:i..~;;,.R LEVEE 
ll Ol.02.05 99_.028 FLOODGATE i-iH:GES - LAMAR LS.VS~: 
ll_Ol.02.05 99 029 TURNBUKLES - LAMAR LEVE:E: 

42277 LB 

18360 LB 

H9l.OO LB 
946.00 LB 

84000 LS 
9600.00 LS 

24000 LB 
1904.00 Lf 

940.00 LB 
2464.00 LB 
9600.00 LB 

302.00 Lf 
302.00 LF 

5. 00 EA 
10 00 EA 

0.60 CY 

25.00 EA 
13.00 EA 

4. 00 EA 
1600.00 LB 

250.00 LB 
90.50 LF 
9C. 50 Lf 

. 00 E.:i.. 
'i. GO E.:.,. 
0. 'iO CY 

~2.00 s;.. 
5 00 SM 

2,39~,329 

147,547 
64,076 

211,623 

5, 14 4 
3 I 2 64 

8,408 

349,440 
39,936 
99,840 
21, 54 S 
l, 64 7 
8, sol 

16,800 
2,567 

604 
87 5 
750 
14 4 

55,650 
975 

4,460 
6,800 

613 
769 
18 l 
350 
300 

96 
26, 712 

37 5 

SQU:P :D: FEDC95 Currency in DOLL..:,.Ks 

406,526 

25,083 
10,893 

35,976 

S 7 .j 

555 

1, 4 ::9 

59,405 
6, 789 

16,973 
3, 663 

280 
l, 4 4 5 
2,856 

4 36 
103 
14 9 
128 

24 
9, 4 6 l 

166 
7 58 

1, 156 
104 
131 

31 
60 
Sl 
16 

•1 I s,; 1 

64 

83,936 

5, l 7 9 
2,249 

7, ~ 2 8 

181 
l 1 5 

295 

i 65 
02 
04 
56 
ss 

2 98 
590 

90 
'1 
31 
26 
s 

l, 953 
34 

15 7 
239 

21 
27 

6 

9 52 

288,179 

1 . ., , 7 81 

7, 722 

25,503 

620 
393 

l, Ol3 

4 , 11 
, 8 i 
I 03 
, 59 

19 
l, C/2.J 
2 I 025 

JO 9 
73 

105 
90 
17 

6,706 
117 
53? 
819 

93 

,., 
'. 
36 

3, 2: 9 

15, 35C 

97 S 
425 

l, 4 0 3 

3~ 

S6 

2, 316 
2 £.S 
662 
14 3 

56 
11: 

6 
s 

369 
6 

30 

c,;;:-;·.,; :D: 

>96, ~ ss 

49,142 
21, 3,;: 

7 0, .; S3 

l, 7l 3 
1, 02·_1 

2,800 

6, 38·1 
3, 30 l 
3, 2: j 

;6 
5~ 

? / 8 3 
5, :_,g 

85 
201 
291 
250 

" ,o 
18, S35 

:r:s 
l, ,i 5 S 

6 
n 
5 
6 

l U·J 
' . 

ij I/:, 'j) 

1::::; 

3,982,274 

245,709 
106,706 

3S2,415 

8,566 
5,435 

14,001 

581,922 
U,, 505 

l 66,263 
35,879 
2,743 

H, 156 
27,977 

4,275 
1,006 
1,457 
1,249 

240 

5.8: 
5.8: 

5. "]:; 

5. " 

6.9 
6. 9 
6.9 

l S. ii~ 
: . 92 
s. 
2. 9: 

H. l6 
3. 3} 

291.4.3 
124.90 

399 7 5 
9 , 6 4 3706. ':J 

,6 4 124.9 
,4 7 1856.8 

l , 32 4 
,020 4.s'i 
, 281 H. 

301 3. 3 
583 291. 4; 
500 124.9 
160 399. ·; 

,;~,483 3706.9 
62~ 12-l.9 

•-;;;~ ID: FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff_ Date 04/02/98 

Lc'.:30!1. : ;;, • :·::::.. E(:S_. 

Tri-Service .r-.utomated Cost Eng .ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLD\-iY3: DALLAS tLJv011.n,y EXTENSION LP? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
.., • PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 • • 

11 01.0 .05 
11=01.0 .05 
11 01.0 .05 
11 01.0 .05 
11 01.0 .05 
11-01 .0 .05 
11-01.0 .05 

-

11-01.0 .OS 
-

11 01.0 .05 
11 01.0 .05 

99_030 
99 031 
99 032 
99-033 
99-◊35 
99-036 
99=037 
99 038 
99 039 
99 040 

PORTABLE \-ilNCHES - WAR LEVEE 
STAINLESS STEEL -LAMAR LEVEE 
MISCELLANEOUS - LAMAR LEVEE 
RODNEY HUNT GATE & fRM - LP.MAR 
RODNEY HUNT HOIST (10) LP..MAR 
ROD HUNT FLAP GATE (10) LAMAR 
9" WATERSTOPS - LAMAR 
L.n.DDERS (152 VLF) - LJ\J)AR 

48" HANDRAIL (493 LF)- LAMAR 
W-BEAMS - LAMAR 

TOTAL ASSOCIATED ITSMS 

TOTAL Metals 

TOTAL Drainage 

11 01.03 Care & Diversion of Water 

1101.03.02 Site Work 

1101.03.02 01 E:cavation 

1101.03.02 01 001 
11-01.03.02 01-◊02 

SLURRY TRENCH THROUGH L.n.NDFILL 
PUMP, DIVERT TfiRU PIPE 

TOTAL E:-:cavation 

TOTAL Site 'tlorl: 

TOTAL Care & Diversion of Water 

11 01.04 Permanent .n.ccess Roads & Parl:ing 

11_01.04.02 Site Work 

1101.04.02 04 Road Surfacing 

11 01.04.02 04 001 GR.n.VEL ROAD CADILLAC HTS 
11-01.04.02 04-002 GRAVEL ROAD L.;/-IAR LEVEE 

TOTP.L Road Surfacing 

TOTAL Site ilori: 

TO'.:'t\:.. Per:nar:;.-Jnt: .~ccess Kciads ~ ?ari:it,g 

;,ss.:;,: :.:i~0d - t 0."''5 

QUANTY UOM 

2.00 
834.00 
250.00 

64500 
8800.00 

20400 
301. 00 
012.00 
215.00 

12000 

EA 
LB 
LB 
LB 
LB 
LB 
Lf 
LB 
LB 
LB 

76600 St 

5530.00 CY 
7592.00 CY 

DIRECT FIELD 0~ HOME OFC PROFIT 

2,230 37 9 8 2 9 
3, 54 5 603 1 4 4 

613 l 04 1 4 
268,320 45, 61-l. '-l 8 32, 3 5 

36,608 6,223 I 2 5 4, 4 2 
84,864 14,427 ,9 9 l O, 2 7 
14,722 2,503 517 l, 7 4 
3,526 599 , .... , 

LC-; 5 
7, 6n l, 2 99 268 9 1 

21,000 3, 5 7 0 7 37 2, S 1 
------- --------- --------- ------

l, 082, 999 1sq, 110 38,013 130,512 
--------- --------- --------- ------
1,303,030 221,515 45,736 157,028 
--------- --------- --------- ------
3,694,358 628,041 

1,244,566 211,576 
373,500 63,495 
------- ------

1,618,066 275,071 
--------- ------
1,618,066 275,071 
--------- -------
1,618,066 275,071 

164,401 27, 94 8 
235,297 40,001 
------- ------
399,698 67, 9-l 9 
------- ---------
399,698 67,9~9 
------- ---------
399,698 5·;, 9-19 

129,672 445,207 

43,684 149,983 
13,110 45,010 
------ ---------
56, 794 194,993 
------ ---------
56, 794 19~,993 
------ ------
56,794 

5, ? 7 0 
8,259 

14, 02 9 

l ~, D2 9 

; •l I(:: 9 

194,993 

l 9, 812 
:::s, 3 56 

48, ~63 

4 S, 168 

.; 6, i 6S 

10: ~":::::;cg:-, Cu::::e: DOL'...ARS 

16:14:58 

SUMMARY P.n.GE l 5 

BOND OTHER TOTAL COST UNIT 

15 
23 

l, T?O 

: ;] 

5G:::' 
98 
23 
s: 

l 3 9 

7, l 7 8 

8, 6 37 

:n 
l, 1 S l 

9, 3 6 7 
: , l 93 
8,265 
4, 90 3 
l, 17 4 
2,545 
6,994 

360,703 

433,986 

2·1,486 l,'.230,4-il 

8,249 
2, 4 7 6 

lG, 725 

l O, 7;: S 

,r . ..,,,:. 
~ ,., ' ''·.., 

1,09::l 
l, 560 

2, c.; 9 

~:, 64 9 

:: , t..-i 9 

~t,.-, 

4 l ~, S l S 
12~,398 

5.?.S,912 

:; 3f; I 9 l::: 

~,38, 9L 

S4,755 
73,368 

l 3 3, l ::' J 

i:n,:23 

135, L'3 

3, 714 
$, 903 
l, 020 

.; 6, 8 3 3 

0, 963 
l, 324 
4, 516 
5 / 8 7 2 

12,726 
3-i, 971 

l, 803,515 

2,169,932 

6,152,206 

2,0·1 2,573 
6:::1,989 

2, 69•l, 562 

---------
:, G9~, 562 

2,£9~,562 

2"?3, 776 
391,840 

665,616 

66:,, 616 

66), 616 

1856. 
"/. 0 
4 . 0 
6.9 
6 0 

6.9 
18.S 

5. ·; 

. s 

27.% 

➔ 9.':il 

Sl. 6 L 

r:;: fEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 

Lt".SOR ID: S:''>'i: E(li./ l? 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En ing System (TR..;CES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: o.n.LL,.;S F.:...v'-,0\'/!,.Y EXTENSION LP? 

WITH CONTINGE:tiCIES 
u PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMP..RY - Level 6 " 

QUP,NTY UOM DIRECT FIELD O:i HOME OfC 

11 01.99.02 Site Work 

11 01.99.02 06 Seeding 

11 0 .99.02 
11 0 .99.02 
11 0 .99.02 

06_001 
06 003 
06 004 

TURFING LAM/'.l-.R LSVEE SUMPS 
TURFING - LAMAR LEVEE 
TURFING CADILLAC HTS 

33.00 P,C 

80.00 AC 
46.00 AC 

9,200 13,464 2,780 
1 2, 000 32,640 6, 739 
1 0, 400 18,768 3,875 

16:l~:56 

SUMMP,RY PAGE ~6 

PROF!'? 3()[,;[} OTt!F.:R TOTAL COST UU!T 

9, 4 26, B 31,892 3996. 
2 3, 3 1, 6 3, 19,7373996. 
13, 0 36, 0 83,849 3996. "/1 

------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Seeding 

11 01.99.02 09 Clearing 

11 01.99.02 
11-01.99.02 

09 001 
09 003 

Clearing 
Clearing 

TOTAL Clearing 

L.;;.'-1AR LEVEE 
CADILL.;c HTS 

11 01.99.02 10 E:cavation and Embanl:ment: 

11 01.99.02 10_00 EXCVTN, HAUL-LAMAR SUMPS (SLUICE 
ll_Ol.99.02 10_00 FILL-LAMAR LEVEE SUMPS (SLUICE) 
ll_Ol.99.02 10_00 EZCVTN, HAUL- LP.M.'l.R LEVEE SUMPS 
11 Ol.99.02 10 00 FILL-LAMAR LEVEE SUMPS -
11 01.99.02 10 EEA EXC, H.J:1.UL CADILLAC HEIG:-JTS LEVEE 
11 01.99.02 lO_EED FILL CADILLAC HEIGHTS LEVEE 
11_01.99.02 lO_FfA E:-:c, HAUL LAMAR LEVEE 
11 01.99.02 lO_FFB FILL LAM.rl.R LEVEE 
11 _ 01. 99. 02 lO_GGJl. EC, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-AREA 1 
11 _ 01. 99. 02 lO_GGB Ei:C,HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-AREA 2 
11_01.99.02 lO_GGC E:<'.C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-.t>.REA 3 
11 01.99.02 lO_GGD E:<'.C,HAUL MO-HAZ MAT'L-AREA 5 
11 01.99.02 10 GGE D:C,HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-AREFi. 5 
11 01.99.02 lO_GGf D:C, HAUL NO- HAZ MAT' L-P..REP.. 6 
11_01.99 02 lO_GGG EXC, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-AREA 9 

82 00 AC 
50.00 .ri.c 

4 900. 00 CY 
3283.00 CY 

549790 C'! 
174.00C'! 

33030 CY 
598448 CY 

45142 CY 
997280 CY 

6566.00 CY 
17922 CY 

7502.00 CY 
10000 CY 

5000.00 CY 
620.00 CY 

2963. 00 CY 

381,600 64,872 13,394 45,987 2 I 529 127,096 

139,400 23,698 4 / 893 16,799 924 4 6, CB 
85,000 H, 450 2 / 984 10,243 '63 23, 3 :o 

------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ------
224,400 38,148 7 I 8 / 6 27 I 0~ 2 l, 4 87 74,739 

9,860 1,676 34 6 1, 188 s 3, 284 ..., ,r,..., 
<-, .I.'-'"- 35 7 74 2 5 3 4 700 

1,097,161 186,517 38,510 132,219 . . 36S, '12G ' -
109 19 4 13 )6 

66,195 11,253 2 I 32 3 7 I 97 7 ·i 3 9 22,G~? 
376,543 64,012 13,217 '15,377 2,496 12 5, 4 l l 

90,984 15,467 3 I 19'1 10,964 603 30,303 
646,537 109,911 22,693 77,9]4 4, 235 215,335 
262,640 0 0 0 0 52 / 52 8 
716,880 0 0 0 0 143,376 
300,080 0 0 C 0 60,016 
400,000 0 0 C 0 80,GCJO 
200,000 0 0 G 0 40,000 

24,800 0 0 C 0 4,960 
118,520 0 0 G 0 23,704 

635,478 

232,142 2831.r,· 
141,550 2831. 

373,693 

16,419 3. 3'.:, 
3,501 1. 

1,827,099 3. 3:.' 
18:? . o:; 

110,235 J. 34 
627,057 1.05 
151,515 3. J 6 

1,076,676 1. 08 
315,168 48. 08 
860,256 4 8. 
360,096 42. C(; 

480,000 rn. GG 
2-10, 000 4 8 00 

29,760 48 on 
142,224 -l 8. GU 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL E::•:cavation and Embar.i:mer.t: 

TOTAL Site Work 

11 01.99.13 Special Construction 

11 01.99.13 99 PUMI? HOUSE AND PUMPS 

11 Ol.99.13 99 001 PUMP HOUSE . GO 
.99.l3 99_002 6S00 GP:-'. PU:•E' c;..?.~:,,:~·i·:: 

:-o-· Pl'.:";P HOUSE ,.'...!·rn ?U<·'.~·S 

~'i::DC9S Cc:r,e:--:c~-

4,312,411 389,214 80,361 275,907 15,1-:-s 1,161,121 6,240,188 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------

4,918,411 

::..,, 

U()'..:.A:<.S 

31,840 
70,600 

~ O?, ·i ·! 0 

492,234 

'.,, 4 l 3 
~ 2, 00::: 

•: / ~.: s 

101,632 

l, 113 
78 

:J, 5% 

348,936 

3, s:n 
b, 508 

l:, 3; S 

19,19: l,368,9SS 

1 J, 605 
.J Ct' '· j, Ji., 

C''.-i 3.;, l ~ '.J 

c:<.~:;-; : :: .. 

7,249,359 

53,023 530.?5 
1:7,570 ll7S7U 

~-10,.:.,93 110)9..:: 

f''£DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 

L\30!\ ID: 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Er. ing System (TR.D..CES} 
PROJECT FLDWf3: DP..LL./J.S FLvVD\FY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCES 
** PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMFi.RY - Le·,1el 6 u 

QU.D..NTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH H01':E OFC PROFIT 

TOTP..L Special Cor:struction 

TOTAL .Z:\.ssociated General Items 

TOTAL Levees 

TOTAL Levees and Floodwalls 

14 Recreation Facilities 

14 00 Recreation Facilities 

14 00.18 Utilities 

14 00.18.16 Electrical 

14_00.18.16_ 01 ACCESS PT 

i.1 00.18.16 01A ACCESS PT - -
14 00.18.16 018 ACCESS PT 

LOO? 12 
ROCHESTER PARK 
IH 20 

TOTP..L Electrical 

ror;..1, Utilities 

14 00.22 Parking Lots and Sec1ice Roads 

14 00.22.02 Site Work 

14_00.22.02 08 Base Course 

14_00 .. o 
14_00 .. o 
14 00 .. 0 

08_001 SUBGRADE 
08_002 6" LIME SUBGRADE 
08 003 FLEX BASE 

988.00 SY 

11368 SY 
2060.C0 CY 

lO:Z:, 440 17,415 

5,020,851 509, 6'i8 

10,732,974 1,480,709 

10,732,974 1,480,709 

9, 168 
2,383 
6, 04 8 

87,598 

87,598 

5 ,553 
5 ,378 
2 I 34 9 

'1 / 9 9 
5,5 5 
4 / .:j 8 

14,892 

14,892 

8,934 
8 / 7 34 
4 / 98 9 

3,596 12, 3.J.5 

105,22 7 361,281 

305, 7:23 :,049,649 

305,723 :,049,649 

1, 0 4 
l, l 

9 4 

3, o·:5 

3,075 

, 84 5 
, 80 3 
IO 30 

3, 5 l 5 
3,90::.' 
3, 139 

10,556 

10,556 

,, 
o, 
3, 

16:14:58 

SUMMARY P.n.GE 

BOl'iD OT~ER T07ll•.L COST 

6(9 3-i,119 i70,593 

19,8":0 1,.;03,0·1.; 7,419,952 

5 7 / 3,3D5,5SC 16,932,335 

57,·:3: 3,305,550 16,932,335 

193 
215 
17 3 

58 l 

581 

4 
4 
9 

13, 60 l 
15, 100 
12, 1.; 6 

rn, 8·16 

4 o, s:i 6 

,!JO 
, 53 
/ 7 3 

2 / 4 5 
8, 2 4 
6, 8 4 

157,548 

157,548 

91,018 
88,983 
50,831 

UNIT 

9 

' ------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOU\.L Base Course 

14 00 22 02 10 Paving 

14 00.22.02 
14 00.22.02 

10_001 CONCRETE 
10 002 REINFORCING STEEL 

TO~AL Paving 

14 00.22.02 ·~ CURS 

GCi • ..,..,. 02 

:::QU~? ID: FEX':IS 

133,281 

1716.0C CY 23,392 
126272 LB 47,516 

--------
70,908 

2700 l 9, 521 

Currl;';,cy in COI I.f'.RS 

22,658 

3 I 9 )7 

8, o·. s 

12,054 

3 t 3] 9 

4,678 

821 
l, 668 

2,489 

Go 5 

16,062 

2, S l 9 
s, 726 

-3, 54 S 

·,c· 
•• ' J ..,., 

883 

: s s 
3 · 

; ;) 

L;;! 

---:,,~:;-; 

53,269 

9 I 3.; 9 
: 8, 9 9 l 

230,831 

40,513 
82 I 2.94 

2 3. 6 ! 
. ts 

--------- -----------
2 8 / 3.; 0 1?2, 806 

·;' sc::. 33,809 12. 

.:)'., ','Pi' ID: FEDC9'.:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/':iv 

LABOR I:!· 

Tri-Service P.utomated Cost En, .ng System (TRACES) 
?ROJECT FLDWY3: DP'.L:.AS fL,._v..,,·/AY E>:TSNSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
• • PROJECT INDIRECT S0MMARY - Level 6 • .. 

QUA'.~TY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HmiE OFC 

TOTAL CURB 

14 00.22 .02 15 SIDEV!ALK 

14 00.22.02 
14-00.22.02 

15_001 CONCRETE 
15_002 REINFORCING STEEL 

TOTAL SIDEWALK 

TOTAL Site \for}: 

TOTAL Parking Lots and Service Roads 

14 00.71 Activity Guides and Controls 

14 00.71.06 Wood and Plastic 

14 00.71.06 02 Kiosks 

14_00 71.06 02_001 CONCRETE: 
1-1 00 71.06 02_002 AGGREGATE BASE 
14-00. 71.06 02_003 SUSGRADE 
14 00.71.06 - 02_004 5' x 5' PREFAB STRUCTURE 

164.00 CY 
12104 LB 

44.lOCY 
55.80 CY 

333.30 SY 
6.00 EA 

19,521 3, 3 l 9 

11,795 2,005 
4, 555 774 

------
16,350 2,779 

------- ------
240,060 ,o, 810 
------- ------
240,060 40,810 

5, 064 86 
1, 660 28 

285 4 
3,000 51 

685 

4 14 
160 

5 7 4 

8,426 

8, 4 2 6 

l 7 8 

58 
10 

105 

PROFIT 

2,352 

1, ~ 21 
54 9 

l, 970 

28,930 

28,930 

61 
'" -'.l, 

J 
36 

BOliD 

l:'.9 

3C 

108 

l, 59 l 

l, 59:. 

J 

16: H: :..S 

su;1,t,..:ARY PAGE 13 

OTHER TOT.;L COST UUIT 

·;, 8 o:: 

~, 7l 

l, 8 2 0 

6,535 

9 S, 94 S 

95,945 

=' 0 
6 
l 

33,809 

::::o, ns 
7,888 

28,317 

415,763 

415, 763 

8, 70 
2, 75 

94 
5, 96 

124 . 56 
0.6S 

198.e 
51. 5 

1 . .j 
865.9 

----- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Kiosks 

TOTAL Wood and Plastic 

TOTAL Activity Guides and Controls 

14 00 72 Day Use Areas 

14 00 72.02 Site Work 

14 00.72.02 99A EQUESTRIAN TRAILS 

14 00.72.02_99A_001 CLEAR ti.ND GRUB 

TOTAL EQUESTRIAN TRAILS 

14_00.72.02_99B NF.TURE TR.r:t.IL 

U 00 . 02 99B 001 CLEAR AND GRCS 

TOF,L !i.:..TURE TRAl !., 

EQlJE' IJ: FEDC95 

8.20 AC 

,; 0 .i·.C 

Cuc~er,cy ~n r::-o,,~ .. :..;--;s 

10,009 l, 7 02 3 Sl l, 20 6 66 .J,000 l ·;, 335 
------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
10,009 1, 702 351 1, 206 66 4,00G l 7,335 
------ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
10,009 1, 702 351 1,206 

13,940 2,370 489 l, 68 0 

13,940 2,370 489 l, 68 0 

4,080 69S ld .J 92 

.J, 08 0 69~ 143 ~92 

:, ~-

66 

92 

92 

4, 000 

5, 5 7 l 

s, 571 

1 , 6 31 

l,Ul 

17,335 

2.J,143 2944.:::'S 

24,143 

7,066 2944 

7,066 

'.D: FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04 /02U;:, 

:,.i:,.BOR ID: DfWrs:-: 

Tri-Se::-vice ?.utomated Cost En~ ~ng System (TRJ:>.CES) 
?ROJECT FLD\•/Y3; DALLAS fa _;'1-/AY E:,:TENSIO~l L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
•' ?ROJECT INDIRECT SUMM.l'.l.RY - Level 6 • ~ 

Qi.JANTY lJOVi DIRECT FIELD O.'i HOME OFC 

14_00. 72.02_99C HIKE P.ND B:;:KE TR.;IL 

14 00. 7 .02 99C 001 TRF<.IL EXCAV.i.\.TION 
14-00. 7 .02-99C-002 COMPACTION Of SUSGR.i'.\.DE 
14-00.7 .02-99C-003 REINFORCING STEEL 

14-00. 7 .02-99C=004 CONCRETE PAVEMENT 

11722 CY 
105600 SY 
728957 LB 

117.22 CY 

28,036 
86,456 

335,685 
l, 911,107 

4,766 984 
14,698 ,035 
57 I 066 ,783 

324 I 888 6 ,080 

i?ROfIT 

3,3 9 
0 I 4 9 
o, -J. 3 

2 0, 3 
--------- --------- --------- -----~ 

TOTAL HIKE AND BIKE TRAIL 

TOTAL Site 1-iork 

14 00.72.06 Wood and Plastic 

14 00.72.06 01 PICNIC SHELTER 

14 00. . 06 01_001 11' 14 ' STRUCTURE 
14 _ 00. . 06 01_002 CONCRETE SLAB 
14 _ 00. . 06 01_003 RE:It•ffORCH:G STEEL 
14 00. .06 01 004 PREFA5 PICNIC TJl.BLE 

TOTAL PICNIC SHELTER 

GO. 72. 06 02 REST STOP Sr.ELTER 

00. 7 .06 02_001 lO' 10' STRUCTURE: 
00 7 . 06 - 02_002 CONCRSTE SL.;B 
00 7 . 06 02_003 REINFORCING STEEL 
00 7 . 06 02 004 8 'PREFAB BE:NCH 

TOTAL REST STOP SHELTER 

14_00.72.06 03 PICNIC PAVILLIONS 

14_00.72.06 
14 00.72.06 
14 00.72.06-

14 00.72.06 

03 001 
03 002 
OJ 003 
03 004 

CONCRETE 
AGGREGATE BASE 
SUBGRl'-DE 

30 ';.:60' PRE:FAB STRUCTURE 

TOTAL PICNIC PP1\IILLIONS 

TOTAL \-iood and Plastic 

TOTAL Day Use Areas 

14 00. 99 _;:..ssociat.ed Ger:eral Items 

14 00.99.02 Site Worl: 

EQUIP ::o: FECC95 

2,36:,283 401,418 82,881 284,558 

--------- --------- --------- ------

19.00 EA 
49.40 CY 

5396. 00 LB 

34.00EA 

19.00 EP.. 

10.00 SA 
19.20 CY 

2095.00 LB 
10.00 EA 

10.00 EA 

48.00 CY 
00 00 CY 

1 00.00 SY 
6.00 EA 

2,379,303 

58,520 
5,659 
2,485 

27,200 

93,864 

20,000 
2,200 

965 
3,000 

--------
26,164 

17,010 
5, 951 

995 
69,288 

404,482 

9, 9 
9 
4 

4, 62 4 

15,957 

3, 4 0 

3 4 
l 4 
5 0 

4,448 

2,89 
1, 0 l 

16 
11, 7 7 

83,514 

2,054 
199 

37 

955 

3, 2 9 5 

1 G2 

34 
lGS 

918 

59 
20 

3 
2 t 4 3 

------ --------- ------
93,243 15,851 3,273 

------- --------- ------
213,272 36,256 7,486 

--------- --------- ------
2,592,575 440,738 90,999 

Currency in DOLLARS 

286,730 

7, 5 
8 
9 

3, 7 

11, 3l 2 

2,410 
265 
l l 6 

3 62 

3, 153 

2 IO 0 
7 7 

0 
3,350 

11,237 

2 5, 7 ,~, l 

31.2,~31 

16:14:58 

SUMM,:•.RY ?AGE 19 

BOND 0':HER TOT.i.\.L COST lJtHT 

l,% 
'.)73 

- I'- •. .J 

: 2, 66 7 

l 5, 6 5: 

l 5, 7 7 0 

388 

'" ,o 

16 
130 

6"C 

133 
15 

6 
2C: 

173 

11 3 

39 

4 5 j 

btd 

j '::os 
.; I jj,] 

4, l 6-1 
3, 8: 5 

9-13,737 

950,939 

23, 38 
2, 2 6 

99 
l0,87l 

3 7, 5; 5 

7, 9 9 3 
3·;9 

386 
l, 199 

lC,457 

6,798 
2,373 

3 9; 
i, b ':i_ 

7 I 2 E. / 

8 S, :.' 3 9 

:,C36,l7S 

C::<:::;-; ::;: :'"£-:D,.:9:. 

8,555 ~.H 
9,734 

l, 376 0 8'' 
3, 9,864 232. 36 

---------
~,089,528 

.j I ::.20, 737 

lOl, 351 5334. 3 
9,802 198. l 

•l / 304 0 • IJ 

47,108 1385. 3 

],62, 56~ 8556. o.:-

3~,638 3463.8 
3,809 198.~ 
1,671 08 
5,1% 519.S 

45,314 4531.,15 

29,459 
10,306 

1,722 
l?0, 001 

l 6 l, .J 8 9 

369,367 

~,-190,105 

199. JS 
51. 53 

. 4 .j 
20000 

UP~ lJ: fE:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff_ Date 04/02/98 

LA30?: l'.;: ~:c,._; 

Tri-Service .:::.ur.omated Cost Eng ng Syster:1 {TR.i'l.CES) 16:14:58 
PROJECT fLDWY3: DALLAS FLUv,;~/AY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES SUMMARY PAGE 2,J 
h PROJECT INDIRECT Sut-'.MARY - Level 6 • • 

14_00.99.02_99A SIGN.D,GE 

14 00.99.02 99A_ 

TOTAL SIGN."iGE 

14_00.99.02_99B 150 Lf PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES 

14_00.99.02_99B_001 
14 00.99.02 99B 002 
1~-◊0.99.02-998-003 
14-00.99.02-998-004 
14-00.99.02-998-005 

14=00.99.02=998=006 
14_00.99.02_998_007 
14_00.99.02_998_008 
14_00.99.02_998_009 

PRESTRESSED"C" BEAMS 
CONCRETE CAP 
CONCRETE ABUTMENT 
CONCRETE - 4 2" COLUMN 
CONCRETE - DECK 
REINFORCING STEEL 
18" DRILLED SHAFT 
42" DRILLED SHAFT 
PIPEAAIL 

TOTP.L 150 Lf PEDESTRIJ:I.N BRIDGES 

TOTAL Site Work 

TOTAL Associated General Items 

TOTAL Recreation facilities 

TOTAL Recreation facilities 

18 Cultural Resource Preservation 

18 00 Cultural Resource Preservation 

TOTAL Cultural Resource ?reservation 

30 Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 11 Project Cooperatn Agreemnt (PCAJ 

30 11.01 Ir:.itial Draft PG\. Package 

Ir:.i ial Draft PCA 0_1 .0 .01 
0_1 .o .02 
Ol.O.C3 

fed Non-fed P-.llocatnOffunds Tabl 
Dev ation Report 
Certification of Legbl Review 

.OS ;.;sc P.e· .. :.<2·"' Cor::iner,ts 

TO"; ra:• gE: 

l c.o: ;-~:,;I:;._ 

QUANTY UOM 

600.00 Lf 
12.67 CY 
37.20 CY 
35.60 CY 
55.60 CY 
19698 LB 

240.00 LF 

240.00 Lf 
5142.00 LB 

2. 00 EA 

1.00 

DIRECT FIELD OE HOME CFC 

iO, 000 

10,000 

23,070 
3, 4 8 9 

11,382 
9,802 

11,636 
9,071 
7, 361 

19,921 
17,697 

1, 700 351 

1,700 351 

3,922 810 
593 122 

1, 935 399 
1, 666 34 4 
1, 978 408 
1, 54 2 318 
1, 251 2 58 
3, 387 699 
3,008 62 l 

?ROF::T 

1, 205 

1, 2 OS 

2,780 
..J.20 

1, 3 7 2 
1, 181 
1,.; 02 
1,093 

887 
2,401 
2, 13 3 

80:JD OT.1-:ER ':OTAL COST 

66 3,997 17,319 

66 3,99"' 17,319 

153 9, 2.=o 39,955 
23 l, 3 94 6,042 
75 4, 54 9 19,712 
65 3, 912 i 6,976 
77 4,651 20,152 
60 3,625 15,710 
,j 9 2,942 12,748 

132 7,962 34,501 
11 7 7,073 30,649 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
113,427 19,283 3, 981 13,669 7 52 4 5, 3 3-l 196,446 
------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
123,427 20,983 ..J., 332 H, 87-1 818 .; 9, 3 30 2]3,765 
------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
123, 4r 20,983 -l, 3 32 1'1, 874 818 ..J.9,330 213,765 

--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
E:ff. Date 04/02/% 

L.l:.BQR I cJ : C: Fi:'; 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng .,g System (TRACES) ,6:14:SS 
PROJECT fLD\'iY3: DALLAS FLv __ ,,AY EXTENSION LPP 

\\'ITH CONTINGENCES SUMMARY PAGE 
• • PROJECT INDIRECT su:-::-1ARY - Level 6 H 

QUr\MTY UO'.-l DIRECT FIELD Oii HOME OFC PROFIT Bono OTriER TOT.:\L COST UNIT 

30 11.02 Final Draft PCA Pacf:age 

30 11.0 .01 final Draft PCA 4,000 0 0 G l,OCO ,000 
30 11.C .02 Fed/Non-fed AllocatnOfFunds Tab.:. 1, 600 0 0 G 400 ,000 
30 lLO .03 Deviation Report 800 0 0 0 .:.v,, , 000 
30 11.0 .04 Certification of Legal Review 1, 600 0 0 0 4DO J 000 
30 11.0 .05 SponsrFinac ?lan&Stmt off'inacCap i,600 0 0 0 :) •lDCi J 000 
30_11.0 .06 Projct Fact Sht/?rojct Data Sht 2,400 0 0 0 600 , 000 
30 11.0 .07 Computation of Cost Sharing 1,600 0 0 0 40C , 000 
30_11.0 .08 Final Draft 3rd Party Sub-Agreem 1,600 0 0 0 ,1 .:;oc ,000 
30 11.0 .09 MSC Review Comments BOO 0 0 0 200 ,000 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Final Draft PCA Pacf:age 

30 11.03 Min cf HQUS.ri.CE: PCA ReviewComMeet 

30 l 1. 04 E :ecuted PCA 

30 11.04.01 MSC .l'.l.pprnved PCA 
30_11.04.02 HQlJS.½CE Approved ?CA 
30_11.04.03 ASA (Cl~) Approved l?CA 
30 11.04.04 0MB Approved PCA 
30_11.04 .05 Local Sponsor E:•:ecutive PCA 
30 11.04.06 ASA(Cl·i) E:•:ecuted PCA 

TOTAL E:•:ecuted PCA 

30 11.05 Escrow Agreement 

30_11.05.01 
30 11.05.02 

HQUSACE .;pproved Escrow .r.,greemnt 
Executed Escrow .r-1.greernent 

TOTAL Escrow Agreement 

30 11.06 Initial Draft ?CA Amendment Pkg. 

30 11.06.01 Initial Draft PCA P._rnendment 
30-11. 06. 02 Amended fed/Non-Fed Allocatn of 
30-11.06.03 .r1.mended Deviation Report 
30=11.06.04 Amended Certificatn of Legl Revw 
30 11.06.05 Initial Draft Amendment MSC 

TOTP,L Initial Draft PCA. Amendment !?kg. 

30 l l. ( '-nal ~)raft Pc.:, r~~1m-2r:d:r":nt t'kg . 

._;;: '" . __ ., ;,;~:€:-: 
,:··, d t;.oi> )t,-~·.c,,i ")Cc.J :.;, 

EQU.l [.", 1u: t:C:DC9S •~Lit ::e~-

1. 00 

1.00 
1.00 
1. 00 
1. 00 
1.00 
1. 00 

1.00 

.co 
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. 00 

1. 00 
1. 00 
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. 00 

.00 

. 00 

16,000 0 0 0 0 4,00G 20,000 ::oo,::;j 
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l, 600 0 0 0 G 400 2,000 G00.00 
l, 600 C 0 0 0 400 2,000 000. o,:, 
l, 600 0 G 0 C 400 2,000 000. C:i) 

l, 600 0 0 0 C 400 2,000 000. OCt 
1, 600 0 0 0 C 400 2,000 000. Q(J 

1, 600 0 0 0 C 400 2,000 000.0iJ 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~b 

L,\30R ID: :)1-"Vi'1 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Er, .ing System (TRJl.CES) 
PROJECT FLDViY3: D,\LLAS FLvvD\'i.1l.'f EXTENSION L?? 

~/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
~~ PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 "' 

QU.t,NTY cJOM DIRSCT r'IELD OH Hrn,is ore PR02IT 
--------------------------------------------------

30_11.07.03 
30 11.07.0~ 
30_1J .. 07 .05 
30_11.07.06 
30_11.07 07 
30_11.07 08 
30 11.07.09 

Amended Deviation Report 
Amended Certificatn of Legl Rev~; 
.nJnmended Sponsr's financing Plan 
Amended Project Fact Sheet/Proj. 
Computatn oU,.mended Cost Sharir,g 
Amended Final Draft 3rd Party 
Final Draft Amencimt MSC Revw Com 

TOTAL Final Draft PCP·. Ammendment Pkg. 

30 11.08 Minutes of HQUSACE PCA Arnendmnt 

30 11.09 E{ecuted ?CA Jtrnendment 

30 li.09.01 
30-il.09.02 
30-11.09.03 
30-11.09.04 
30-11. 09. 05 
30-11.09.06 

MSC Approved PCA Amendment 
HQUSACE Approved PCA Amendment 
ASA(CW) Approved PCP.. Amendment 
0MB Approved PCA Amendment 
Local Sponsr E~:e. PCA Amendment 
J'..S.n.(Gi) E:,:ecuted PCP, Amendment 

TOTAL E: :ecuted PC.i:\. A.mendment 

30 11.10 Amendments to Escrow Agreement 

30_11.10. 01 
30 11.10.02 

HQUSACE Approved Amended Escrow 
Executed Amended Escrow Agreemnt 

TOTAL Amendments to Escrow Agreement 

TOTAL Project Cooperatn Agreer:mt (?GI.) 

30 12 Project Management Plan (?MP) 

30 12. 02 Revisions to ?MP 

TOTAL Project Management Plan {PMPJ 

30 18 Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97/98 

30 18.01 Engineering Analysis/Report 

30 8 0 .o 
30 8.0 .0 
30 8.0 .o 
30 6.0 .0 

Surveys&t-:app'g E:,:cept Real E:stat 
Hydrolog and H:1draulic S:udies 
Erigineer ng aa,d Desiga. A:1alysis 
Geo:echt: ca~ Studies Rep•::-,rt 

TOT,'--.l.. Engi ::eEcri,.g ;:., ;aj )C"SlS/!<.<2pGrt 

1.00 
1. co 
l. 00 

. 00 

.oc 

.00 

.00 

1.00 

1. 00 

l.00 
1.00 
1.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1. 00 

1.00 
1.00 

l. 00 

l. 00 

.00 

.oo 

.00 ea 

.JC ea 

.u~ ea 

'='"' 

,:;c. 

800 0 0 0 
800 0 0 0 
800 0 0 
800 0 0 
800 0 0 0 
800 0 0 0 
800 0 0 0 

----------- --------- --------- ---------
8,000 0 0 0 

2, 4 00 c, 0 0 

1, 600 0 0 C 
1, 600 0 0 0 
l, 600 0 0 0 
l, 600 0 0 0 
1,600 0 0 0 
1,600 Q 0 0 

--------
9,600 0 C 0 

2, 4 00 0 C 0 
l, 600 0 0 0 

~-- --------- --------- ---------
4,000 

--~---
80,000 

16,0UO 

16,000 
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,000 
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,000 

32-~, GOC 

0 
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EQ'JI? ::): fS:JC95 Cc:rre;;; UOLL. 35 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9& 

LABOR 1 J: Jf'i'r: ::,:. 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Er;c; :-19 System (TRACES) l6:l4:SS 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS El;vc.MAY EXTENSION L?? 

IHTH CONTINGSNCIES StJMi-'.ARY PAGE 
• • PROJECT INDIRECT SUt•\MARY - Level 6 '~ 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT fIELD OH HO:✓;E OFC PROFIT 301-:D OTHER TOTP,L COST UNIT 

30 18.02 Socio/Economic Ar:alysis/Repo::t 

30 18.02.01 Sconomic Analysis/Report 1.00 ea 60,000 0 0 0 , 000 7SOOU 
30_18.02.02 Social Studies/Report 1.00 ea 4,000 0 0 0 , \.•CJl/ ,000 5000.Ul.' 
30 18.02.04 Ability to Pay Report 1.00 ea ~, 000 0 0 0 ,000 ,000 5000.GU 

----------- --------- --------- --------- ---------
TOTAL Socio/Economic ?.nalysis/Report 1.00 ea 68,000 0 0 0 l 7, COG S5,000 85000 

30 18.04 Environmental Studies Docume:its 

30_18.04.02 Biological Assessment 1. 00 EA 12,800 0 0 0 0 3,200 16,000 16000 
30_18.04 .04 Environmntl Impact Statmnt (EIS) 1. 00 E.½ 51,200 0 0 0 0 12,8()0 6'i,OOO 64000 
30_18.04.05 Coordinatn Documts w/Other Agenc LOO EA 4,400 0 0 0 l, 100 S, 500 5500.GC 
30 18.04.07 Mitigation Analysis Report l. 00 EA 12,800 0 0 0 ;J 3, :oo 16,000 16000 
30 18.04.08 Fish & Wildlife Coordnat'n Act 1.00 EA 20,000 0 0 0 0 5,000 25,000 25000 
30_18.0·i.09 Section 404 (b) (1) Analysis Reprt 1. 00 EA 12,800 0 0 0 0 3,200 16,000 1600C= 
30 18.04.10 401 State Water Quality Certifcn 1. 00 EA 8,800 0 0 0 0 2,200 ll,000 11000 
30 18.04.11 Record of Decision (ROD) l. 00 Ell. 4,400 0 0 0 0 l,lOCi 5,500 5500.00 
30 18.04.12 Sectio:-. 103 Evaluation 1.00 EA 4,400 0 0 0 :_' l OG 5,500 5500.00 
30 18.04.13 Statement of Findings (SOf} 1.00 EA 8,400 0 0 0 0 :: I l cu lO, 500 i 050(1 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Environmental Studies Documents 

30 18.05 HTRYI/RCRA Studies Report 

30 18 05.01 HTR\'i Jl..ssessment Report 
30 18.05.02 HTRW Site Inspection Report 
30_18.05.03 HTRW Remedial Investigations 

TOTAL HTRW/RCR½ Studies Report 

30 18.06 Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30_18.06.01 Survey Field Report 
30 18.06.02 Data Collectn & Analysis Report 
30_18.06.03 National Register Eligibility 
30_18.06.06 Mitigation Plan Report 
30 18.06.07 Memorar:dum of Agreement 

TOTAL Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30 18.07 Cost Estimates 

30 :8.07.u, 
30 . 0: 

,-,, . (i) 

GR!<.-St;.;dy Cost Estimates 
PEC Cost Estimate 
Project Cost Est~mate 
or-:r<R~R Cr:,s:: t::st~:~,c:.e t;pda.::es 

1.00 ea 

l. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

1. 00 EJl. 

l. 00 EA 

1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 E;:.. 
1. 00 EA 

i. 00 EA 

l. 00 ~---· 
: . co :-:;,. 

• CC: ::::.;,. 
l . \JC 

140,000 0 0 0 0 35,000 175,000 175000 

21,200 0 0 0 G 5, 300 26,500 2650() 
21,200 0 0 0 0 5, 300 26,500 265(,0 

536,800 0 0 0 0 13 qt 200 671,000 671000 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------

579,200 0 C 0 0 H4, 800 724,000 72400'.J 

12,800 0 0 0 3,200 16,IJOO l 600C1 
50,000 0 G 0 0 l 2,500 62,500 62500 

4,000 0 C 0 0 l, 000 5,000 5000.0U 
2,000 0 0 () 500 2,500 2500 00 
2,000 0 0 0 iJ :)00 2,500 2500.00 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
70,800 

,0(:0 
, OD:) 
,%;} 

, uvu 

0 C 0 G l 7, ~ 00 

se;.:. 
SrJ'J 

sr::··.: 

68,500 88 sou 

,500 2500.0 
,500 2500.0 
,000 1500 
,500 2500.0 

c:c:J:;·, rn: r~:c:c9s Cu,.::e::c:,· ~r. :)OLLf,.Rs ''i':-l FEDC9:i 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 

LABOR ID: .;:,·;-;-; ::::>: 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Ea:_ ing System (TRACE:S) 
?ROJECT fLDWY3: D.n.LLAS FLvvOl·iP,Y EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
•' PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMP..RY - Level 6 *' 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OFC 

30 18.D7.05 
30 18.07.06 

Fully funded Cost Estimate 
All Other Cost Estimates 

TOTAL Cost Estimates 

30 18.08 ?ublic Involvement Document 

30 8.08.01 
30 8.08.02 
30 8.08.03 
30 8.08.04 
30 8.08.05 

Notice of Public Meeting 
Minutes of Public Meeting 
Public Comments Report 
Newsletters 
All Other Public Ir.volvmnt Docs. 

TOTAL Public Involvement Document 

30_18.09 Plan formulatn & Evaluatn Reprts 

30 18.10 Draft Report Documentation 

3C 8. 0.Jl 
30 8. O.C2 
30 8. 0.03 
30 8. 0.04 
30 8. 0.05 

Review Conference Documents 
In-House Review Comments 
Public Review Commer.ts 
Projct Guidance Memorandum (PGM) 
All Other GRR Documents 

TOTI,!.. Draft Report Documer,ta:;ion 

30 18.11 Final Report Documentation 

30 18.11.01 Division Commanders Notice 
30~18.11. 02 All Other final Report Documents 

TOTAL Final Report Document.ation 

30 18.13 All Other Studies/Investigations 

30 18.15 Management 

30 18.15.01 
30-18.15.02 
30-18.15.03 
30-18.15.04 
30-18.15.05 
30-18.15.06 

AE Contract Documents 
Study Funds Control Documents 
Trip Reports 
Coordination Documents 
Minutes of Technical Revie·..,, Conf 
P.11 Other Management Docume.,ts 

TOT_;::._r, Managemer,t 

30 18.99 rn:oR TO 1996 {I~KL ?PMD) 

EQUIP ID: FEDC95 

.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

l. 00 EA 

l. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 

1. 00 EA 

1. 00 EA 

1. 00 SP.. 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

.00 EA 

1.00 EA 

. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

1. 00 E.n. 

1.00 EA 

.00 EA 

.00 EA 

. 00 EP.. 
1. 00 E.½ 

. 00 El'. 

. 00 E~\ 

1. 00 E;:._ 

.GC 

2, 000 
2,000 

22,000 

8,000 
8,000 
8,000 
8,000 
8,000 

--------
40,000 

6,000 

18, coo 
32,000 

500,000 
130,000 
80,000 

--------
760,000 

4,000 
4,000 

--------
8,000 

104,000 

4,000 
22,000 
12,800 
7 6, 000 

4,000 
3,200 

--------
122,000 

2,251,000 

Curre,,c,,· SOLL..::.Rs 
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0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
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su:1;MP.RY PAGE 

OTi-E:R. TO';.:._r., COST Utll T 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/ .;. 

L;,soR ~ c; · 

Tri-Service .::..utomated Cost En\ 
PROJECT FLD\1Y3: Dl,LLJ;s Fe ... 

.r..g System (TR.lKES} 
,.-JF.Y £:{TENSION LPP 

\'/ITH CONTING~NCIES 
n PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Le,/el 6 ~' 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FISLD OH HOME ore 

TOTAL Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97 /98 

30 20 Project Design Memorandum 

30 20.01 Engineering Analysis/Report 

30 20.01.01 
30 - 20. 01. 03 
30-20.01.04 
30-20.01.05 

Surveys&Mapp'g E~:cept Real Estat 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Studies 
Engineering and Design Analysis 
Geotechnical Studies Report 

l. 00 ea 

1. 00 s.n. 
1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

4,555,000 0 0 

372,000 0 0 
24,000 0 0 

628,800 0 0 
80,800 0 0 

16:14:58 

SUMMARY PAGE 2:, 

PROtTI' BOND OTiit:R TOTAL COST UNIT 

0 0 5",6,000 5,131,000 5131000 

0 9 i, 0(: 46S,000 4 650>.Ji) 
0 6, ()0 30,000 300GO 
0 l S 7, 00 'i86,000 786-:)Qi) 
0 20, 00 101,000 10100l'i 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Engineering Analysis/Report 

30 _ 20. 02 Socio/Economic .'J,.nal ysi s/Report 

30 20.02.01 
30 20.02.04 

Economic Analysis/Report 
Ability to Pay Report 

TOTAL Socio/Economic Analysis/Report 

30 20.04 Ens·ironmental Studies Docume:-:ts 

30 20.04.02 
30_20.04.05 
30 20.04.07 
30_20.04.08 
30_20.04.09 
30 20.04.10 
3020.04.11 
30 20.04.12 
3020.04.13 

Biological Assessment 
Coordinatn Documts w/Other Agenc 
Mitigation Analysis Report 
Fish & Wildlife Coordnat'n Act 
Section 404 (bl (l} Analysis Reprt 
401 State Water Quality Certifcn 
Record of Decision (ROD) 
Section 103 Evaluation 
Statement of Findings (SOF) 

TOTAL Environmental Studies Documents 

30 20.05 HTR\'1/RCRA Studies Report 

30_20.05.01 
30 20.05.02 
30_20.05 03 

30 :::t.C6 Cs_;'. 

HTRl'i Assessment Report 
HTRW Site Inspection Report 
HTRl-1 Remedial Investigations 

TOTAL l-iTR\•,'/RCR.i\ Studies Report 

?.esv:rc:-e :3::l:jies Dc--ci.;~1:,s 

·,: G. ,. ;~:.; t K•c:p0rt 
'.' ;: .. :; 6. 

""'·"' v~ &. .::..nz, ~:, s::.::, 

1. 00 EA 

.00 EA 

.00 EA 

. 00 EJ:.. 

1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 
l. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

1. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

. 00 EA 

~.00 EA 

::..-. 

• ~•G ::.,·. 

1,105,600 0 0 0 0 276,~00 I, 382,000 1382000 

8,000 0 0 0 0 :,ooo 10,000 10000 
4 I 000 0 0 0 l,000 5,000 5000.00 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9~ 

LABOR ID: :i"·,.··:·c·_- SQi.:? 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Sn~ .ng System (TRP.CES) 
PROJECT FLDl'lY3: DALLAS FLVvcM.½.Y EXTENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
"'" PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level. 6 H 

QUANTY UOM DIRECT FIELD OH HOME OFC PRO~'IT 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
30_20.06.03 National Register Eligibility 
30_20.06.04 No Effects Determ.ination 
30_20.06.05 No Adverse Effects Determination 
30_20.06.06 Mitigation Plan Report 
30_20.06.07 Memorandum of _;;greement 
30 20.06.08 One Percent Waiver 

TOTAL Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30 20.07 Cost Estimates 

30 20.07.01 
30 20.07.02 
30 20.07.03 
30 20.07.04 
30 20.07.06 

PDM-Study Cost Estimates 
PED Cost Estimate 
Project Cost Estimate 
OMRR&R Cost Estimate Updates 
All Other Cost Estimates 

1.00 EA 
1. 00 E.ti. 
1.CO EA 
1. 00 SA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

l. CO Efl. 

l. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 EP.. 
1. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 

8,000 0 0 0 
1,600 0 0 0 
1,600 0 0 0 
8,000 0 0 0 
4,000 0 0 0 
l, 600 0 0 0 

----------- --------- --------- ---------
512,800 0 0 0 

1,600 0 0 0 
1, 600 0 0 0 

14,400 0 0 0 
l, 600 0 0 0 

800 0 0 C 

RO!-:J 

0 
0 

<) ,, 
" 
0 

C 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

16:14.58 

sut-:MARY PAGE 

OTiiER TOTAL COST Ul'iIT 

::: , t)OG 
400 
-i i)(i 

?,iJ(ji} 
: , 000 

:j 00 

1:::s, :::oo 

.JOO 
400 

3,600 
400 
200 

,000 1000U 
,000 2000.CO 
,000 2000.~0 
,000 10000 
,000 5000.GQ 
,000 2000.CO 

6-i l, 000 6.J l OOG 

2,000 2000. {),] 
2,000 2000. 'J!J 

18,000 1soc,o 
2, ooo 2000. o,J 
1,000 1000.00 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------
TOTAL Cost Estimates 

30 20.08 final Report Documentation 

30_20.08.01 
30 20.08.02 
30 20.08.03 
30 20.08.04 

Minutes of Review Conference 
In-House Review Comments 
Public Review Comments 
All Other Report Documents 

TOTAL final Report Documentation 

30 20.09 All Other Studies/Invest (re/rec 

30_20.11 Management 

30_20.11.01 
3020.11.02 
30 20.11.03 
30 20.11.04 

AE Contract Documents 
Coordination Documents 
Minutes of Technical Review Conf 
All Other Management Documents 

TOTAL Management 

TOT.t,L Project Design Memorandum 

30 __ 23 Constructn Contracts{s) Doci.;mr:ts 

30 23.0l ?!ans and Specifications (P&S) 

: G; FSDC95 

F.iel,::: n·:est.ig3,~ior, Report 
PL,:-,s a:Ki Sp€>~: fi,~atio~:s 
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Eff. Date 04/02/% 

LABO~ r;::;: 

Tri-Service Jl.utomated Cost £.:: ing System (TR.1..CES) 
PROJECT FLD\':Y3: DALLAS r'LVVD\'iAY E:<TENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGEiiCIES 
• • PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 ~' 

QU.1..NTY COM DIRECT fISLD OH EOME o~-c 

30 23.01.04 BCO Review Certification 

TOTAL Plans ar:.d Specifications (P&S) 

30 23.04 Environmental Studies Documents 

30_23.04.01 
30 23.04.03 
30_23.04.04 
30 23.04.05 
30 23.04.06 
30_23.04 .07 
30 23.04 .09 
30 23.04.10 
30 23.04.11 

Coordinatn Documts 1,;/0ther fl.gene 
Mitigation Analysis Report 
Fish & Wildlife Coordnat'n Act 
401 State 11ater Quality Certifcn 
Section 404 (b) (l) Analysis Reprt 
Record of Decision {ROD) 
Planning RCRA Permits 
N?DES Permit 
Air Emissions Permits 

TOTAL Environmental Studies Documents 

30 23.05 HTRVi Studies/Report 

30 23.05.02 USACE HTRW Study/Report 

1.00 E.to. 

1 . 00 E.'> 

i.00 EP-. 
1. 00 EA 
l. 00 EP-. 
1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1.00 E.n. 
l. 00 EA 
l. co E:Jl. 
1. 00 EJl. 

l. 00 EA 

1.00 EA 

4 I 000 0 0 

ns,rno 0 0 

800 0 0 
1, 600 0 0 
1, 600 0 0 
l, 600 0 
1, 600 0 0 
l, 600 0 C 
8,000 0 0 
8,000 0 0 
4,000 0 C 

--------
28,800 0 0 

819,950 0 0 

?ROl~~T 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

---------
0 

0 

30nD 

C 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
G 
C 

0 

0 

16: H: 

SUMtV,RY PAGE 

OTilSR TOT.:..L COST UNIT 

1, ;}OD 

1 04, 5,Jc, 

200 
~00 
~co 

DG 
GCi 
()0 

2, GO 
2,000 
1,000 

"f I :oc: 

163,990 

5,000 5000.GG 

523,000 523000 

t 000 000 (),j 

,000 000.(:0 
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I 000 000 • >•: 
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,000 COO.Ci 
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,000 5000.0 

36,000 3600U 

983,940 9839HJ 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------

TOTAL HTRW Studies/Report LOO £,; 819,950 0 0 0 0 163,99:J 983,940 9839~U 

30 23.06 Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30 23.06.01 Site Investigation Surveys l. 00 EA 480,000 0 0 C 0 120, GOG 600,000 60Q(iij(; 
30_23.06.02 National Register Eligibility l. 00 EA 8,000 0 0 C C 2, GOO 10,000 i QQ(),j 
30 23.06.03 No effects Determination 1.00 EA l, 600 0 0 400 2,000 2000.0U 
30_23.06.04 No Adverse Effects Determination 1.00 EA 1, 600 0 0 0 0 ~ (;0 2,000 2000.0'J 
30 23.06.05 Mitigation Plan Report 1.00 EA 12,000 0 C 0 0 3, ODD 15,000 l SOG<i 
30 23.06.06 Memorandum of fl.greement 1. 00 E;.. 8,000 0 0 C 0 2 t 000 10,000 ] QQ,j(_) 
30 23.06.07 One Percent Waiver 1.00 EA 1, 600 0 0 0 0 4 (;() 2,000 2000. 0(1 

----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
TOTAL Culturl Resource Studies Documts 1.00 EA 

30 23.07 Cost Estimates 

30_23.07.01 
30_23.07.02 
30_23.07.03 
30 '.'.3.07 .04 
30 23.C7.G6 

Contract Cost Estimates 
PED Cost Estimate 
Project Cost Estimate 
OMRR&R Cost Sstimate Updates 
All Other Ccs;:. Estimates 

TOT.~l. Ccsc Ssr.ir:'.ates 

23.DS O:i1er Studies/Investiga:io~s 
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Eff. Date 04/02/!:lti 

LABO:<. ~D. ,:'...'. 

Tri-Serv:ce Automated Cost Er. ting System (TRACES) ~ 16:U:SO 
?ROJSCT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLOODWAY £:{TENSION LP!? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES S )MM.:..RY PAGE 2ti 
.... PROJECT rnDIRECT SUMMP.RY - Le'.rel 6 

-----------------------
QUANTY UOM DIRSCT FELD OH HOME OFC ?ROFlT so;m OTHER TOT.:..L COST UllIT 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
30 23.09 Contract Jl..ward Documents 

30 23.09.01 Contract Negotiatn/Award Docurnnt 
30 23 09.02 CBD Announcement 
30 23.09.03 Advertised/RF? Contract 
30_23.09 04 Davis Bacon wage Rates 
30_23 09 05 Abstract of Bids/Record of Negot 
30 23.09.06 Reasonable Contract Cost Estimat 
30 23.09.07 Awarded Contract 
30_23.09.08 Notice to Proceed 

TOTAL Contract Award Documents 

30 23.10 Eng & Design During Const Docs 

30 23.14 Management Documents 

30_23.14.0l AE Contract Documents 
30_23.14.02 Amendments to Plans & Specficatn 
30_23.14.03 Coordination Documents 
30 23.14.04 All Other Management Documents 

TOTAL Management Documer.ts 

30 23.15 Local Sponsor Project Coordnat'n 

TOTAL Constructn Contracts (sl Documnts 

30 24 Value Engineerng Fmalysis Docmnt 

30_24.01 Value Engineer' n Screen' n/Studie 
3024.02 Value Engineer'n Related Redesgn 

TOTP.L Value Engineerng Analysis Docmnt 

30~25 ?roject or functional Element 

30 25.01 P'.1'/sical Closeout Documents 

30_25 01.01 
30 25 01.02 

Minutes of Final Inspection 
?roject Dedication Ceremony 

TOTAL Physical Closeou"s. Documents 

30 o:::: ?roject Fiscal Closeout Docu:~,nts 

.,:;2. 
Lc,cc:l Spc,nsci . .::..udi t 
i.iSKCE .:..u01 t 

1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

.00 EA 
l. 00 E."-. 
1. 00 EA 
l. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

l. 00 EA 

1. 00 EP,. 

1. 00 EA 
1.00 EP. 
1. 00 EA 
1. 00 E.n. 

l . 00 SA 

1. 00 EA 

1. 00 E;.. 

1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 

11.00 EA 

l. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 

l. 00 E . .:. 

::;:,, 
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----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/'::,. 

LABO:\ 1J: Jf';; 

Tri-Service .½utomated Cost Er;g 
PR00EC:' fLDWY3: DALLAS FL~ 

ng System (TR_.::..CES) 
/\AY. s:,:TENSION LPP 

WITH CONT!NGENCIES 
'' PROJE:CT H/DIRE:CT .SUMMARY - Level 6 ~'" 

QUANTY um.: DIRECT E"ISLD OH HOME OFC 

30 25.02.03 final Accounting Report 

TOTAL Project fiscal Closeout Documnts 

30 25.03 Final Project or funct'nl Elemnt 

30 25.03.01 Cash Paymt to Balnce Cost Shar'n 
30-25.03.02 OMRR&R Manual 
J◊-25.03.03 written Notice of Completion and 

1.00 EA 

1. 00 EA 

.00 EA 

. 00 EA 

.00 EA 

8,000 0 0 

20,000 0 0 

1, 600 0 0 
8,000 0 0 
2,400 0 0 

i6:14:S3 

SU1'1MARY PAGE 29 

2ROfIT SOt-:D OTi-iC:R TCT.='.o.L COST UNIT 

0 0 2,000 10,000 10000 

0 C s,oco 25,000 25000 

0 400 2,000 20:JO.iJO 
0 ,, ::::,000 ::.o,ooo 10000 
C 0 600 3,000 3000.00 

---- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ----------
TOTAL Final Project or Funct'nl Elemnt 

TOTAL Project or Functional Element 

30 26 Programs & Project Managmt Dcmnt 

30 26.01 Project Coordinat.:.on Documen:::s 
30 26.0.? L1nds Control Documents 
30,_26.03 Trip Records 
30-26 0,1 Up·,.,1ard Reporting Documents 
30 26.05 Budgetary Documer:ts 
30-:'6.06 Project .",uthori:ation Docume:1ts 
30 26.07 Annual Notification Letter to 
30-26.08 Fact Sheets 
30 26.09 Corrspndnce (Congress'nl, State) 
30 26.10 Schedule and Cost Changes (SACCRJ 
30-26.11 Project Work Directives 
30-26.12 Project Closeout Coordinatn Docs 
30 26.13 Qrtrly Cost Reprts to Local Spon 
30-26.99 GRR {FY97 & FY98) 

. 00 EJI • 

. oo s;, . 

1.00 EA 
1.00 EA 

l. 00 ::.1, 
i. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
1.00 EA 

1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
i. 00 EA 
1. 00 E.n. 
1.00 EA 
1. 00 EA 
l. 00 EA 
1. 00 EA 

12,000 0 0 0 0 3,000 15,000 15000 
---- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ----------

42,400 0 0 0 0 l 0, 600 53,000 53000 

100,000 0 " ,) , O'JO 12':,, 000 125000 
36,000 C 0 C -) , iJOO 4 S, 000 45000 

8, 0:)0 0 0 0 !J , ODC: ~ 0, 000 l OOi.i') 
16,000 0 Q 0 tJ , 000 .'.:'O, GOO 20000 
28,000 0 0 0 J , ()()(, 3:; I 000 3500() 
8,000 0 0 0 , 000 liJ, 000 10000 
4,000 0 0 0 0 , (:00 s, 000 5000. 00 

12,000 0 0 0 0 ,000 l S, 000 15000 
16,000 0 0 0 0 ,000 20,000 20000 
12,000 0 0 0 0 I 000 15,000 15000 
8,000 0 0 0 0 ,COG 10,000 10000 
8,000 0 0 0 0 ,000 ~o, ooo 10000 
8,000 0 0 0 0 ,00() l 0, 000 10000 

125,600 G 0 0 0 3 , 400 157,000 157000 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ------

TOTAL Programs & Project Managmt Dcmnt 1.00 EA 389,600 0 0 0 Q 97,400 -i87,000 487000 
----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------

TOTAL Planning, Engineering and Design 1. 00 

31 Construction Management 

31 23 Construction Contracts 

31 23 .11 Supervision and Administration 

31 23.11.01 
31-23.11.03 

:":QUI? !D: FEDC9S 

?rjt Office Supervn and .t.drninstn 
District Office S&A Documen:s 

TOTAL Supervisiot, ar:d Administration 

TOTAL Construction Contracts 

CC<: ):'€DC/ 

9,842,570 

4,266,000 
1,100,800 

5,366,800 

5,366,800 

JOL;_J,.R.s 
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0 
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D l,332,8};,' 
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--------- ---------

,-:::<.;.:,-: 

12,675, 3841167538-i 

5,332,500 
1,376,000 

6, -oos, 500 

6,708,SOO 

'Cl: fEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
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LA30P .. '"t · :;J,_i; ~· ~·:::::;:: oiS 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En~ ng System (TRP•.CES) 
PROJECT fLD\'/Y3; DALLAS FLvv1..MAY E:-'.TSNSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
+' PROJECT INDIRECT SUMMARY - Level 6 H 

QUANTY OOM DIRECT FIELD OP. HOME OFC ?ROflT 

TOTAL Construction Management l. 00 EA 5,366,800 0 0 0 

TOTAL DALLAS fLOOD\~'AY EZTENSION L?? 1. 00 SA 75,200,896 3,913,052 807,931 2,773,898 

c" r '"'~· LC>L'. •• ::,,· 

16: H: SB 

SUMM,;RY PAGE 30 

B0:1D OTESR TO;:AL COST UNIT 

0 l,3~l,7GG b,708,500 6708500 
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Eff. Date 04 /02/% 
ERROR REPORT 

No errors detected ... 

LP-.30R :D: :;:·;·;':·:s.-. [C:(;'i. IP F:~X95 

Tri-Ser,,ice ;..utomated Cost Sn ing System (TRJl.CE:S) 16:U:Jd 
PROJECT FLD\'/Y3: DALLJl.S t'1.._ ~,.MAY EXTENSION LP? 

W:!:TH CONTINGENCIES ERROR PAGE 

END or ERROR REPORT 

('u y' ,·c,r,,~.j- '.)l :.:., . .::..i:;.S _J ~ ID: fEDC9J 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service .n.utomated Cost Ens,. mg System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

?ROJECT FLD\'IY3: DALLAS FLvvU'tiP.Y E:•:TENSION LPP 
\•llTH CONTINGENCIES 

01. Lands and Damages 

01 AlL CHAIN OF WETLANDS 

01. La~ds and Damages 
01 .½A. CH.:..rn OF WETLANDS 

01 ;,_n •• 23. Constructn Contract(s) Documnts 

Ol_AJL23.03. Real Estate Analysis Documents 

Ol_AA.23.03 01. Real Estate Planning Documents 

01 A.1',.23.03 01_001. PLANNING SY LOCAL SPONSOR 

USR RE < 

01 AA.23.03 01_002. REVIEW BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

USR RE< 

01 I<.A.23.03 02. Real Estate Acquisition Documnts 
TOrnL ACQUISITION BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW OF LOCAL SPO!~SOR 

01 J.J-L23.03 03. Real Estate Condemnatn Documents 
TOTAL CONDEMNATIONS BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIE~/ OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 .;;. .. 23.03 05. Real Estate Appraisal Documents 
TOTAL APPR.J;ISALS BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW Of LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 AA.23.03 15. Real Estate Payment Documents 
Land Payments 
PL 91-646 Payments 
Damage Payments 
Other Payments 

01 AA.23.03 15 001. PAYMENTS BY LOCP.L SPONSOR (LAND) 

USR R.2 

TOTAL ~'."'.Yt-'.SNTS-LOCJ\.L SFmlSOR (D.i'..c,:;.-.GSS) 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

1 . 00 LS 

1. 00 LS 

l. CO LS 

L,_:._soR ID: [~fit: EQUH' 1D: ~·rnc9S Ct.:rrency in DOLL;..Rs 

LABOR EQUI?MNT MATERI.L.L 

0.00 0.00 
0 0 

0.00 0.00 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

9000000 6~3200.00 
9000000 643,:oc 

O C 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

;! . CJ 

0 

16:14:52 

DETAIL PAGE 

OTHER TOT.½L COST UNIT 

2000.00 2000.00 
2,000 2,000 2000.GO 

SG0.00 500.00 
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5, .;oo S, 4 00 

7-:_, 000 : 2 I 000 

l, 8 O:J l, 800 

20,000 20,000 

3,000 3,000 

iJ.J·.J 96d 00.00 
C 9,6 3,200 964320CJ 

96.;,320 9~,320 

:::?::->; .::i: :-·:::: ,:·'ci';, lU: FE:DO:; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMl,TE 

01 M. CHAIN OF \•.'ETLANDS 

L."'SOR ::;: EQU7? 1D: l:-t~DC95 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Er.- tr.g Syste~n (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvvJWAY E'.-'.TErlSION L?? 

WITH CONT!NGENCES 
01. Lands and Damages 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

TOTAL REVIE\-1 OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTP.L RealEstate LERRD Crediting Docs 

TOTAL Co;,structn Contract(s) Documnts 1.00 EP. 

TOTAL CHAIN OF WETLANDS 

,:urrency ir. ~OLLF.RS 

16:H::,o 

DETt'.IL PAGE 

LABOR E:QlJI ?MNT 1,:.r..TE:Rii-.L OTHER TOTAL COST UrJil' 

0 0 

0 0 

------- ---------
9000000 643,200 

------- ---------
9000000 643,200 

0 

C 

5,000 5,000 

l, 000 

c i,13s,o:::o 10,1s1,220101s1:::::L"• 

0 1,138,020 10,181,220 

') '-, iD: FEDC9'.:i 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 

Eff. Date 04 /02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Sec,:ice F.utomated Cost Ent.1 mg Syste:n (TRACES} 
PROJECT FLD\-IY3: DALLP.S fLOuDWAY E:\TENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
01. Lands and Damages 

01 BB. CADILLAC HE!G:JTS SPF LEVEE QUANTY UOM CRE\-/ ID 

Ol BB. CADILLAC HEIGHTS SPF LEVEE 

01 BB.23. Constructn Contract(s) Documnts 

LABOR I U: DF\·/TE 

01 BB.23.03. Real Estate Analysis Documents 

01 BB.23.03 01. Real Estate Planning Documents 
TOTJ'.I.L PLANNING BY LOCAt.. SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIE\-1 BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 BB.23.03 02. Real Estate Acquisition Documnts 
TOTAL ACQUISITION BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW Of LOCAL SPONSOR 

Ol BB.23.03 03. Real Estate Condemnatn Documents 
TOTAL CONDEMNATIONS BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIS\~ OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 88.23.03 OS. Real Estate Appraisal Documents 
TOTAL .>I.PPRAISALS BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVISW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 88.23.03 06. Real Estate PL 91-646 Asst. Docs 
TOTAL PL 91-646 ASST BY LOC.l\L SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVEW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 83.23.03 15. Real Estate Pay~ent Documents 
Land Payments 
PL 91-646 Payments 
Damage Payments 
Other Payments 

01 88.23.03 15 001. PAYMENTS BY LOCAL SPONSOR (LA~-IDI 

USR R2 < 

TOTAL i?AYMENTS-LOG,L SPONSOR (DAMAG£S) 

EQUI? ID: FEDC95 Cl..'.!"rf:f!Cy" in DOLLARS 

1. 00 LS 

Lf'.BOR EQUIViJ,i-lT M,\C'ERir'.L 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2000000 59370.00 
2000000 

0 

59, 87() 
C 

G 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O.DJ 
0 

16:14:'.:,8 

DET.-'-:II... PAGE 

OT:-!ER TOTAL COST UNIT 

.J, 000 

l, 000 

70,000 

6,000 

_:4, 000 

60·:1 

22,000 

3,ZGO 

10,0DC: 

l, 00D 

~, 000 

1, 000 

·,o, ooo 

6,000 

:1,000 

600 

?2, 000 

3, 2 00 

10,000 

1,000 

0.00 20598'?0.00 

0 
~'.C!S, 98-; 

2,059,870 2059870 
205,987 

,_:;;E.-: IL· :-·::::.>.' 'F; i_'i'i) ; D: fEDC9'.:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Se:-vice Automated Cost En_ .·ing System {TRACES) 
PROJECT fLDl-iY3: DALLAS FLVOD\'/AY E!":TENSION LPP 

\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
01. Lands and Damages 

01 BB. CADILLAC HEIGHTS SPF LEVEE QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

L_.:a.?,OR I CJ: :,>:.:t'": 

01 BB.23.03 15_003. PAYMENTS-LOCAL SPONSOR (?191-646 

USR R2 

TOT.ti.L REVI8W OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL RealEstate LERRD Crediting Docs 

TOTAL Constructn Contract(s) Documnts 

TOTAL CADILLAC HEIGHTS SPF LEVEE 

C;..:rre~,Cj in DOLl__,",.Ks 

1. 00 LS 

1.00 EA 

LABOR EQIJIPMNT MATERIAL 

2000000 415830.00 0.00 
2000000 415,830 

0 0 0 

0 0 iJ 

------ ---------
4000000 475,700 ii 
------ ------

4000000 475,700 0 

-~·::-;::::•; 

_ 16:14:52 

DETAIL PAGE 

OTEER TOTAL COST UNIT 

0.00 2415830.CO 
2,JlS,830 2415830 

3,000 3,0CO 

1,000 l, 000 

351, 78": 4,827,487 4827487 

351,737 4,827,487 

:• ::,,,•. '.J LJ ID: FE:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/:,~ 
DETAILE:D ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En .i.ng System (TRACES) 
!?ROJECT FLDi·JY3: DALLAS L .AIA Y £):TENS ION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
Cl. Lands and Damages 

0 l CC. LAMAR STREET LEVEE QUANTY UOM CRE\•.' ID 

L"'.BOt<: l 1;; 

01 CC. LP..MAR STREET LEVEE 

01 CC.23. Constructn Contract (s) Documnts 

:·r:::-· 

C~_CC.23.03. Real Estate Analysis Documents 

01 CC.23.03 01. Real Estate Planning Documents 

TOTAL PLANNING BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 CC.23.03 02. Real Estate Acquisition Documnts 

TOTAL ACQUISITION BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 CC.23.03 03. Real Estate Condemnatn Documents 

TOTAL CONDEMNATIONS SY LOC!>.L SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 CC.23.03 05. Real Estate Appraisal Documents 

TOTAL APPW.ISALS BY LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

01 CC 23.03 06. Real Estate PL 91-646 Asst. Docs 

TOTAL PL 91-646 .D,.SST BY LOCP.L SPONSOR 

TOTAL REVIEW Of LOCAL SPONSOR 

Ol_CC.23.03 15. Real Estate Payment Documents 
Land Payments 
PL 91-646 Payments 
Damage Payments 
Otter Payments 

01 CC.23.03 15_001. PAYMENTS BY LOCAL SPONSOR (LAND) 

USR R2 

70TAL ?AYi·'.ENTS-L0G,L S?0C-lS0R ( D.: .. r,::,.Gs.':3 i 

TOTA:, p..:,·:,!l':'.•i':.'S-LOCAL Sl'Ol-lSOR. (?L9l-G:;G 

t:Q;.;;,:, FE:0C9S Curre::c~, i,, '.JC i.r..:,?.S 

.CC LS 

LABOR EQU I ?l•'.!-./T MATER.I.:,r_, 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

G 

G 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3000000 165230.00 
3000000 

(! 

16s, :no 
0 

C 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 

() 

0 

O.O'J 
0 

,:R.:::·,,. 

16: l ~ : Sc! 

DETAIL PAGE 

OTP.ER TOT!·.L COST UnE 

2,000 

so,) 

147,000 

12, 60G 

] OS, 000 

2 I 600 

46,000 

6,800 

5,000 

suo 

O.U 

316,52 

s u,~:, on 

~-::: ,C ·;J :. 

2,000 

500 

l47,000 

12,600 

108,000 

2,600 

-16, 000 

6,800 

5,000 

500 

3l65 30.00 
3,1 5,230 31652}0 

3 6,523 

SOG,fJOO 

,:;,:: ID: FEiX95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/96 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

01 CC. Lt'.M.l\R STREET LEVEE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Ens .ng System {TRACES) 
PROJECT FLD\'/Y3: DALLAS fLvvut/.:1.Y EXTENSIOli LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
01. Lands and Damages 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

TOTAL REVIEW OF LOCAL SPONSOR 

TOV.L RealEstate LERRD Crediting Docs 

01 CC.23.03 18. Real Estate All Other Docuxents 

TOTAL Constructn Contract(s) Documnts 1.00 EP. 

TOTAL LAM.i',R STREET LEVEE 

TOTAL Lands and Damages . 00 E,;:., 

LA:3O!~ 1 D: c:-~··.-i'; w:. EQUI? ID: fESC95 C;;rrency in DO:.:.;,p,s 

LABOR EQUI?MNT M.".TER:AL 

0 

0 

3000000 

0 

0 

165,230 

0 

16: H: 'it: 

DSTAIL PAGE 6 

OTtiE? TOT~.L COST UN~T 

4,000 

(:(JG 

l,•153,S:3 

4,000 

2,000 

4,618,753 4618·,53 

3000000 ]65,230 0 l, ,; 53, S:2 3 4,618,753 

l600G000 1,284,130 :,9-i3,33C 20,:??,460202274£-0 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost 2n9 .ng System (TRACESi 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

?ROJECT FLD'riY 3: DALLAS fLUvu1·iAY E::-:TENS ION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocatio:1s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QUJI.NTY UOM CREW ID 

02. Relocations 
02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18. Utilities 

02 03.18.02. Site Wor~ 

02 03.18.02 01. Trench E::•:cavation 

02 03.18,02 01 001. CADILLAC (STA 94+00} 15'' SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing E):cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:-:ca•,. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (l47M31 

02 03.18.02 01~002. CADILL,'\.C (STA 102+00) 8" SS 

02000 OOOG Site iforl: 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trer:ching, Backfilling, i='.nd Compaction 
0222l 1000 Tre:1ching And Continuous footing E:-:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02 03.18 .. 02 01_003. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 10" ss 

02000 0000 Site WorJ.: 
02200 0000 SarthworJ.: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, F-.nd Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continllous Footing E:•:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr {147M3) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthworl: 

02 03.18.02 01_004. CADILLAC (STA 98+00) 

02221 nooo Trenching, Baci:f.'..lling, Ar:d Compaction 
02::::21 lUC;C! Trenc:h~r,g And C0nt.'..nc,ous footing E:·:cavation 

, ............. :sr;;· B·/ drc.u:lc :::.:ca,· c·· 

8" ss 

296.00 CY 

158.00 CY 

2i0.00 CY 

:.ABOR IC: u:-•;,;;·c::· sc,u: f' FSCC95 c,.,,,,.,,,,.'! DOL:,.::.3-; 

CODET 

CODET 

CODET 

16: : s~ 

DET,'\.IL PAGE 

LABOR EQUipt/,C-lT t•'.ATERl/-.~. OTHER TOT.;L COST U~iIT 

3. 10 6. 4 6 0.00 0.0() 9.56 
917 l, 912 0 () 2 I 82 9 9. 56 

3 - l 0 6. 4 6 C. rJ:-: 0.00 9.56 
490 1, 021 " 0 1,510 9.56 

3. 10 6. 4 6 0 0.00 9.56 
65 l l, 3 56 0 2,007 9,56 

Ci\~:;-; fEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Ser 11ice Automated Cost Ens J.ng System (TRP,CES) 
PROJECT FLDi-ri3: DALLAS FI..vvt.M.~Y £:>:TENSION LPP 

\·i ITH CONT INGE NCI ES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Seil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02_03.18.02 01_005. CADILLAC (STA 3h00i 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:~cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Soil 

QUANTY UOt-1 CREW ID 

79.00 CY CODET 

192 CY/Hr (147113) 300.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_006. CADILL~.C (STA 81+00) l2" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 00 0 Trend:~r1g, Bae f:lling, Aa:d Compaction 
02221 000 Tre:.ching ,;n Continuous footing L:cavation 

0:022 160G B',' Hydraul c E:-:cav. - 2 Cy 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 COCO Earth1,•ori: 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02_03.18.02 01_007. CAD1L1,AC (STA 43+00) 12" SS 

02221 0000 Tre::ching, Backfilling, And Corr,µaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous footing !:'>:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic L:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:cav, Med Soil 

356.00 CY CODET 

192 CY/Hr (H7M3) 213.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_008. CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching P,.nd Continuous footing E:~cavat.i.on 

02221 1600 Br Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 j Trench, 2 CY Hyd E~cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Er (i47M3) 185.00 CY CODET 

LABOR ID: DF\·iTL·. EQUIP lD: F£DC95 c,.,rrea,cy DOLLt'.RS 

LABOR EQli I PMNT l·F--.TERir.L 

3. 10 
2~5 

3. l 0 
930 

3. : 0 
l, 1 03 

3. 1 0 
66G 

3.::. 0 
S73 

6. ·16 
51 0 

6. 4 6 
1, 9 38 

6. ~ 6 
2,299 

6. 4 6 
l, 3·; 6 

6. ~ 6 
1, l 95 

0 OJ 

Cl.CO 
0 

u.00 
0 

O.GG 
0 

0. 1),) 

,;_;-

16:14:58 

D:':T.:-.IL PAGE 

OTHSR TOT.:..L COST UtlIT 

0. UiJ 

o. 
0 

u.O'J 

:JO 
0 

.cu 

r~:c>:>-1·: 

9.56 
755 

9.56 
2,868 

9.56 
3,403 

9.56 
2,036 

9.56 
l, 7 68 

9. ':;6 

9.56 

9.56 

9.56 

9. JG 

:D: FEDC9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Auto~ated Cost 2r. ing System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/'Jv 
DETAILE:D ESTIMATE: 

PROJECT fLDW!3: DALLAS fL~_,,.;\·1AY E>:TSNSION LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02_03.18.02 01_009. CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:-:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

192 CY/Hr (147M3) 798.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_010. CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site 1-/orl-: 
02200 0000 Eart:-lwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching A.:Jd Continuous footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3J 168.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01 011. CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Si:e Work 
02200 00 0 Earthwork 

02221 000 Trenching, 3ackfilling, And Compaction 
0222 1000 Tre:Jching And Continuous Footing E:•:cavation 

02 21 1600 By Hydraulic E:-:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:-:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 445.00 CY CODET 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02_03.18.02 01_014. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 24" SD 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching .Z\nd Continuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL F>.4 <0222~ 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:-cav, Ked Soil 

G200C 

L.:..EOR 

192 CY/Hr {l47M3) 222.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01 015. CADILLP..C (STA l~:+OO) "'"" SD 

g 

~-(.):.' ~" t:ol:-C9'.:, 

.pact 1,J:·: 

~'·.·c ,, :" 

.. _, f ~ t,:";C .' DO!..L:,,;{:3 

LABOR EQUI?MNT MATERI . .:..L 

3.10 
2, n3 

3. l 0 
52 l 

3.1:J 
l, 3 7 9 

3. l 0 
688 

6. 4 6 
5, 154 

6. 4 6 
1, 08 S 

6 -l 6 
= I 87 4 

6. ~ 6 
1, 43~ 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

(:Q 

0. O'.J 
; 

16:14:SS 

DETAIL PAGE 9 

OTHER TOTAL COST USiIT 

0. 00 
G 

0. i)'..'; 

0 

0.00 
0 

• :f ~ 

9.56 
7, 62 8 

9.56 
1, 606 

9.56 
4,253 

9.S6 
2 / 12 2 

9. )6 

9. :;f, 

9. ~,t, 

9.)6 

·.:!•ii ID: FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~o 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

T:-i-Ser,;ice Automated Cost En ing System (TR.l:\.CES) 
PROJECT FLD\·lY3: DALLF-.S FLvvuWAY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Strncture QUP,NTY UOM CREW ID 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E :cav. 2 Cy 

MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:-:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (l47M3i 533.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_019. CADILLAC {STA 10+00) 5'l" SD 

02000 0000 Site Wor}: 
02200 0000 Earthwor~ 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing E:-:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (1471-13) 5778.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_020. CADILLAC (STA 62+00) 8" WATER 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02200 0000 Earthworl: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Bact:fillbg, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching A:id Continuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:-:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 296.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01_021. CADILLAC (STA 43+50) 6" \-/ATER 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching .ll,.nd Continuous Footing E):cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E•:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (J..47M3) 326.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_023. CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 8" \•iP.TER 

02000 0000 Site Wod: 
02200 0000 Earthworl: 

02221 00 0 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 000 Trenching And Continuous Footing Excavation 

0222 1600 By Hydraulic E:-:ca,.r. - 2 Cy 

MIL A~ ··02221 1602 Tre;,ch, 
192 C':'/:-ir 

CY :--iyd E :CO.'.', t-:ed Sc-: .i. 
-i 7M3) ::96.00 CY CODET 

L;',.50R I~: =~--.-.'. ~·· E('Ul P ID: ~-rncg::, C"iH re:',C'/ DC:.,:,;..RS 

L.1'.BOR EQUIPMNT MATERIJ-.L 

3. l 0 
l, 652 

3. 10 
l7 / 908 

3. 10 
91 7 

3. l 0 
l, 0: 0 

91., 

6. 4 6 
3 I 4 4 3 

6 4 6 
37,321 

6.46 
l, 912 

6.46 
2, i 06 

0. ~ Q 

: / 9 ": 2 

0.00 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
,, 

u.uu 

16: H 

DET.;IL PAGE 

OT!ER ':"OTAL COST UtE'l' 

0.00 

0. !)G 

0 

0.00 
0 

V. ;_)i} 

(I 

'.1':, 

9.56 
5,095 

9.56 
s::,, 228 

9. 56 
2,629 

9.56 
3, 116 

9.56 
2,829 

9.56 

9. St: 

9 . .S6 

9. J6 

9. )6 

ID: f£DC9~ 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost E, ing System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/021~~ 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT F'LD\\'Y3: DALLFi.S t ..,,J~L!I.Y £:,:TENSION LP? 
l'IITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.02 01 024. LAMAR (ST.r:i. 27+00-34+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching !rnd Continuous footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E~:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:-:cav, Med Soil 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

192 CY/Hr (147M3) 672.00 CY CODE:' 
FOR PI PE REMOVAL 

OZ~03.18.02 01_025. LAMAR (STA 70+00) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:•:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 179 00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_026. LAMAR (ST.l'.l. 90+00) 24" SS 

02000 0000 Site l'iod: 
02200 0000 Earth~:orl: 

02221 0000 Trenchi:-ig, Bacl:filling, .n.nd Compaction 
02221 1000 Tre;,ching A:,d Conti:mous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 262.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01_027. LAMAR (STA 106+00) 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthworf: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (1~7M3) 148.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01 028. LAHAR (ST.l'. 117+00) ~8" SS 

02000 GOOD Site Nor~ 
02200 0000 Sc1rth1,;or:: 

C:222: ci(',,JC: -:-~enci':ir.g, Bae :f:iEing, And Compcction 

LABOR ~:QUIP ID: FEDC95 Cc:~ t€r C" GOl.i..A.:,s 

LABOR EQUI?:•mT MATERF,L 

3. l 0 
2 / 083 

3. l 0 
555 

3. 10 
812 

3. 
459 

6. 4 6 
4 I 34 0 

6.46 
1, 156 

6. '6 
l, 69::--

6 . .; 6 
956 

O.0:J 
{) 

0 00 
0 

O.OiJ 
0 

0. 

16: : $8 

DETt'.IL PAGE 

OTHER TOT.~.L COST UtlIT 

0 00 
0 

V.\/0 

0 

0.00 
(; 

0. 

'·:1' 

9.56 
6, 4 23 

9.56 
l, 711 

9.56 
2,504 

9.56 
1, -ns 

9. J 6 

9. '::6 

9. 

9. )6 

F"r.:DC9:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Autorr;ated Cost En, ir;g Sy"stem (TR.n.CESj 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDWY3: DALL.n.s FLvvtJWP.Y EXTE:NSION LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QU.l'l.NTY UOM CREW ID 

02221 lOOO Trenching Aa:d Cor.tir1uous Footing E:,:cavation 
02221 1600 3i Hydraulic E:,:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02 03.18.02 01~□ 29. LP.-~.<\R (STA 25+00) 54" SD 

02000 0000 Site l'lork 
02200 0000 Earth\-lori: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching P,nd Continuous Footing E:<cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E :cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E~:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02 __ 03.18.02 01_030. LAMAR (STA 47+00} 48" SD 

02000 0000 Site \-/or!: 
02200 0000 Sarthwori: 

02221 0000 Trenchir:g, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing E:-:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02_03.18.02 01_031. LAMAR (STA 77+50) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Worf: 
02200 0000 Earthworl: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Bacl:filling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching .<\nd Continuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E):cav. - 2 Cy 

L V.IL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwod: 

02 03.18.02 01_032. :-AMAR (STA 77+50) 

0222.l 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching And Continuous Footing E:•:ca'1ation 

02221 !600 Sy Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

30" SD 

MIL A~ ·02221 1602 l'rec,ch, 
192 ~-

CY ~/d E-:ca·.r, c-:ed S-:::,il 
( l ~ 7!-13; 

9533.00 CY CODET 

289.00 CY CODET 

311.00 CY CODET 

333.00 CY CODET 

l SO. 00 CY COJET 

LA50R I:): EQU1 FEJC9S CtJ"renc DOI.LC,l\S 

L.;3QR EQUI?MNT Mi'.lERl.L.L 

3. l 0 
29,546 

3. l 0 
896 

3. 10 
964 

3. 10 
: , 0 32 

5. ~" 
·1 (:, 

6 .. ; 6 
61,575 

6.46 
l, 8 6 7 

6. ~ 6 
2,009 

6. 46 
2 I 151 

6. ~ 6 
':169 

00 

0 00 
0 

G. CitJ 

" 'a \)•VJ 

0 

0. G:; 

16:l~:Sb 

DEl;..11 PAGE 

OT~rn TOTAL COST Ut-;IT 

o.uo 

0 00 
0 

o. 
0 

.co 
Q 

:)\j 

9.56 
91, 120 

9. 5 6 
2,762 

9.56 
C, 973 

9.56 
3, 18 3 

9.56 
l, 4 34 

9. '::f, 

9.56 

9. 5£ 

9.S6 

9. :-t 

:''t:DC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tr-i-Service Automated Cost Er.~ mg Syster~, (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMP.TE 

PROJECT FLD',1Y3: DALLAS FLuvCMA Y £:»:TENS ION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cerr:etery, Utilities, & Structure 

02000 0000 
02200 0000 

Site l'iorl: 
Earthwork 

02 03.18.02 01 033. Lfo\\.ll.R (STA 77+50) 42" SD 

02221 00 O Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 000 Trenching And Continuous Footing E:.:cavation 

0222 1600 By Hydraulic Ezcav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, t-:!ed Soil 

QU;.NTY UOM CREI·/ ID 

192 CY/Hr (147M3) 1359.00 CY CODET 

0233.1S.02 01_034. LP.MAR (STA 77+50) 60" SD 

02000 0000 Site \fork 
02200 0000 Earth;;ork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Bae filling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching An Continuous Footing E:-:cavation 

02221 160D By f!ydrat.:l c E:-:cav. ~ 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 ~02221 1602 Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:•:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (l47M3) 4252.00 CY CODET 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02 03.:8.02 0~ 035. LAMAR \ST.i; 119+00) 66" SD 

02221 0000 Trenct,.:.ng, 5ad:filling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 ':'renching .i;nd Cor:tinuous Footing Excavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:.:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 Trench, 2 CY Hyd E:cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3} 3378.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01 036. LAMAR (STA 27+00) 12" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 1000 Trenching .Z:..nd Continuous Footing E:-:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic E:-:cav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trend:, 2 CY ;iyci E :cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 133.00 CY CODET 

02 03.18.02 01 037. LP,MAR (STA 24+60) 8 1 :-:8 1 BOX CUL\/ 

02000 0000 Si~e ~Ork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 COCO T::-e:1chir.g, Backfilling, P-.nd Compact.lo:-: 
CZ'.:'21 :coo Trenching .½nd Conti:iuous footir.g E::-:ca·1atior. 

LABOR ID: !)f"\·/T!:"::•: EQUIP ID; t~EDC95 Currenc1 DJLL."'.RS 

1;,.aoR EQUI?MNT t-;;;rrnu-.L 

3. l 0 
.; I 212 

3. 10 
l 3, 178 

3.10 
l 0, .J 7(; 

3. 10 
412 

6. 46 
8,778 

6. s 6 
27 / •16~ 

6. 4 6 
21,819 

6.46 
8S9 

:J. 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.0() 

O. (;O 
0 

16: H: :.s 

DST,'.\IL PAGE ]J 

OTHER TOT.Ll.L COST UNIT 

0.00 

0.00 
t} 

0.00 

0.00 

9.56 
12,990 

9.56 
rn, 642 

9.56 
3::?, 28 9 

9. 56 
1,271 

9.56 

9. SE, 

9.56 

9. S6 

'ii'•~ lD: t'f:DC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng, ng System (TR.1:\.CES) 
PROJECT FLD\•/Y3: DF:.LLAS FLOuui1AY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QUAN'l'Y UOM CRE\-1 ID 

02221 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr {147M3) 3044.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 01_038. LAMAR (STA 134+00) 7':-:7' BX CULV 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 00 O Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 000 Trenching And Contir.uous Footing Excavation 

0222 1600 By Hydraulic Excav. - 2 Cy 

L MIL A4 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd Excav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 9133.00 CY CODET 

02_03.18.02 03. Pipe Bedding 

02 03.18.02 03 001. CADILLAC (STA 94+00} 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site \·iork 
02200 OCOC Earthwork 

02221 0000 Tr.z:;ching, Backfilling, Ja.nd Compaction 
02221 8000 Sacl:fill Trenches-Sand Bedding 'ti/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 -.:02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm n:nd Loader 
lh thout Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02 03.18.02 03 002. CADILLAC (STA 102~00) 8'' SS 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
nithout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 003. CADILLAC (STP, 112+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site l"iork 
02200 0000 Earthwor 

02221 0000 Trench ng, Bacl:filling, .;nd Compaction 
02221 8000 Bacl: ill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

5 '.~IL A2 <0??2.i. 8001 > Sand 3edd:ng w/Srr, ?2nd Loader 
i·.'.it;;oc,t Co:npaction 

Lf:..30i-: 1:;· Q!,, ,· :: :::: :- ::.:..,,_ 95 C~rt,:::.,-:::/ 

35. 00 CY COD LB 

15.20 CY CODLB 

22. 00 CY COD LB 

D(>:,.:.,;...?.S 

LABOR E:QU I ?MNT MATER I.½:., 

3. 10 
9,n, 

3. l 0 
28,306 

6.62 
2 32 

6.62 
101 

6. 6:: 
>i6 

6. 4 6 
19,662 

6. 4 6 
ss, 991 

7.67 
269 

7.67 
ll 7 

l i)'j 

0.00 
C 

0 00 
0 

6. 9) 
2-i 3 

6.95 
~ 0 6 

6. 0 :, 

16: U: SB 

DET.;IL PAGE H 

OTHER TOT.;L COST utJIT 

' V- V'I 

8 

0 00 
0 

o. o,:, 
0 

o.oc 
0 

9.56 
29,096 

9.,6 
87,297 

21 . 2 4 
7 4 3 

21. 24 
32 3 

~ 1. 24 
~67 

9. )6 

9. 56 

21 . .c:~ 

21. 

21 . ::4 

FSDC9~ 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En, ,ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/~~ 
DETAE.ED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLOWY3; o;..LL.~S Fu __ .,;·/AY EXTENSION LPP 
i'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.02 03 005. CADILLAC (ST/!. 34-i-00) 15" SS 

02000 OOCO Site ~ork 
02200 0000 Earthwo 

02221 0000 Trenc ng, Bac.':filling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Sac ill Trenches-Sar.ct Bedding W/O Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand 8eddir,g w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02_03.18.02 03_006. CADIL!..AC (STA 81+00) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site l'iork 
02200 0000 Earthwor 

02221 0000 Trench ng, Bad:filling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Back ill Trend:es-Sand Bedding W/O Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Eartb1or 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 007. C.½DILLAC (STA 43+00) 12" SS 

02221 0000 Trench ng, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bad: ill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/O Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

B MIL A2 -.:02221 8001 > Sand Bedding 1,·/Sm FE:nd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02_03.iS.02 03_008. CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 10" SS 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02222. 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/O Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm Er.ct Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.l8.02 03 011. CADILLAC (STP·. 112+00) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Eanhworl: 

02221 0000 Trenching, Bad:filling, And Compaction 
0:2:221 SOOC Backfill Trenches-Sa:cd Bedding \·i/0 Compactior: 

B >C!L A?. (L2221 8001 , sa,,d Bedding \·i/S;,, f2r:d Lc0.d0r 
(,;_i_t~,c,ut Cor..pact::or: 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

35.00 CY CODLB 

34. 00 CY CODLB 

23. 00 CY CODLB 

19.00 CY CODLB 

4 9. :JO CY COD:,8 

LABOR IS: I.J:.-:-,,·; ::..·. :'.QJI? _;_:): f'~:JC:95 Currer:c:,- i:1 c;o:...;,.;._RS 

Li'-.BOR EQU I PMNT M . .:.TERU:.!.. 

6.62 
232 

6.62 
225 

6.62 
152 

6. 6::: 
126 

6. 6'.' 

32-i 

7.67 
269 

7.67 
26: 

7.67 
1'6 

7.67 
14 6 

- .Ci 
3 :-' E, 

6. 9:., 
2.; 3 

6.95 
2 3 6 

6.95 
161) 

IS.:!':; 
13:· 

6. i!S 

16:14:50 

DE:TAIL PAGE l S 

OTHER TOT;...L COST UNIT 

o. no 
0 

C.00 

0.00 
0 

C:G 
0 

(). 

j', 

21 . 2 4 
7 4 3 

. 2~ 
77.,, 

21 . 24 
489 

21. 24 
4 04 

21. 2 4 
l,On 

21 

21. ,'._ ~ 

21. :_~ 

"' 

21 

·;;)~ :"D: F£DC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Er. ing Sy-s::em (TRACESi 
Eff. Date 4/02ho ?ROJECT FLm·IY3: DP,LLAS :; ;.,...,....,,J'dAY E;..'.TENSION LP? 
DET,">.EED ES IMATE WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02_03.18.02 03_012. G,DILLAC (STA 111+00) 72" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/O Compaction 

02000 0000 Site l'/ork 
02200 0000 Eanhwori: 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding 1,·/Sm FEnd Loader 
\h thout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 016. CADILLAC (STA 10+00) S4" SD 

02221 0000 Trer:ching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding \i/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm fEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 017. CADILLAC (STA 62+00) 8" WATER 

02000 0000 Site Wori: 
02200 OOJO Earthwor 

02221 (1000 Trench ng, Backfilling, And Compaction 
0'.::221 8000 Bad: ill Trenches-Sand Bedding 11/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02_03.18.02_ 03~018. CADILL~.C (STA 43.,.50) 6" WATER 

02000 0000 Site work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding 'd/0 Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwo 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm fEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03_019. CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 8" \'/ATER 

02221 0000 Trenc ng, Baci:filling, .li.nd Compaction 
02221 8000 Bae il.:. Trenches-Sand Bedding \'i/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 •.02221 8001 Sand 3eddir:g ·,·:/Sm fEnd Load~:::
i·,'i t~:out Cc1mpcct:c,n 

QUJI.NTY UOM CREW ID 

72. 00 CY CODLB 

3 61. 00 CY COD LB 

37.00 CY CODLB 

41.00 CY COOLS 

37. 00 CY CODi..5 

1,.:,soH I!). GE"',,JTS.·. EQUl? 10: r:t~DC95 Cc1r ::enc,· DOLL..:·.RS 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MATERI.::..L 

6.62 
476 

6.62 
2, 38 9 

6.62 
2,15 

6.62 
2 71 

6.62 

7.67 
553 

7.67 
2,770 

7.67 
284 

7.67 
315 

i.6' 
:: ('; ~ 

6. 9 '.i 
500 

6. 9 5 
2, 5,J9 

6.95 
2 5 7 

6.95 
2 a :i 

6. :J 5 

,:~,,:-..; 

16 l~:S,3 

DETAIL PAGE 16 

O';HER TOTP,L COST UNIT 

O.GD 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.0.J 

O.GO 

G.OC 

21. 24 
1,529 

21.24 
7, 668 

::'. 1 . 24 
786 

21. 24 
871 

21.24 
786 

21. 2-i 

21 . ..: .; 

21.d 

. :: ~ 

2 ~ . .:' ~ 

ID: fEDC;l'-,, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
E:ff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILSD ESTIM."';TE 

Tri-Service Automated Ccst En~ mg System {TRACES) 

PROJECT E"LDWY3: DALLAS FWVOWJl.Y EXTENSION LPP 

WITP. CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02_03.18.02 03_020. LAMAR (STA 27+00-31~00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 OOCO Earthwor 

02221 0000 Trer;ch ng, Bac~:filling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bad ill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02_03.18.02 03_021. LAMAR (STA 70+00) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding 1'1/0 Compaction 

02000 0000 Site \-.:Ori: 
02200 0000 Earthworl: 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm fEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02_03.18.02 03_022. LAMAR (STA 90+00) 24" SS 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
0222l 8000 Badfill Trenches-Sand Bedding 'vl/0 Compaction 

8 MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 023. L.n.MAR (ST.i:\. 106t00) 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bacl:fill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 024. LAMAR (STA 117+00) 48" SS 

02000 0000 Site flork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Bacl:filling, And Compaction 
0222l 8000 Ba.cl:fill Trenches-Sand Bedding i,;/O Compac~io:-, 

3 MIL~~· 02221 8001 j Sand Bedd'.ng ~IS~ fEnd Lcade: 
\·ii the '---'.)~lpac... -~,., 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

69.00 CY CODLB 

19.00 CY CODLB 

36.00 CY CODLB 

6.00 CY CODLB 

13.00 CY CODLE 

Lt,BO!~ DF'.-i :'~Ql:;? U; FS~C9S C.Jrrer;cy DO:..~.,'.,.KS 

L.A.BOR EQUIPMNT M/,TE?1,:..:... 

6.6: 
457 

6.6C 
126 

6.62 
2 38 

6.62 
40 

6. 62 
8[ 

7 . 6 7 

529 

7.67 
14 6 

7.67 
276 

. 6 7 
46 

7. Ci 
~ \) ·,, 

6. 9S 
~8() 

6. 9J 
~r 

6.95 
2 so 

6.95 
42 

6. 95 

c:,c· 

16:14:SS 

DF:TAIL PAGE 

OTHER TOTA!, COST U!HT 

0. Q(i 

0 

0.00 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

(]. 1};) 

C 

: :/'., 

:? l . 2 4 
1,466 

.., 1 . 2 4 

4 04 

21. 24 
765 

21 . 24 
127 

21. 24 
27 6 

21...: ~ 

21. 

21. -~ 

21. :?·i 

21 . 2 ~ 

··;-•e ID: FEDC9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04 /02/'J;, 
DETAILED ESTit-'.ATE 

Tri-Service tl.u:o:nated Cost En ing System (TRACES) 
?ROJECT FLD'tlYJ: DALLP,S !:':.,~vJWA':' £:{TENSION LP? 

\•/ITH CONTiNGSNCIES 
02. Relocat.:.ons 

02 03. Cerr.etery, Utilities, Structure 

02 03.18.02 03_025. U\M.t:,R (ST.n. 25+00) 54" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earth1-1ork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bad:fill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding ·,1/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 026. LAMAR {STA. 47+00) 48" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 000:J Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02200 0000 Earch~or~ 

B MIL .".2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/S.r, FCr.d Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 027. L.Z:..Mi'.\.R (ST.t. 77+50) 24" SD 

02221 0000 Trer.ching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Baci:Lll Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL .Z:..2 ,~02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03_028. LAM.1".R {STA 77+50) 30" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenchir:g, Bacl:filling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

8 MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding •;1/Sm fEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 029. LAMAR (STA 77+50) 60" SD 

02000 0000 Site i~orl: 
02200 0000 Earthwor 

02221 0000 Trench ng, Backfilling, And Compaction 
0222~ 8000 Bad: ill Trenches-Sand Bedding \·//0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 •:02221 8001 Sar:d Bedding \>.'/Sm FEnd Load-:r 
'di tr.cut Compccti en 

QUANTY UOM CRE'~ ID 

55.00 CY COOLS 

24.00 CY COUL3 

74. 00 CY COD LB 

30.00 CY CODLB 

354.00 CY CODL3 

L.;aoR ID: DFns:-: £QUI? lD: FEDC95 C1..;:: renc/ DOLLARS 

LABOR EQUIPMNT Hi-.TERIAL 

6.62 
364 

6.62 
159 

6.62 
:; 90 

6.62 
199 

6.62 
: , 3-1 3 

7.67 
~22 

7.67 
18.ci 

7.67 
568 

7.67 
230 

,_i:,; 

' 

6.95 
382 

6.95 
16 7 

6. 9 5 
SH 

6. 9 S 
2CJS 

6.~S 
.. ' ., t,) 

-::;::~ 

16:1~:58 

DETAIL ?AGE 

OTHER TOT,:.L COST UNJT 

0.00 
ij 

.GO 
J 

o. o::; 
0 

0.00 
0 

21. 24 
l, 168 

2 l . 24 
510 

21 . 2 ~ 
l, 572 

21. 24 
637 

2l . .:'.'i 
7 I 519 

21 

21 

21. 

0. . 
"- i -"-~ 

21 

'ii'B :D: FE:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tr-i-Service Automated Cost Ens ng System (TR.A.CE$) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9c 
DETl.l.ILED ESTIMATE 

PROJE:CT FLDWY3: OALL;..s FLVv,A·iAY EXTENSION L?P 
\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Strncture 

02 03.18.02 03 032. L[l.!,1.C\R LEVEE {STA 119+00) 66" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bacl:fill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

S MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
lhthout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 033. LJ\J~AR (STA 27+00) 12" SD 

02000 0000 Site h'ork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, Jl.nd Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding 'd/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
Without Compaction 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 E::arthwcrk 

02 03.18.02 03 034. LAMAR (STA 77+50) 48" SD 

022?1 0000 Trer.chir:g, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B KIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm fEnd Loader 
l'iithout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 035. CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwo k 

02221 0000 Trenc ing, BacHilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Bae fill Trenches-Sand Bedding W/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm fEnd Loader 
\'iithout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 03 036. CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwor 

02221 0000 Trer:ch :-.g, Baci:filling, P..:1d Compaction 
02:::21 8000 Bad: ill Trenches-Sar,d Bedding W/0 Compactio:. 

B ,,,~ ~ o::::,::: l 8 OC l Sa:Jci Beddir:g w/S:~, FSnci Loc.dE:-r 
\-;;_ th:Jc,t. Cc::-,pact.:,:,n 

l.!'.·.EOR ; G: ;::::;_;;"' ~ ::::..:Cjj C•..;:: :er 

QUANTY UOM CRE\'i ID 

167.00 CY CODLB 

14.50 CY CODLB 

266. 00 CY CODLB 

82. 00 CY CODL3 

98.0C! CY CODLB 

D()LL_;,_R<:: 

LABOR EQUIPMtiT M.::.TERI.t..L 

6.62 
l, l 05 

6 62 
96 

6.62 
1, 7 60 

6.62 
543 

6. E,:2 

6~ 9 

7. 6 7 

1, 282 

7.67 
l 11 

7.67 
2, 0'11 

. 67 
629 

·; . 6": 
·; 5:: 

6.9S 
1, 161 

6.95 
l 01 

6. 9:;; 
l, 8-1.9 

6.9'.:i 
5·10 

E,. 9) 

U; l 

16:14:S& 

DETAIL PAGE 19 

OTHER TOT;..L COST UNIT 

Cl. CC 
G 

0 00 
0 

.00 
,) 

G. O:J 

0. <'.iG 

21. 24 
3, 54 7 

21. 24 
308 

:: l . 24 
5,650 

21. 2~ 
l, 7 4 2 

21. 2 4 
2,082 

21. _;.; 

21. 2~ 

21 

21 . 2 ·i 

2 l. 2 ~ 

FEDC9'.; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04 /02/9o 
DET.Zl.ILE:D ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service P..utomated Cost Eng ng Syster., (TRJl.CES) 
PROJECT FLOIIY3: DALLAS FLl.·~~,'iAY EXTENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02 03.18.02 03 037. C.I.\DILLAC (STA 75+80) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site i•/ork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Backfilling, And Compaction 
02221 8000 Backfill Trenches-Sand Bedding 11/0 Compaction 

B MIL A2 <02221 8001 > Sand Bedding w/Sm FEnd Loader 
1-/.:..thout Compaction 

02 03.18.02 06. Manholes 

02_03.18 02_ 06_001. CADILLAC (STA 94+00) 

02000 0000 Site >·lork 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 \·laste Water Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft { l. 2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In ?lace, 8 In (21C:n) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 > 4'Dia 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cm)Ti:, (l.2M)Dia (2.4MJDp 

02 03.18.02 06 002. CADILLAC {STA 102+00) 

02000 0000 Site i"iori: 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 i"!aste l•Jater Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, ~ Ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Crn) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia x B'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, (l.2M)Dia x (2.'IM)Dp 

02 03.18.02 06 003. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 

02000 0000 Site l'iorJ.: 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste \\'ater Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft {1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thid: 

S MIL A2 S.:02560 5103 4'Dia 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8" (20cm) Tl:, ( l. 2Mi Dia (2. 4t-lj Dp 

C2 G3.l8.G2 C6 __ 005. CADILL;',..C (STA 34+00) 

02000 GOOO Site 
02550 oonr Site 'Jtili:.:ies 

c::: )6(' '.;"-':.:•:~ Cc-.l.lect>: 

QUANTY UOM CRE\'1 ID 

17.00 CY CODLB 

.00 EA CODEJ 

1 . 00 EA CODEJ 

3. 00 EA CODEJ 

LASOR J: ,';; S(\JI? ID: FE:DC95 Ci..!rn,: c-; DO:,:. .. :..Rs 

LABOR EQUIPMMT L•:ATSRIAL 

6. 62 
li2 

1200. 94 
l, 201 

1597.17 
1, 597 

l597. 17 
4, 7 92 

7 . 67 

llO 

367.94 
3 68 

439.34 
42.9 

489.34 
l, ·i 68 

6.95 
118 

no.o,J 
98 0 

l 30:,. GO 
l, 30 S 

l3GS.OC 
3, 9 l S 

16:H:SS 

DE':AIL PAGE 2C.' 

OTHER TOT;,:., COST Ut-iIT 

o.uo 

u. 00 
0 

O.C:G 
G 

;j. oc 
() 

21. 2 4 
3 61 

2548.88 

2 l . ., ~ 

2,549 25~8.86 

3391.51 
3,392 3391.Sl 

3391. 51 
10,175 339l.5l 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng r:g System (TR.L.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9~ 
DETP..ILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD\-/Y3: DALLAS FL'- .. iAY E:{TENSION LPP 

\1ITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QUP..NTY UOM CREI'< ID 

02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 ft (l.211) Dia. 
02560 5100 Cast fo Place, S In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia x B'Jeep CIP Manhole 
8"{20cm)Tk, (l.2M)Dia {2.4M)Dp 

02 03.18.02 06 006. CADILLAC (ST.L. 81+00) 

02000 0000 Site Wod: 
02550 OOOC Site Utilities 

02560 0000 ~iaste \"later Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia x B'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, (l.2M)Dia x (2.4M)Dp 

02 03.18.02 06 007. CADILLAC (STA 43+00} 

02000 0000 S!te Work 
02550 OOCD Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste \'later CoEection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.2M} Dia. 

02560 510J Cast In Place, 8 Ir: (21Cm} Thick 

8 MIL A2 <02560 5103 > 4'Dia x 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cmjTk, (l.2M)Dia :•: (2.4MJDp 

02_03 18.02 06_008. CADILLAC (STA 26+00) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 \•laste Water Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft {1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (2iCm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4 'Dia :< 8 'Deep CI P Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, {1.2M)Dia x (2.4M)Dp 

02 03.18.02 06 009. CADILLAC (STA 66+00) 

02000 0000 Site \'iorl: 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste i'iater Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 ~n (21Cr:i) Thick 

5 MIL A2 ~o:560 5103 4 'Dia s•~eep CI? Manhole 
S" (20cm) Ti:, ( l Diel 

L . .'l.30?. ~=•·,::: .. · ~:Q:_, I? ID: FEDC95 Cc,r renc;,-· 

·i!•:J Dp 

DOLL.:·.?.S 

1. 00 EA CODEJ 

2. 00 E."-\ CODEJ 

i. 00 EA COJEJ 

. 00 EP.. CODEJ 

6.0G Et'. CODEJ 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MAERIF.:, 

lS97. 
1,597 

1597. 
3 I 194 

1204.02 
1, 204 

1597.17 
l, 597 

15-9'7.l·: 

9,583 

489.3~ 
489 

q39_34 
9;9 

368.88 
369 

4 8 9. 3.J 
489 

429. 3~ 
. ' :! }E, 

l 3C 5. 
1, 3(, S 

1305.00 
2 I 610 

980.00 
9SO 

1305.00 
1, 30:) 

c: !\~:i. 

£6:14:58 

DST;..IL PAGE : l 

OTHE2 TOT.;L COST UNIT 

.\JC: 

0.00 
0 

o.co 
0 

,'). OCJ 

u 

C. C'.'.' 

,>J'.-

3391.Sl 
3,392 3391.51 

3391.51 
6,783 3391.51 

.2552.91 
2,553 2552.91 

3391.51 
3,392 3391.Sl 

n91.5l 
20,349 3391.'.-l 

iD: f£DC95 



Sat 16 Jar.. 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service J:..utornated Cost En. ing Ss,:stern (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLP..S FLvuDl~AY D'.TStiSION L?? 

WITii CONTINGE:NCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02_03.18.02 06_010. CADILLAC {STA 75+80) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste Water Collection 
02560 5000 Manr.oles, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.211) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia :•: S'Deep CII? Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, (1.2M)Dia :-: (2.4M)Dp 

02_03.18.02 06_020. LAMAR (STA 27+00-31+00) 

02000 0000 Site 'dork 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste Water Collection 
0256G 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20crn)Tk, {l.2M)Dia :-: (2.4M)Dp 

02 03.18.02 06 021. LAMAR (STA 70+00) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste Water Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 > 4'Dia x 8'Deep CI? Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, (l.2M)Dia (2.4M)Dp 

02_03.18.02 06_022. LAMAR (STA 90+00) 

02000 0000 Site \fork 

02550 0000 Site Utilities 
02560 0000 Waste \,'ater Collection 

02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.2M) Dia. 
02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia;.: 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"120cm)Tk, (1.2M)Dia (2.<iM)Dp 

02_03.18.02 06_023. LAMf'.l..R (STA 106+00) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

0~ S6i: ~aste Wate1· Collectia~ 
c:::S(<': sur·-· ·:c,:--.~.c,les, Cc:-,c:-i:::te, ~ i:'t (l ; Jia. 

QUAN TY lJOM CRE\'i ID 

2. 00 E.n. CODEJ 

l. 00 EA CODEJ 

1. 00 EA CODEJ 

1. 00 EA CODEJ 

LABO~ : :): EQUIP IJ: FEDC9S Cur re~:cy D0LL1\RS 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MATERU.L 

1597.17 
3, 194 

1597.17 
1, 5 97 

1597.17 
1, 597 

1597.17 
l, 59·1 

489.34 
979 

489.34 
489 

489.34 
489 

489. 34 
~89 

1305.0,J 
2, 6 l 0 

1305.00 
l, 305 

1305. 00 
1, JCS 

1305 00 
l, 30 5 

16:14:SS 

DETAIL PAGE 

OTriER TOT.~.L COST un.r:· 

0.00 3391. 51 
C 6,783 3391.51 

G. 3391. 51 
3,392 3391. 51 

0.00 3391. 51 
0 3,392 3391.~l 

0.00 3391. 51 
C 3,392 3391. 5] 

r D; f"EDC9) 



Sat 16 Jar. 1999 Tri-Service J..uto:nated Cost E; .:1ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/jo 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT F!.DWY3: DALLAS FL\.,tJDK;..Y EXTENSION LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 4'Dia :-: 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tl:, (l.2M)Dia ;-: (2.4M)Dp 

02_03.18.02 06_033. L/'.I.MAR (STA 27+00) 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02560 0000 Waste Water Collection 
02560 5000 Manholes, Concrete, 4 Ft (1.2M) Dia. 

02560 5100 Cast In Place, 8 In (21Cm) Thick 

B MIL A2 <02560 5103 > 4'Dia x 8'Deep CIP Manhole 
8"(20cm)Tk, (l.2M)Dia :~ (2.4M)Dp 

02 03.18.02 98. ROAD R/R CADILLAC (SARGENT RD) 

02 03.:8.02 98 001. ROP-.D GRADING 

02000 0000 Si:e Wo~k 
02600 DOGG Pc,,·i~:9 A::d Surfacir:g 

02611 0000 Cn1shed Stone Paving 
02611 lOOO Prepare .Z:.nd Roll s·..:bbase 

MIL .r-..2 <02611 1002 > GRADE ROAD 

02_03 18.02 98_002. LIME STAB SUBGRADE 

02000 0000 Site \;'ork 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02610 0000 Paving 
02610 1000 Lime Stabilized Subgrade Based On E;,:isting Soil 

02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 
02611 0000 Crushed Stone Paving 

MIL A2 <02610 1001 > 6''Tk, Lime Stabilized Subgrade 
(15cm) Thick, 25#(11Kg)/SY 

02611 1000 Prepare And Roll Subbase 

MIL A2 ..;02611 1002 > SUBGRADE PREP 

02 03.18.02 98_003. B.~SE COURSE 

02000 0000 Site ·r1orl: 
02600 0000 ?a•,,,ii~g And Surfacing 

0261 l CWOO C::c.:shed Stor:e Pa-.,ir:g 

Ql!ANTY l!OM CRE'd ID 

1. 00 E.tl. CODEJ 

1. 00 EA CODEJ 

1111.00 SY XSGRA 

489.00 SY COFCJ 

489.00 SY >'.SGRP. 

LABOR : D: 0F".-JTE::-. EQUIP ID: FEJC9S COJ.r rencr DO:..L:".RS 

1;.BQR EQIJ I ?MNT M."'.TERU-.L 

1597. 
l, 597 

1597.17 
1, 597 

0. 4 4 
493 

0.59 
290 

0.4'i 
217 

.J 8 9. 34 
.; 8 9 

489.34 
189 

0.41 
<l 58 

0. $3 
260 

D. 
::: G l 

130.S.(i() 
l, 3C 

1305.00 
1, 305 

0.3~ 
373 

0. 81 
398 

0. 3-i 
lt-'i 

,~::c·t: :::-· 

~ 16:14:56 

Di~TAIL P.n..GE 23 

OTHER TOT,"":\L COST UN:T 

()_:·;,-, 

0.0() 
0 

C. OiJ 
0 

vv 

0.00 
0 

-:j:; 

339i.5l 
3,392 3391. 

3391. 51 
3,392 3391. 51 

l. 19 
l, 324 

l. 94 
947 

l. 19 
58 3 

1. l 9 

. 94 

1. l 9 

ID: t'EDC9'.;; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/021:-,,, 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02611 2000 Roadway Base Courses 
02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Ei ing System (TRACES) 
?ROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS t . __,,_J\•IAY EX TENS ION LP? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

QUANTY UOM CRE\-1 ID 

MIL A2 <02611 2001 > BASE COURSE 

99.00 CY XSJ'.l.BA 

02 03.18.02 98 004. 2" HMAC (X.:O.SPA} 

MIL A2 > F>.SPH FINISHER, 10 '\·I/SCREED, PNEUM 

37. 45 HR F>.30BG003 

MIL A2 < > STR SWEEPER, 7 'W/SPRINKER 

37.45 HR B15MB002 

MIL A2 < > Small Tools 

74.89 HR XKIXX020 

MIL l-.2 -.: > ROLLR, STATIC, S / P, 13T, 84 "l~, 11 TIRE 

37.~5 HR R30CA001 

MIL A2 -: > ROLLER,STATIC,3~;HL,S/?, 12T,84"W 
74.89 HR R30IG008 

MIL A2 > FLATBED, 8':.: 16.0' {ADD TRK) 

37.45 HR T40:X016 

MIL A2 > TRK,H\·iY, 24,500 GVW, 4X2, '.: A>'.LE 

37.45 HR TSOFOOll 

MIL A2 > TRK,HWY, 24,500 GVl'I, 4!:2, 2 AXLE 

37.45 HR T50f0011 

MIL A2 > Outside Laborers, (Semi-Sl:illed) 
262.13 HR X-LABORER 

MIL P..2 -: > Outside Equip. Operators, Medium 
112.34 HR :>:-EQO?RMED 

MIL A2 < > Outside Equip. Operators, Medium 
37.45 HR X-EQOPRMSD 

MIL A2 < > Outside Trud: Drivers, Heavy 
37.45 HR :{-TRKDVRHV 

llSR A2 :- HMAC 

4-1.00 TON 

L;,SCR ;:::·: c-:·,, ::':JCS:', CJ: !:'cC::r DC:..;.,;._; 

LABOR EQlJIPMNT t-:ATERIAL 

3.39 

336 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
G 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

11. 81 
3,096 

16. 06 
l, 804 

l 6. 5 6 
620 

11. 68 
4 37 

O.tJO 
0 

6. 71 

665 

s.:.. 77 
1, 93 9 

1. 56 
59 

.45 
109 

14. 71 
551 

13.23 
991 

0.63 
23 

l 3. 37 
501 

13.37 
501 

G.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

0 

o. 1;u 
0 

4. ~ 4 
~: iJ 

0. 
0 

0.00 

0.00 
0 

0. iJU 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

'J. 00 

0.00 
0 

C.00 
G 

0 co 
{} 

0.CG 
C 

0. 
(i 

'-, J. 

, , 1 v;_, 

16:14:58 

DETAiL PAGE 

OTHER TOTAL COST' UNIT 

0.00 
0 

O.OG 
C 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

(). ,)0 
0 

0.()0 

o. 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
Q 

0.00 
G 

0.00 
,; 

U.DC 
0 

0G 

.UG 

U .25 
1,410 

51.77 

i, 939 

1. 56 
59 

1. 4 5 
109 

14. 'J1 

SSi 

13.23 

991 

0.63 
23 

13. 37 

501 

13.37 
501 

11. 81 
3,096 

16. 06 
l, 804 

l 6. 56 
620 

11.68 
437 

25.00 
l, l 00 

14 "~. 

5' . 

1 . ) 6 

. ~:, 

14 . 

13.:: 3 

0.63 

13. 

13. 37 

11. 81 

16.06 

16. )6 

11.td 

2 s. c,:; 

:c: n:DC::15 



Tri-Service Automated Cost Er:g 
PROJECT E'LD\·/Y3: D.'U,LAS FL .. 

-;g System (TRACES) 
.."'.Y EXTENSION LPP 

Sat 16 Jan l999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~ •. 
DETAILED EST:MATE WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.02 99. ROAD REl10V & REPLACE 

02 03.18 02 99 001. FILL 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site Excavation .c._nd fill 
02226 1000 E:,:cavaticn By Do:::er Moved 150 Ft {45M) And 

MIL A.2 <02226 1004 

02 03.18.02 99 002. LIME SUBGRADE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02610 0000 Paving 

Exe & Fill, D-SK Do:er w/lJ-Blade 
300 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 

02610 1000 Lime Stabilized S;1bgrade Based On E:•:isting Soil 

02000 0000 Site Work 

8 MIL A2 <02610 1001 > 6"11:, Lime Stabili:ed Subgrade 
(15cm) Thiel:, 25# (11Kg) /SY. 

02 03.18.02 99 003. BASE COURSE 

02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 
02610 0000 Paving 

02610 1000 Lime Stabili:ed Subgrade Eased On E:•:istir:g Soil 
02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

B MIL A2 <02611 2001 > Graded Crushed P..gg Rdwy Base Crs 

02 03 .18. 02 99 004. 8" CONCRETE PAVEMENT 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02614 0000 Portland Cement Concrete Paving 
02614 1000 Concrete Paving 

02614 1100 Material Cost Included 4500 Psi Concrete At 

02000 0000 Site work 
02110 0000 De~olition 

021:2 OJOC S:l-,.Li 
(Cl~-

B MIL A2 <02614 1102 > 8" (20cm) Concrete Pavement 
4,500 PSI Concrete at Spreader 

02 03.18.02 99 005. REMOVE CONC PAVMt1T 

Demolition 
Janeous Re~:~als 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

29028 CY CODTK 

3305.00 SY. COFCJ 

745.00 CY ZSASA 

685.00 CY. COKCF 

Lh30R :D: D~"\•;·;~:;-. IC: FECC9S C:JrU2flC~' UC'.•.-=-PS 

U\BOR EQU:Pt1NT MAERIAL 

0.72 
20,981 

0.67 
2 t 20 4 

2.50 
1, 8 6.J. 

69.21 
47,406 

2. 58 
74,927 

0.60 
l, 981 

4 . 9 5 
3, 68 9 

2 3. 10 
iS, 825 

o.co 

0. 8 Ci 
2 t 64 ,j 

-··. 3;-; 
16, 51.1 

l 2 S 2:, 
85,796 

.6:14:SS 

DE'?AIL PAGE ~:, 

OTHE:R ro:;..~. COST UNIT 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0 0(: 

(}. 00 
Q 

9') 

3.30 
95,909 

2.07 
6,829 

29. 75 
22,167 

217. 56 

3. 3,J 

2. 07 

29. '/) 

H9,027 217.Sb 

r_;;-,~ fEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~v 
DETAILED E:STIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Er, ing System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLD'tiY3: D.rl.LLP..S L.. ..,iiAY SXTENSION LP? 

\'iITi-i CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

02112 1200 Concrete Pavement 

L MIL A2 <02112 1203 > Demo 7" to 2~" Thk Cone Pavement 
(17.8cm) to (61cm), Reinfor:ced 685.00 CY CODEf 

02 03.18.15. Mechanical 

02_03.18.15 01. Pipe and Fittings 

02 03.18.15 01 001. CP..DILLAC (STA 94+00) 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02452 0000 Reinforced Concrete Pipe 
02452 1000 Reinforced Cone. Pipe Class 3 Without Gaskets 

02452 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

USR A2 <02452 1002 > 15"(38cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced •,,;fthout Gaskets 

02 03.18.15 01 002. CADILLAC (STl->. 102+00) 8" SS 

02000 0000 Site Wori: 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
0246~ lO'JO Drainage Pipe 

USR A2 <02464 1003 > 8''(2lcm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 

02_03.18.15 01_003. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

USR A2 <02464 1004 > 10"{25cl':',) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 

300. 00 Lf )-'.TBCB 

200. 00 LF t-:TBCA 

Truss Type 250. 00 LF XTBCA 

02 03.18.15 01 005. CADILLl->.C {STA 34+00) 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic ?ipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

L;..BOR ID: iJ:"'.-i'l::::,: EQU!? ID: FEDC95 

3 MIL A2 ·0246-1 1006 15''(38c~} ~3S ?:astic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 300.00 LF X~?LB 

cv.rrenc:,- Do:.,:,;..Rs 

LABOR EQU I ?Ml'E M.~TERLt:..L 

L.4.3 
7, 82 7 

2.97 
8 91 

1. 95 
38 9 

2.88 
721 

f, 

2, 0 l J 

5.57 
3, 816 

2. '7 3 
820 

1. 4 4 
2 8 8 

. ]. 4 
5 34 

. j.; 

0. '. 

12. 3 5 
3, 7 :j S 

3. -1 J 

680 

5. 
~ I 2 6 3 

;·:-:::::·; 

16:14:SS 

DET.::..lL !?AGE 26 

OT:JER TOTP-.L COST UIHT 

Cl. 

0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

0.00 

1 7. 00 
11,643 

18. 05 
5, ~ 16 

6.79 
1, 35 7 

10.07 
2,517 

18.05 
s, n4 

l7.0!J 

l 8. O':i 

6. ;9 

l O. o·; 

18. 

ID: FEDC9'.; 



Sat 16 Jan i999 
Eff. Date 04/02/96 
DETAILED ESTIMP..Tt: 

Tri~Service .Z.utomated Cost Eng .19 System {TR.i:\.CES) 
PROJECT fLDWY3: DALLAS FLv~~,iAY E'.~TDlSION LPP 

IHTH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02_03.18.15 01_006. CADILLAC (STA 81+00) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02464 1005 > 12''(31cm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 

QUANTY lJOM CREl'i ID 

Truss Type 4 50. 00 LF X):?LB 

02_03.18.15 01_007. CADILLAC {STA 43+00) 12'' SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02464 1005 12" (31cm) .'"i.BS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 240.00 LF XXPLB 

02 03.18.15 01 008. G.DILLAC (STA 26+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site War~ 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

B USR A2 <02464 1004 > 10''(25cm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 

02 03.18.15 01 011. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

02452 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

USR A2 <02452 1004 > 24''(6lcm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gasl:ets 

02_03.18.15 01_012. CJ..DILLAC {ST.ti. 111+00) 72" SD 

02000 COO◊ Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
0.'.::~6~ 1000 J~a.:.nage ?ipe 

0.:::4:,:2 :ct:,J ,,_e.:..nfcrced Class Ccncrete Pipe 

USR :.; 52 l (: l l 72''(183cm) Dia Cl Ill Co~c Pipe 
Rei~~01ced ~ithout Gaskets 

220.00 Lf XTBCA 

1000. oo u~ :-:recs 

.c:UU. OC: :...~' '.•:T8C3 

L;>.BOR ~ D: EQUlP IJ: FEDC9j Cu~renc:.,- DOLL;,RS 

LABOR EQU I ?c-:wr M.b,TER:.-".~. 

5. 19 
2,335 

5. 19 
1, 2 4 6 

2.88 
63~ 

4 . 7 7 
4,768 

'.>6 .. ; J 

','--~ 

l. 81 
813 

l. 8 l 
434 

2. i3 
469 

-1. 39 
-1, 38 7 

. 9,:1 
J ~If', 

7.GO 
3, l 50 

7.00 
l, 680 

5.05 
1, 11 L 

19.70 
l9,7(Vi 

:: .:'., j: (; 

.6: 1-l: 58 

Dt~: . .:...11 PAGE 

OTH::'.R TO!'AL COST Ut1IT 

0.0C: 
0 

iJ.rJC, 

0 

.00 
Oj 

0.00 
:) 

-.. :_;u 

l 4 . 00 
6, 2 98 

l ~ . 00 
3, 360 

l0.06 
2,214 

?8.85 
28,855 

:::.0.21 

14. co 

: 4 . 00 

10. 06 

28.85 

.},043 250. 

FEDC:.15 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Sn ing System {TRl\CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9~ 
DETiULED ESTIM.n.rs 

PROJECT FLD\-/Y3: DALLAS FL-.:.,U\·/AY £:,:TENSION LPP 
\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, 6 Structure 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 EarthworY. 

02 03.18.15 01 016. Ci>.DILLJl..C (STA 10+00) 5~" SD 

02224 0000 Hori:ontal Boring - Casing Or.ly 
02224 1000 Roadwork 

B MIL A2 <02224 1003 > 54" Dia Horiz Soring, Roadwork 
3/8" (122cm) Casing 

B MIL A2 <02452 1009 > 54"(137cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 

QUAN TY VOM CRE:~1 ID 

200. 00 Lf' CLADR 

Reinforced withoLot Gaskets 3200.00 LF UOEHC 

02_03.18.15_ 01_017. CADILLAC (STA 62+00) 8" WJl..TER 

02000 0000 Site \•iori: 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02E2 0000 Selective Demolition 
02L2 8000 Sewer & \'ia~er Pipe Removal No E:-:cavation, l1/ 

02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 
02464 00 0 Plastic Pipe 

024 64 000 Pressure Pipe 

L CIV A2 ·02112 8001 > Demo Pipe to 12'' Dia 
\'later/Sewer Pipe 

0246 2100 Pvc, Class 200 Sdr=21 
02464 2100 Basic Cost Items 

B MIL A2 <02464 2107 8" Dia SOR 21 ?VC Pressure Pipe 
(20cm) Dia, Class 200 

02_03.18.15 01_018. CADILLAC (STA 43-;-SO) 6" WP.,TE:R 

02000 0000 Site \Vork 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer & Water Pipe Removal No Excavation, W/ 

L CIV A2 <02112 8001 > Demo Pipe to 12" Dia 
Water/Sewer Pipe 

M MIL A2 <02464 2106 > 6'' Dia SOR 21 PVC Pressure Pipe 
(15cm) Dia, Class 200 

02_03.18.15_ 01_019. CP,DILLAC (STA 26+00) 8" \'/ATER 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Derr:olition 

02112 0000 Se!ecti~e Demolition 

200.00 LF :.;:-:PLA 

200. 00 LF :<PLUD 

220. 00 LF :-::-'.PLJl.. 

220. 00 LF XPLUC 

U":..SOR ID: Df;-;-;-~:·. EQUIP ID: fEDC9'.:> Cc;rrency ir: DOLLARS 

L.ri.BOR E:QUIPMNT MATE:ru;,:, 

15. 7 2 
3, l-dS 

4 4 . 7 2 
10,095 

3 ., ,., 

7 ~ ~ 

1. 23 
247 

2.78 
6• 0 ~"' 

0. 96 
211 

2 4. 3 6 
4,873 

l S. 71 
50,286 

1. 62 
324 

0.25 
so 

1. 21 
266 

0 0~ 

134. 90 
26,980 

80.20 
256,6~0 

0.00 
0 

7.55 
l, 51 0 

0.00 
0 

. 2 0 
l, GS6 

16:U:SS 

DETfa.IL PAGE 2S 

O'!'HE!<. TOT;..L COST UNIT 

0.00 
0 

o.on 
0 

0. 
u 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

17~_99 
34,997 

1-lO. 63 
450,021 

5.34 
1,067 

9.03 
1,806 

J.99 
87 8 

5.79 
l, 27 5 

174.99 

HO. 63 

5. 34 

9.03 

3.99 

5. ! 9 

: D: i:'EDC9'.; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Se::-vice Automated Cost En ing System (TRF.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/~u 
DETAILED ESTIMJ\.TE 

PROJECT fLDWY3: D.t:.LLAS E ,_~..,,!WAY £!':TENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGE:NCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02112 8000 Sewer & Water Pipe Removal No Lcavation, W/ 

L CIV A2 <02112 8001 > Demo Pipe to 12'' Dia 
Water /Sewer Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02464 2107 8" Dia SDR 21 PVC Pressure ?ipe 
(20cm) Dia, Class 200 

02_03.18.15 01_020. LAMAR (STA 27+00-31+00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer & Water Pipe Removal No Excavation, W/ 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

0246.J 0000 ?lastic ?ipe 
0246~ 1~00 Drainage ?ipe 

L CIV A2 <02112 8001 > Demo to 12" Dia 
Water/Sewer Pipe 

B MIL~~ <02464 1004 > 10"(25crn) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 

QUANTY UOM CREi'/ ID 

200. 00 LF XXPLA 

200. 00 LF XPLUD 

800.00 LF XXPLF'. 

Truss Type 800. 00 LF Z'.\PLB 

02 03.18.15 01 021. LAMAR {STA 70+00) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site :·lork 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer & \-later Pipe Removal No E~:cavation, W/ 

02000 0000 Site \fod: 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02,164 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

L CIV A2 <02112 8001 > Demo Pipe to 12" Dia 
Water/Sewer Pipe 200.00 LF z:,:PLA 

B MIL A2 <02464 1005 > 12''(31cm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 200.00 LF XXPLB 

02 03.18.15 01 022. LAMAR (STA 9Q+00i 24" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02; l O GClGD ::e::,-.:::;J i ::.iu· 

'.i.::,t.e: ,;;e .. ,..; .:c,: t:.-:cc:,·:a.t. ~:.,;,, 

·,;..3n;· ID: !:.:..-•·:9__, c,~tre:c/ 00 .L.:,i{S 

LABOR E:QUI?iDlT c,1.::..TERIAL 

3.72 
744 

1.00 
201 

3.48 
2 / 7 84 

l . 4 8 
l, 182 

5.02 
l, 004 

2. 12 
423 

1. 62 
324 

0 20 
40 

l. 5 l 
1, 211 

0.51 

:::". 13 
4 37 

0.74 
l 4 7 

o.oc 
C 

7. ) 5 
1, 5 l C 

0.00 
0 

l O. l 0 
5 I O 3() 

.\!\! 

14 . 
2,870 

-:::;;:-:·.-; 

lE:14:Sc 

DET.½IL PAGE: :::~ 

O'I HSR ·:'OTi\L COST UNIT 

0. ~\.: 

C.00 
G 

0.00 
0 

0. 0() 

U.00 
C 

00 
0 

5. 34 
l, 0 68 

8. 75 
1,751 

-l . 99 
3 / 995 

12. 09 
9,673 

7. 2(; 

l, 4 41 

l 7 . 20 
3,441 

5. 3 ~ 

8.75 

-l. 9 9 

12.09 

1 7. 2() 

IJ: fEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~. 
DETAILED ESTI!-:ATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En._ ~ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT fLDWY3: DALLAS f'._ __ v1•J.-:J..Y EXTSNSION LPP 

WITH COMTINGSNCISS 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QIJ.ll,NTY UOH CREW ID 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

L CIV A2 (02112 8003 ~ Demo Pipe 21'' to 24'' Dia 
Se\-;erhiater Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02464 1006 > 24''(6lcm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 

220.00 LF x:,:PLA 

Truss Type 220. 00 LF XXPLS 

02 03.18.15 01_023. LAMAR (STA 106+00) 15" SS 

02000 0000 Site 17ork 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer f. Water Pipe Removal No Excavation, WI 

02000 0000 Site ~ork 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plc1stic Pipe 
024 64 1000 Drainage Pipe 

02_03.18.15 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selecti,;e Demolition 

~ CIV A2 <02112 8002 ► Demo Pipe 15" to 18'' Dia 
S=r/htecPi~ 

S MIL A2 <02464 1006 > 15"(38cmJ ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 

01_024. LAMP.R (STA 117+00) 48" SS 

02112 8000 Sewer £. \'later Pipe Removal No E:~:cavation, W/ 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

L CIV A2 <02112 8004 > Demo Pipe 27" to 48'' Dia 
Sewer /i1ater Pipe 

8 MIL l-.2 <0246.; 1006 > 48" (122cm) _;55 Plastic Drain ?ip 

iS0.00 LE' :,::,:?LA 

150.00 LF :•:XPLB 

300.00 LF :-:XPLA 

Truss Type 300.00 Lt' :-::-:PL3 

:.,,\BO?- £QU:F '.-'~~DC95 ' ... ,.,,:,~: ;:u:.r....:..Rs 

L."'.80R EQUI?M~!T M.:::.Tt:Rl..:S.L 

l O. 4 5 
2 / 2 99 

4.58 
1, 007 

6.97 
l, 04 6 

3. 19 
479 

22.27 
6, 68 0 

9. 51 
2 / 2 s 3 

4.SS 
l, 000 

l. 59 
350 

3.03 
4 55 

1. 11 
16 7 

9.69 
2,906 

3. J l 
99} 

O.OG 

3 0. f() 

6,732 

. 00 
0 

2l. 55 
3,233 

G.CU 

6~ . 0G 
l 9, :::cu 

16:14:5.~ 

DETAIL PP.GE: 3C 

OTfiER TOTAL COST UtlIT 

D 

u. 00 
0 

o.on 
0 

0.00 
0 

0. cJC 
C, 

0.00 
I) 

15.00 
3,299 

36. 77 
8,089 

10.00 
l, 500 

:::s. 85 
3,878 

31. 95 
9,586 

"76. 82 
23,046 

15.; ,, 

36. -., .. 

l O O:J 

25. t', :-, 

. 95 

7 6. 8 ~-

fEDC9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMJUE 

PROJECT fLDiH3: DALLAS fL...,~. ,·;AY E:>'.TE:NSION LP? 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02 03.18.15 ·Jl 025. LAMAR (S?A 25+00) 54" SD 

02000 0000 Site \'iork 
02110 0000 Demolitio.1 

02112 0000 Selective Demolitior: 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

USR A2 <02112 000i > Demo 54" Cone Pipe 

02452 0000 Reinforced Concrete Pipe 
02452 1000 Reinforced Cone. Pipe Class 3 Without Gaskets 

02452 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

8 MIL A2 <02452 1009 > 54" (137cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02 03.:.8.15 01 026. LAMAR {STA 47+00) 48" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 OOOJ Demolition 

02:12 OJOO Selective Demolition 

OSR A2 <02112 0001 > Demo 4.8" Cone Pipe 

3 MIL A2 <02452 1008 > 48''(122cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02_03.18.15 01_027. LAMJ.i.R (STA 77+50) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02452 1000 Reinforced Cone. Pipe Class 3 Without Gaskets 

02452 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

USR A2 <02452 1004 24." (61cm) Dia Cl IL:: Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02 03.18.15 01 028. LAMAR (STP. 77+50} 30" SD 

02000 0000 Site l'lo::k 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Dernolitior: 
02452 1000 Reinforced Cone. Pipe Class 3 Without Gaskets 

02452 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

3 MIL A2 02452 1005 30''(16c~l Dia Cl ::: Cone ?ipe 
Reinforced withe:;:· GctsLe-ts 

QUANTY UOM CRE:W ID 

150.00 Lf UOEHC 

150.00 LF UOEHC 

200.00 Lf UOEHC 

200. 00 LF UOEHC 

450. 00 Lf :,:TBCB 

l 50. GO Lr' UOE!iC 

r,;:,BOR ID: C?"i•iTt:>: f;QU:? ID: tt::DC95 Currency DOLL.~,RS 

L.r..BOR EQUi?MNT MATSRF,:, 

28.SO 
4,275 

37. 60 
5,640 

2 4 • 8 8 
4, 97 6 

36.90 
7, 37 9 

-l. 75 
2, 13 6 

19 
. , s:: 9 

10.02 
l, 502 

13. 21 
l, 982 

8.74 
1,749 

12.97 
2,593 

,.37 
l, %6 

'L S-3 

s j"' 

.OG 

" 

77.00 
ll,550 

0. oc, 

67 . 35 
13, •170 

19.-h 
8, 88 S 

.(:< 

~' J. ~ •,; 

C:-i.~:i: 

~6:14:58 

DST.;IL ?AGE 31 

OTHER TOT.;L COST UNIT 

.00 

0 00 
0 

O. 00 
u 

0.00 
0 

!J.00 
D 

3 8. S l 
S, 77 7 

L'7.81 

38. 

19,172 127.81 

3 3. 62 
6,725 

117.21 

33.6: 

23,442 111.21 

28.87 
12,990 

. 38 
6,206 

28. 81 

~ l . 3 3 

FEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En<:. .. ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD{/'!3: D.l'.i,.LLAS FLv-.,, .. !\'iAY s:-.:TENSION L?? 
WITii CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocatio:1s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.15 01 029. LAMAR (ST.C.. 77+-50) 60" SD 

02000 0000 Site ,,1orJ.: 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02452 1000 Reinforced Co::.c. Pipe Class 3 \•/ithout Gaskets 

02452 lOOO Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02452 1009 60" (152cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02_03.18.15 01~032. LAMAR LEVEE {STA 119+-00J 66" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer & Water Pipe Removal No E:-:cavation, W/ 

L CIV A2 <02112 8004 > Demo Cone Pipe > 36" 

QUANTY UOM CRE\'i ID 

2050.00 LF VOEHC 

Sewer/>','ater Pipe, No E:{cavation 1200.00 LF :,::\PLA 

8 MIL A2 <02452 1011 > 66''(168cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 1200. 00 LF UOEHC 

02_03.18.15 01_033. LAMAR (STA 27+00) 12" SD 

02000 0000 Site \\'Ork 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 
02112 8000 Sewer & l1ater Pipe Removal No E:-:cavation, W/ 

L CIV A2 <02112 8001 > Demo Pipe to 12'' Dia 
Water/Sewer Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02452 1001 > 12" (31cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gas}:ets 

02_03.18.15 01_035. CADILLAC (STA 66+-00) 10" SS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

B OSR A2 <02464 1004 > 10''(25cm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 
Truss Type 

150.00 LF X::PLA. 

150.00 LF CODEK 

950.00 LF :-:T3C.:l. 

L,\P,G:=; -.:-:·::::: E-'.y;;? ~i.-TC95 Ccl:-rer:c·:,' in D0Ll..AhS 

LP.SOR SQUIPHNT :-li".T2RI."'L 

5 7 . 2 4 
117,341 

39.27 
n, i:;::4 

61. 29 
73,552 

5.00 
75G 

2.38 
357 

2.88 
: , 7 36 

20. l l 
41,235 

17. 09 
20,503 

2 i. . 5~ 
25,s.;s 

.18 
32 6 

0.41 
60 

: 3 
;)27 

HD .OCi 
207,050 

o.oc 
0 

lL'. 20 
135,360 

0.00 

l ~ . 3 J 
2, l 53 

(;::, 

.C:., 7 93 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 3.; 

OTHER TOTML COST lJ:-lIT 

0.00 
(, 

0 OU 
0 

0. ;}(; 

o.uu 
" 

0.DO 
0 

G. JO 

178.35 
365,626 i78.3) 

56. 3 6 
6 7 ,628 56.36 

}95.63 
234,760 195.63 

7. 18 
l, 07 6 

l 7. 14 
2,572 

10.06 
9, 5 60 

7. 18 

17.H 

l Q (),:, 

l:'EDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En, .i.ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT fLDl·rf3: DALLAS FLvvUl'lA Y EZTENS ION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.13.15 01 036. CADILLP-.C (STJ\. 66+00) 24" SD 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic ?ipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

02q52 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

USR A2 <02452 1004 > 24"(6lcm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02 03.18.15 01_037. CADILLAC (STA 75+80) 12" SS 

02000 0000 Site \'/ork 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
02464 1000 Drainage Pipe 

B MIL A2 <02464 1005 > 12''(31cm) ABS Plastic Drain Pipe 

QUANTY UOt~ CREW ID 

450.00 Lt XTBCB 

Truss Type 200. 00 Lf :-::<'.PLB 

02 03.18.15 01_038. LAMAR {STA 77+50) 42'' SD 

02000 0000 S:te \·:ork 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

0246~ 0000 Plastic Pipe 
0246~ 1000 Drainage Pipe 

02~52 1000 Reinforced Class III Concrete Pipe 

USR A2 <02452 1007 42''{106cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

02_03.18.15 03. Valves/Gates (incl Cone Risers) 

02 03.18.15 03_001. CAD (STA 94) 15" GATE VALVE: 

02000 0000 Site /lorl: 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02555 0000 Water Distribution Lines 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Bozes 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 OCOO Concrete Reinforcement 

03Z10 0000 Reinforci:lg Steel 

B MIL ;n,2 <02555 3007 > 15"(38cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Includes Box 

03210 2000 Beams, Colc::-::-:s And Wall.s 
032:0 ~aoa 3asic Cose rce~s 

950. 00 Lf XTBCB 

1. 00 E:A :-'.XPLB 

LABOR lD: c~·;•;T::::-: EQU:P :D: fE;JC95 Currency in Jo:,1,;;.RS 

LABOR EQUI?t·'.i-1T M.:,r:::RI..'.-.L 

4 • 7 5 
2,136 

5.19 
l, 0 J 8 

l 7. 99 
17,090 

302.27 
30:Z 

. 3 7 
l, 966 

1.81 
3 61 

16.SS 
15, 7.'.: 6 

105.20 
105 

19.75 
8,888 

7.CO 
1, ~ C 0 

56. 30 
S3,425 

S l 5. OD 
21 S 

CR:~·_.; 

16:14:58 

DE:Tt'.IL PAGE ]] 

OTii:::R TOT . .::..i, COST U!1l.T 

0.00 

n o,J 
<J 

0. 
0 

u.oc 
u 

:rn. s7 
l::',990 

14. 00 
2,800 

90. 84 
86,300 

1222.46 

28. 8"' 

14 . 00 

90.84 

1,222 1222.46 

FEDC9; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Ser'✓ ice Automated Cost Ent,, ~ng System (TR.n.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETJnLED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD\'JY3; D.n.LL.l:\.S FLvvui'/AY EXTENSION LPP 
~/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03, Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

L tHL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clrnn,l-lall,#3-#6 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal 1,1eight Structural Concrete 

lJSR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(VALVE TOWER) 

02 03.18.15 03 002. CAO (ST.I:\. 102) 8" GATE VALVE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02555 0000 /"later Distribution Lines 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Boxes 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-in-Place Concrete 

B MIL A2 <02555 3003 > 8" (21cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Includes Box 

MIL A2 <03210 2001 Gr 50 Resteel, Bm, Clmn, Wall, 0-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE (GATE VALVE RISER) 

02_03.18.15 03_003. CAD (STA 112) 10" GATE V.J'.l.LVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 
02555 3000 Cast Ir-on Gate Valves With Boxes 

B MIL A2 <02555 3004 > 10"(25cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Incl ucies Bo;,; 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

USR A2 <033ll 0001 ;., CONCRETE(G;..TE V,\LVE RISSR) 

QlJ.½.NTY UOM CREW ID 

3100.00 LB S!WRC 

15.50 C'! SH/RC 

1 . 00 E.n. :,.::,; PL."". 

2000. 00 LB SII\RC 

12.60 CY SIWRC 

1 . 00 EA i-'.ZPLB 

2055. 00 LB SII-J'RC 

13. 70 CY SH-iRC 

LAS0f{ ~TD:;~, l L' r ts::~,..:::,' DOL: ,:,.;:;s 

LABOR EQUIPMNT HMTSRIAL 

0.20 
620 

241.26 
3,739 

132. 5Z 
133 

0.20 
400 

241.26 
3 I 04 0 

255,97 
256 

0. zo 
411 

241. 03 
3, 3 O'.:' 

0.00 
8 

3 05 

57.66 
58 

0.00 
s 

3.05 
38 

89. 08 
89 

0.00 
5 

3. 0 5 

0.25 
'75 

128.15 
1, 986 

3 so. o,J 
380 

o.:s 
500 

~ 28. 15 
1, 6 i 5 

690.00 
600 

0. ~':'.. 
51 

l '.:'S. l 5 
; S6 

16:14:58 

D::TAIL PAGE 3; 

OTHER TOTAL COST Ut·!lT 

C ()0 
G 

0.00 
0 

O.uu 

G.00 
0 

0.CJC 
u 

(J. GO 
() 

c.co 
0 

G.CO 

0. 4 5 
l, 4 03 

372. 4 6 

0. ·i S 

5,773 372. 46 

570.17 
570 570.17 

0. 4 5 
905 

372,46 

0. 4) 

4,693 372.46 

1035.05 
1,035 1035.US 

0. ~ 5 
930 

372.23 

G.~:, 

5,100 372.:::i:1 

!:'£DC9::. 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DEH\.ILED ESTIM.l'l,TE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System {TRACES) 
PR0JSCT FLDWY3: DP..LLAS E,,.,,..._,..,1~A'f EZTENSION LP? 

iHTH C0N':.'INGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.15 03 005. CAD (STA 34) 15" GrlTE VALVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 '.1or-mal Weight Strnct: . .iral Concrete 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Boxes 

3 MIL A2 <02555 3007 > 15"{38cm) Cast Iron Gate Val,,e 
Includes Bo:-: 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE VALVE RISER} 

02 03.18.15 03 006. CAD (STA 81) 12" GATE VALVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cas:-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 
02555 3000 Cast :ron Gate Valves With Boxes 

B MIL P..2 <02555 3005 > 12"(3lcm) Cast !ron Gate Valve 

QUANTY UOtl: CREW ID 

1.00 EA :-::•:?LB 

3100.00 LB SI'tiRC 

15.50 CY SIWRC 

Includes Bo:-: 1.00 EA f::<PLB 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE VALVE RISSR) 

02 03 .18 .15 03 007. CAO (STA 43) 12" GATE VALVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Bozes 

B MIL A2 <02555 3005 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 

12''(31cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Includes Bo:•: 

Gr 50 Resteel,B:n,Clmn,Wall,O-#6 

USR ;.,2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE (G1\';'E VJ-.LVS RISER; 

2820.00 LB SIWRC 

14 .10 CY S11-IRC 

i.00 EA :;::,:?LB 

3520.00 LS SIWRC 

:7.60 CY SH/RC 

LI-.BOR J J: ~'.';;_}!_, :J: fEDC95 Ci..:rce:-',C:,' ir. DO;"_.:-,RS 

LABOR E:QUIPMNT MP,E!\:.;L 

373.49 
3 7 3 

0. :20 
620 

241.03 
3,736 

300.00 
300 

0.21 
586 

241.03 
3, 3 99 

300.00 
300 

0.21 
737. 

241.03 
.j I 24 2 

129.98 
130 

0.00 
8 

3.05 
47 

104.41 
l 04 

0.00 

3.05 
43 

l 04 . .J 1 
104 

0.00 
9 

. OS 
s~ 

l 000. 01; 
l, 00 (i 

0.:25 
71 5 

128.15 
l, 98 6 

800.0C 
80C 

0.25 
705 

12 8. : 5 
1, S 07 

SOU.VG 
soc 

'.) . .;.~ 

830 

~ 2 3. 1 S 
,, ') ~' 
- I .'.. ~ J 

16:14:58 

DE:TP•.IL PAGE 3 5 

OTHER TO'TAL COST UNIT 

O.OG 
0 

0.00 
0 

a.co 
0 

0. (!(i 
0 

0.00 
G 

0.00 

0.00 
0 

C. G'G 
G 

CJ. 0;) 

0 

:>,'; 

1503 . .J.7 
l, 503 1503. 

0. 4 5 
l, 4 03 o.~s 

372.23 
5 I 7 7 0 3: 2 "1 

120.J .41 
l,204 1204.41 

0. 4 6 
1,299 0.-16 

37:.'..23 

5,2~8 31:::.2; 

1204.41 
1,204 1204.4! 

0. 4 6 
l, 621 

3'.' 2. 2 3 

O.H, 

6,551 372.23 

fSDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Sen,ice Au:o:nated Cost En,~ _r:g System \TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9c 
DE:TAILED SSTIMATE 

PROJECT t'LDWY3: DALLAS fLvv:.,tiAY D:ENS ION LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocatior.s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.15 03 008. CF-.D (STA 26) 10" G."\.TE VALVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Co~crete 

03311 0000 Normal l·leigllt Structural Cor:crete 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Bo:•:es 

B MIL A2 <02555 3004 > 10''{25cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Includes Box 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,BJT,,Clmn,\•Jall,#3-ii6 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE VA~VE RISER) 

02_03.18.15 03_011. CAD (STA 112) 24":•:24" FL."\.P GATE 

02000 0000 Site \•,'od: 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0001 > 24":-:24" FLAP GATE 

USR .".2 <02520 0002 24 ":•:24" SLUICE GP.TE P..ND HOIST 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,n-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ...:03311 0001 ,, CONCRETE(G.t,TE: TOWE:Rj 

02 03.13.15 03 012. CAD (STA 111) 72" f!..P1P GP..TE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drai~age 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

USR A2 C.:02520 0001 > 72" r~u;p GATE 

USR ~~ c.:02520 0002 72" SLUICE c.:,.TE AnD t!OIST 

QUANTY uo:1 CREW ID 

1 . 00 EA :-::-: PL3 

3320.00 LB SIWRC 

16.60 CY srnRC 

. 00 EA 

1.00 EA 

3060.00 LB SI\•/RC 

i3.70CY SIWRC 

1. 00 EA 

! . OD EA 

L.:=..BCJR ID: ::>:YJ IP FSSC9S Cur re ·,er in COLL,=•.RS 

LABOR EQU I ?t1l·!T M.t'.l'ERL::'..L 

256.04 
256 

0.21 
690 

2'1.03 
4, 00 l 

335.00 
835 

1675.00 
l, 6 7 5 

0. :::o 
612 

2H. 03 
3 I 302 

2515.00 
2, 5 l 5 

:,025.00 
5 / ,)=• s 

8 9. 11 
89 

0 00 
9 

3.05 
51 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0 00 
8 

3.05 
C 

.00 
0 

r;o 

690.UG 
6 9,) 

o.:s 
830 

128.15 
2, 127 

1675.00 
i,67:: 

3350. 0() 
3 I 350 

0. ;:'5 

765 

123.15 
l, 7 56 

:)G2S. 
5, ;;:::::, 

'.';:). 

: Cl, 

DETr",IL 

16:14:SS 

PF-.GE ,, 
"' 

OTHER TOT.r...L COST UN1T 

.GO 
0 

.00 

0.00 
0 

0. 'ji) 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

1). UG 

.00 

,:;_ 

1035.15 
1,035 1035.iS 

0. 4 6 
l, 529 

372.23 

0. -lb 

6,179 372.:'3 

2510.00 
2,5i0 2510.1:iG 

5025.00 
5,025 5025.00 

0.45 
l, 385 

372.23 

0. 'i 5 

5,100 372.23 

75'!0.00 
7,540 75~0.00 

15075.00 
: S, 07 5 ::,rp<., 

:;:o:; ID: fEDC9'., 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TR.b.CES) 
PROJECT FLDl'i'f3: DhLL/'.l.S FLVutJ\~AY E1/.TENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

L ti.IL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Sm,Clmn,l'/all,#3-#6 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

0331l oooc Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE TOl1ER) 

02_03.18.15 03_017. CAD (ST.<\. 62) 8" AIR RELEASE VALV 

15000 0000 Mechanical 
15050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 

15102 0000 Flap .n.nd flush Valves 
15102 1000 Cast Iron Body - Flanged 

B CIV A2 <15102 1003 > 8" CI, Flange Flap & Flush Valve 

02 03.18.15 03 018. CAD (STA 43+50) 6" COMBO AIR REL 

15000 OOOG Mecha ical 
15050 0000 Bas c Materials And Methods 

15102 0000 F ap And Flush Valves 
15102 1000 Cast Iron Body - Flanged 

S CIV A2 <15102 i002 > 6" C, Flange flap 

02 03.18.15 03 019, CAD (STA 26) 8" COMBO AIR RELEAS 

15000 0000 Mechanical 
15050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 

15102 0000 Flap And Flush Valves 
15102 1000 Cast Iron Body - Flanged 

flush Valve 

B CIV A2 <15102 1003 > 8'' CI, Flange Flap & Flush Valve 
COMBO AIR RELEASE VALVE 

02 03.18.15 03 021. LAMAR {ST.C\. 70) 12" SLUICE GATE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

USR ~2 · 02520 0002 SLUICE G.;TE '/ALVE 

QUANTY UOM CRE\'i ID 

,J800.00 LS SIWRC 

24.00 CY snmc 

. 00 SA MPLUJ 

1. 00 EA MPLUJ 

1, 00 EA M?LUJ 

1.00 E . .:.. Sl\'iRC 

L:'.:.30R ; D: EQU E· IL:: t~EX:9 5 Currenc:/ in COL:.-.~,Rs 

LABOR EQU I PMNT H.l'..TERIA~, 

0.20 
960 

241.03 
5, 7 85 

138.00 
188 

1.26.66 
127 

i87.88 
18 8 

-i09. 
.\(;9 

0.00 
12 

3.05 
73 

. 61 
s 

3. : 0 
3 

. 61 
5 

: 3 

0.25 
i, 200 

128. 
3,0"!6 

380.00 
38 0 

258.00 
258 

380.CiiJ 
38',; 

s.:,,:: 

16:14:SS 

DET.;IL PAGE 3"' 

OTiiE.R TOTAL COST UNIT 

O.vu 

0.00 

0 co 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
Q 

;_,,,j 

0. 4 5 
2 I 172 0 . .;) 

372.23 
8, 93 4 372.2:J 

572.61 
573 572. 61 

387.76 
388 387. 7(; 

572. 48 
572 572. H, 

l~H. 58 
i,215 1214.58 

r_:rn ID: !:'r'.DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng. ,lg System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLF-.S FU..1v:.,>·1A. Y £:{TENSION LP!? 

i-iITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocaticr:s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

L MIL ./J..2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,ii3-~6 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal i-ieight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE RISER} 

02 03.18.15 03 022. LAMAR (STA 90) 24" SLUICE GATE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drair:s 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR .~2 <02520 0002 > 24" SLUICE GF-.TE V.ll,.LVE 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

03311 OOOC: Normal \-/eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE RISER) 

02 03.18.15 03 023. Lfu\.JAR (STA 106) 15" SLUICE G.~TE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 15" SLUICE GATE VALVE 

MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,\-iall,#3-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

JSR A2 <03311 COOl CONCRETE (G;..TE RISER) 

QUANTY UOM CREI•/ ID 

35:J.0.00 LB SIWRC 

17.70 CY SIWRC 

1. 00 E;, SrnRC 

35;0.oo LB SIWRC 

70 CY Sl'riRC 

1.00 EA SHiRC 

3440.00 LB SIWRC 

17.2:J CY SIWRC 

LJ-.BO:-\ I J: Df;•;TL·. EQU:? ID: FEDC95 C:Jrrenc/ DOLLARS 

LABOR EQUl?:---:~n :<.½TER:AL 

0.20 
703 

250.48 
4,434 

2159.29 
2 I 159 

0 "" .-',\) 

708 

2 so.~ 8 
4, D4 

513.51 
514 

0.20 
688 

_;_-SC,. 4 S 
.; , 3DS 

0.00 
9 

3. l 7 
56 

27.31 
27 

0.00 
9 

3.17 
56 

6.50 
6 

0.00 
9 

:1. 
5~ 

0.2S 
835 

l28.15 
2,268 

4210.00 
", 1 .C _:. V 

0. 25 
885 

1.28.15 
2,268 

1000.00 
l, 000 

o.:::s 
860 

: s 
:::, >J•l 

_,;,:::·.-, 

,6: H.: SS 

DETAIL PAGE 33 

OTHER ·;·o;';,L COST Ut-::T 

0.0D 
G 

0.00 
0 

.00 
iJ 

G.:JC 
0 

00 
iJ 

o. o,J 
0 

0.00 
0 

0. 45 
:. / 602 0. 4 5 

381.80 
6,758 381.BG 

6396.60 
6,397 6396.60 

0. 4 5 
l, 602 

381.80 

0. 4 5 

6,758 381.80 

1520.00 
1,520 1520.00 

0. 4 5 
l, 55 7 0. ~ 5 

381.80 
G, 567 381 

·:t-;; :D: FE:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service .'".uto:nated Cost Eng :"tg System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FL0,,~r1AY EXTENSIQt,i LPP 

i'iITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02_03.18.15_ 03_024. LAMAR (STA 117 48" SLUICE Gli.TE 

02000 0000 Site Wod: 
02500 0000 Site Drai"age 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 48" SLUICE GATE VALVE 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,i!-3-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR ;D..2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(Gf'.TE RISER} 

02_03.18.15 03_025. LAMAR (STA 25) 54" SLUICE/FLAP 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 OOOC Site Drainage 

02528 OCOO Storm ~rains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-I~-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 54" SLUICE GATE VP.LVE 6 FLAP GAT 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,\,'all,#3-#6 

03311 0000 Normal 1-leight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GP.TE RISER) 

02_03.18.15 03_026. LAMAR (STA 47) 48" SLUICE/FLAP 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 48" S~.!JICE G;::.TE VALVE 

USR ~~ O~S~G 0003 FL;:._;: ;:, 

QUAt~TY UOM CREW ID 

.00 EA SIWRC 

10600 LB SIWRC 

53.00 CY SIWRC 

1.00 EA SI\'iRC 

2340.00 LS SI\-IRC 

11. 70 CY Sl\'1RC 

1 . 00 EJ.. S HiRC 

).OG s.::.. SI\'iRC 

:,r.;.cp f::(\ i-'ESC9S Cur:recc,: .. ; DO:.L.::._;<.S 

LABOR EQUl?:•ltH M.D..'f'ERU,L 

3433.94 
3 I 4 34 

0.20 
C, 120 

2,11.03 
12,775 

5607. 94 
S, 608 

0. 2 ~ 
486 

241.03 
2, 820 

3302. 98 
3,303 

'. 6 :,-:J ... f,. 
l,dl 

43. 44 
43 

0.00 
00 

" ' 

3.05 
162 

7 0. 9.] 
; l 

0. C-0 
6 

3.05 
36 

.; l . 7 B 

~:0. 63 

6100.0G 
6, 700 

0.25 
2,650 

128.15 
6, 7 92 

11300.00 
11,300 

o. 2$ 

53 S 

12s.:s 
1, .j 99 

6 7 ,cc. re, 
£, /;.i() 

:l, 3:;e:; 

.:·t{:,_·,.; : :; : 

i6:l4:58 

DETKIL PAGE 3 9 

om :::R TOT.::.. L cos T UNIT 

0.00 

" 
.00 

0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

(!. oc., 
() 

0.00 
0 

:)d 

l0l7"i.37 
10,177 

0. 45 
4, 7 97 

372.23 

101 . ., 7 

0. ,j ~ 

19,728 372.23 

1697$.88 
16,979 

0. 4 6 
1, 07 8 

372.23 
4, 3 55 

:GC~~.76 
; 0, 04 5 

SJOl.39 

16979 

0 . .; 6 

312.n 

1004j 

5,001 5001.39 

·::'3 :D: fEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ,19 System {TRP-.CES) 
Eff. Date 4/02/% PROJECT fLDl'iY3: DALLAS fLt.,..,_,,,AY £:·:TENSION LP? 
DETAILED ES IMP..TE: WITH CONTINGENCES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, StructLJre 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr SC Resteel,Bra,Cl~n,Wall,#3-#6 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \,'eight Stn:ctural Concrete 

USR P..2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE RISER) 

02_03.18.15_ 03_029. L.rl.MAR (STA 77+50) 60" SLUICE/fLP 

02000 0000 Site i"lork 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0800 Cor.crete 
03300 OOOC Cast-in-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 60" SLUICE GATE VALVE & FLA? GAT 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-~6 

03311 0000 t~ormal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GlHE RISER) 

02_03.18.15_ 03_030. LJ..Ml,R (STA 24+60) 8' SLUICE GATE 

02000 0000 Site WorY. 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 8'z7' SLUICE: GATE 

~ MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,8m,Clmn,\1all,#3-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 CONCRETE \GATE RISER; 

QUAN TY UOM CREW ID 

2340.00 LB SH\'RC 

11. 70 CY SI\'IRC 

1.00 EA SrnRC 

7400.00 LB SIWRC 

37.00CY SH/RC 

l. 00 EA SIWRC 

11900 LB SHiRC 

')9.40 CY SH/RC 

LABOK : ) : ::,~-n~::: ~:<,.> '. ,, r:::;cgs Currenc;: : : X): :.,_.:..KS 

LABOR EQVIPMNT H.'-'.TER!,'..:.. 

0.21 
486 

2 so. 4 8 
2 t 9 31 

6186.54 
6, 187 

0.21 
1, 538 

241.03 
8, 918 

l-i35.SS 
l, 4 3 6 

0.20 
2,380 

Z41.03 
14, 3l"i 

O.OG 
6 

3. l 7 
37 

v. 
SB S 

128. lc 
:i. I 4 99 

78.25 12555.00 
78 

0 GO 
19 

3.05 
ll 3 

18. 16 
18 

0.00 
JG 

3. 
l 8: 

12,555 

0. 2::, 
1, 8 so 

128.15 
4,742 

43·10.00 
4,370 

0.25 
2, 9·; 5 

l::: 8. : S 
: t 6: ;: 

,:?,: 

:6:14:58 

DETT-,IL PAGE 40 

OTt!ER TOTAL COST UNIT 

:.:: . uu 

0. CG 
0 

0.00 
0 

C.00 
v 

0.00 
G 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

. oc 
C 

0. 4 6 
l, 07 8 

381.80 

0. ·i 6 

<J,467 381.00 

18819. ·19 
18,820 

0.46 
3 I 4 08 

1882() 

0.Hi 

372. 23 
13,773 372. 

5823. 71 
5,824 5823.71 

0. 4 S 
5 / 38 5 0 4:., 

372.23 
22,111 372.2J 

:;i-•/~ '.J: FSDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLD\'/Y3: DALLAS 1:Lv •. ,.,AY EZTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.18.15 03 031. LP.MAR (STA 134) 7';,:7' BoX CULV 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Jrainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 7'x7' SLUICE GATE 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,\,'all,#3-116 

03311 0000 Normal i1eight Structural Concrete 

USR P..2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE{Gtl.TE RISER) 

02_03.18.15 03_032. LAMAR LEVEE (STJl. 119) 66" SLUICE 

02000 0000 Site ~ork 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <02520 0002 > 66" SLUICE GATE VP..LVE 

USR A2 <02520 0003 > 66" fLAP VALVE 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,i-/all,#3-#6 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 CONCRETE(GATE RISER) 

02 03.18.15 03 033. LAMAR (STA 27) 12" SLUICE GJ,TE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

0252:J 0000 Stor:r, Drains 

USR A: ~02520 0002 L::" SLU~CE GP.TE vr.L'..'E & ~LI,t-' G.:,,.T 

QUANTY UOM CRF.:\1 ID 

.00 EA SIWRC 

l:!.900 LB SIWRC 

59.40 CY SIWRC 

l. 00 EA 

l. 00 EA 

9240.00 LB SH/RC 

46.20 CY SI\'/RC 

1.00 EP. SIWRC 

L.:..30R .)~ ;; ~;,i'jif-, ID: FE:DC9S C.,;rrency DQ'..,L..;RS 

LABOR EQUIPMNT 1·'.ATS?IAL 

1350.96 
l, 3 S l 

0.20 
:::: t 3 8 0 

:;:41 . 0 3 
l4,3i7 

~610.00 
4, 6 l 0 

2305.00 
2,305 

o.,o 
i, 84 8 

24 l. 03 
11,136 

411.56 
n2 

17.09 
11 

0 00 
30 

3.05 
13 l 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
23 

3.05 
Hl 

0. 

5 

·:300. 00 
4, 30( 

0. :25 
2 I 97 5 

128. l 5 
7,612 

9210.0G 
9, 2 l 0 

9605. UC 
9, 6C1 5 

0. 25 
2, 3: C 

l ::3. 
S, 92: 

300. G'J 

i6:l4:S2 

DETAIL PP,GE 4 1 

OTHER TOT.~.L COST UNIT 

u.GO 
n 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

G 00 

0.00 
0 

C.OCi 
0 

Sj. ;)C 

C 

:;,.::< 

5668.0S 
s, 668 5668. 05 

0. 4 S 
5, 38 5 

372.23 

0 .. C. 

22,111 372.23 

13820.00 
J.3,820 

11910.00 
ll, 910 

0. 4 S 
4, 181 

3 ·; 2. 2 3 

13820 

119 l 0 

0. 4:;. 

17,197 372.23 

1216. 7 7 
1,217 1216. 7"i 

.. ,. ft:DC':15 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Se::.-vice Automated Cost Sng. ng System \TR.';CSS) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLUv'-'1·iA :' Et:TENS ION LP? 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QIJAKTY UOM CRE\'i ID 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 ~ Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 
2340.00 LB SIWRC 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 normal \'/eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ,03311 0001 > CONCRETE(GATE RISER) 
ll. 70 CY SIWRC 

02 03.18.15 03_034. CAD (STA 66+00) 10" GATE VALVS 

02000 0000 Site ~iork 
02550 0000 Site Utilities 

02555 0000 Water Distribution Lines 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Boxes 

B MIL A2 ,02555 3004 10"{25cm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
Includes Box . 00 E.<\. XXPLB 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,l'iall,#3-#6 
2055.00 LB SIWRC 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \~eight Structural Concrete 

USR P..2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE (GATE Vfl.LVE RISER) 
13.70CY SH/RC 

02~03.18.15 03 035. CAD (STA 75+80) . ...,,, GATE VALVE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 
02555 3000 Cast Iron Gate Valves With Boxes 

B MIL A2 <02555 300S > 12"(3lcm) Cast Iron Gate Valve 
IncL:des Bo:~ 1. 00 EA :,::,:PLB 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,5m,Clmn,i'iall,#3-#6 
2820.00 LB Sii'iRC 

USR t.7 <03311 0001 ":.- CONCRSTS(GATS VALVE RISER} 
14.10 CY SIWRC 

:i..ABOR ID: or--.-;~·::::,: sm;:p FECC95 '-'-'rrenc/ DOL:..1,RS 

J.6:14:58 

DET.:,rL PAGE 

L.n.BQR EQUI PMNT M.;::.,TERii·.L OTHER TOT,;L COST Ui'llT 

0.21 0.00 o.:5 0. 0() 0. 4 6 
486 6 58S 1,078 0. 4 6 

2' l. 03 3.05 ; 28. l 5 0() 372. 23 
2,820 36 1,499 0 4, 355 3':2.23 

255.97 89.08 690.GC 0.00 1035.0.:> 
2S6 89 690 0 1,035 1035.05 

0.20 0.00 C.25 0.00 0, 4 S 
n 1 5 514 n 930 0. ,i ';, 

::.:41.03 3.05 1"''"' ~ .:- tJ. 0. :JO 3"/ 2. 2 3 
3,302 42 1, 7 56 0 S, l 00 372. 

300.00 10~. '11 800.0Q 0.00 1204 .41 
300 ~ 04 8(1(: " l,204 1204.41 

0.2l 0.0C :J. 0. 4 6 
586 ·; 0 S 1,299 O.H, 

241.03 3.VS l :' 0. ~ S 0. 00 372 . .23 
3, 39 9 l, 307 () S,248 3;2. 

ft_:~;C::15 



Sat 16 Jan :999 Tri-Ser 1;ice Automated Cost En 1~g System (TRf\CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9 □ 

DETAILE:D ESTIMATE 
PROJECT FLD\'.'Y3: D,l.LL;.s FLvUD'ii.½Y £;\TENSION LPP 

WIT!-: CONTrnGENC!ES 
C2. Relocaticns 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

02 03.18.16. Electrical 

02 03.18.16 99A. ELECTRICAL TOr'iER- 138 KV 

03000 0000 Concrete 

USR A2 <16000 0001 > ELECTRICAL TOWER 

02 03.18.16 99B. FIBER OPTICS - CADILLAC HTS 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16700 0000 Communications 

16795 0000 Fiber Optics Cable And Accessories For Data 
16795 1000 Fiber Optic Cable 62.5 Microns 

16795 1000 Basic Cost Items 

3 l•;!L EL '16795 1003 :, fib Optic Outdoor Aerial/Duct Ca 
ASSUME Direct Burial 

'": 03.18.16 99C. FIBER OPTICS - LAMAR LEVEE 

16000 0000 E:ectric~l 
167CO 0000 Co:::::<:J:·:'.cations 

:5·795 ~,OCC :''iber Optics Cable And .".ccessories For Data 
l679S lC00 Fiber Optic Cable 62.5 Microns 

16795 1000 Basic Cost Items 

B MIL EL <16795 1003 ,, Fib Optic Outdoor J..erial/Duct Ca. 

QUANTY lJOM CREi•/ ID 

. 00 LS 

100.00 LF EELEB 

ASSUME Direct Burial 100. 00 Lf EELS3 

02 03.18.16 99D. C.½D (STA 97+50} 8" SS DEMO ?I?E 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02221 0000 Trenching, Saci:filling, And Compaction 
02221 lOOO Trenching A.:.d Continuous Footing E:•:cavation 

02221 1600 By Hydradic Ezcav. - 2 Cy 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02450 0000 Utility Pipelines 

02464 0000 Plastic Pipe 
0246~ 1000 Drainage Pipe 

L MIL P.2 <02221 1602 > Trench, 2 CY Hyd E :cav, Med Soil 
192 CY/Hr (147M3) 

USR < O:>; 64 l 003 8" (2lcrr:j DE~O SS 

Tr:JSS T; pe 

70. 00 CY CODET 

lDO. 00 LF ··:T:lC,':. 

LABOR ~::-:: ~f'>',iT:-: EQU!? ID: fEDC95 Currer,c:,: in DOLL.:..Rs 

16:14:58 

DE:T;:,rr, PAGE .] 3 

LP,.30R EQUIPM11: l':ATERihL OT!-!SR TOT/,;. COST urn r 

0.00 
0 

0. 57 
57 

u. 5 7 
57 

3.10 
2! 7 

l. 9:, 
~9.:, 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

o.oc 
0 

6. ~ 6 
~ 52 

0.00 !0000.0G 
30,000 

l. 50 
l SO 

.'.:,.) 

lSO 

.00 

C:<.~'.i: 

0. ;)(j 
(! 

GU 
'.,'i 

O.OU 

30000.00 
30,000 

2.07 
207 

2.07 
207 

9.56 
669 

3. 39 
339 

30000 

2 07 

- • V , 

9. ';,6 

J. 3) 

·~r'B ID: n:c::,c'.:ls 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng r.g Syste:n (TRi'.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DET.ti,ILED ESTIM.t..':E 

PROJECT ~'LDWY3: DALLJ\.S fLVvc.il'iAY E:•'.TE:MSION LPP 
WITH COi'iTINGENCIES 

oc 
Ve.. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QUF:.NTY UOM CRE\'/ ID 

02_G3.18.16_99E. CF-.D (STt'. 44+00) \WOD POWER POLE 

16400 0000 Service And Distrib:.it on 
16413 0000 Pole Lir.e Construct on 

16413 1000 \food Pole, Class , Yellow Pine Penta-Treated 
16413 :ooo Basic Cost Items 

16413 1000 Basic Cost Items 

MIL EL <16413 1003 > Wood Pole, Cl 3,Pine,Treated,35' 
(10.7M},Machine Dig & Set 

16413 0000 Pole Line Constructior. 
16~13 2000 Wood Crossarn., Complete With All Hardware And 

16413 2100 Single Arm Construction 

MIL EL <16413 2101 > 3-l/2''x 4-l/2''x 5'7'',Single Arm 
1-looci Crossarm,w/Hardware &Braces 

16413 0000 ?ol.e Line Construction 
16413 JCOG Gu;ing 

16413 3100 Down Guy 

M!L EL ~16413 3101 Down Guy for 25'To 40' Pole 

02_03.18.16_99F. C.",D (STA 45+00) WOOD ?O\"IER ?OLE 

16400 0000 Service ."-.:-ici Jistribution 
16413 0000 Pole Line Constn:ction 

16413 3000 Guying 
16413 3100 Down Guy 

16413 1000 Basic Cost Items 

~:IL EL <16~13 1003 > Wood Pole, Cl 3,Pine,Treated,35' 
(10. 7M) ,Machine Dig & Set 

16413 0000 Pole Line Construction 
16413 2000 i'iood Crossarm, Complete With All Hardware And 

16413 2100 Single Arm Construction 

1641 0000 ?ole Lir:e Construction 

16 13 30GG Guying 
6~]3 3100 Down Guy 

;.,,:,20:'. 

MIL EL <16413 2101 > 3-l/2''x 4-l/2''x 5'7'',Single Arm 
Wood Crossarm, 1-:/Hardware &Braces 

;.: ; L 1 ,s.; l ·; 31 JC/.-;C: '.:,:_;~· ., ~ '~- to~ •c" 

:;u:..:. ~;::: 

2. 00 EA EELEJ 

. 00 EA EELEJ 

2 00 Eel. EELEJ 

l. 00 E.l\ EELE:J 

1. (;O EA E:":LEJ 

L•t,v 

LABOR EQUH'(·lNT M.;TERii,L 

183.16 
366 

37. 0 9 
74 

146. 77 
2 9~ 

183.16 
18 3 

37. 09 
J7 

: ~ (;. 7 

38. :rn 
77 

. 7 5 
16 

30. 68 
61 

38.28 
38 

. 7 5 
8 

. 0 ~. 

8~0. 33 
l, 6'1 

93.75 
188 

SO.DO 
10(1 

810.33 
8 l 0 

93. 7 .S 
S,,j 

16:~~:58 

s:::r.:,r L ?AGE ~ ~ 

OTHrn. TOTAL COST lJNTT 

0.00 1031.77 
0 2,064 1031.77 

0.00 138.60 
277 138.60 

c-. oc :?7 . .J.5 
455 227.4) 

;_)() l (j 31 . 7 7 

~,032 1031.77 

1]. :38.60 
u l39 138.(V 

:... :_ 7. 4) 
-:...2·1 ~ ! ; . -; :, 

fE:;c9:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DET;..ILED ESTit.:ATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TR:\CES) 
PROJECT fLD\•iY3: :J.i:..LLAS FL\JuiJ~/.;y EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, r, Structure 

02_03.18.16_99G. CAJ {STJl. 4'7+70) \</00D PO\~·sR ?OLE 

16400 0000 Service And Distrib:.,tion 
16413 0000 Pole Line Construction 

16413 3000 Guying 
16413 3100 Jo\>.·n Guy 

16413 1000 5asic Cost Items 

MIL EL <16413 1003 > Wood Pole, Cl 3,?ine,Treated,35' 
(10. 7M) ,t✓.achine Dig r, Sec: 

16413 0000 ?ale Line Construction 
16413 2000 \food Crossarm, Complete t~ith All Hardware And 

16413 2100 Single Ar;n Construction 

MIL EL <16413 2101 > 3-1/2''x 4-l/2"x 5'7'',Single Arm 
Wood Crossarm,w/Hardware &Braces 

16~13 0000 Pole Line Cor:struct.ior:. 
16413 3000 Guying 

16413 3100 Down Guy 

MIL EL <16413 3101 > Down Guy for 25'To 40' Pole 

02 03.18.16 99H. CAD (STA 66) REOCATE 4-WIRS SLE 

USR A2 < > REMOVE 4-ViIRE .r..ERIAL 

16000 0000 Elect ical 
16050 OOOC Bas c Materials And Methods 

16120 □ coo \·i re And Cable 
16120 3000 15 Kv Cable 

16120 3340 15KV Non-Shielded Single Conductor 

L AF A2 <16120 3342 > Copper, 3/0 15KV Non-Shielded 

02_03.18.16_99I. CAD (ST.r.. 61+50) WOOD POWER POLE 

16050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 
16120 0000 Wire And Cable 

16120 3000 15 Kv Cable 
16120 3340 lSKV ~on-Shielded Single Conductor 

16413 1000 Basic Cost Items 

!~ ::-, . l 6-113 ']0 3 \·,"c::;c•d h, ~,;,, ·-l 

'lG. ·,i ,Vic,·:., 
i, ?:.ne, :.:--ec,::..,::,j 

'1' q " 

QUAN':'Y umtc CREW ID 

. 00 EA EELEJ 

. 00 EA EELEJ 

. 00 E.Z:\ EELEJ 

600.00 Sf 

o. to 1-1LF ss:.sJ 

2. (;'.' 

U1:10R I:::: :-·~:X9S C:.;::- re:r.::/ :_-;, x.: .. :...:-<.~, 

l..2.BOR EQU1 P!-l:iT t-':.t,:fSR:.:,L 

18 3. 16 
183 

37. 09 
37 

146.77 
H·; 

1. 51 
906 

6648.87 
3, 98 9 

1 S :1. 16 
J06 

38.28 
38 

7.75 
8 

30. 68 
31 

0. 34 
204 

1389.E,0 
8 34 

810. 3 :: 
810 

9 3. 7:; 
94 

SO.GO 
50 

O.GO 
0 

4000.CC 
2, ~ 1)0 

0 ''-'. 

16:14:~)6 

DETAIL PAGE: -: :; 

OT~fS!\ :o·: _:,r_ COST llNiT 

0. 

00 

0.00 
(j 

0. 

G.00 

i031. 77 
l,032 103l.·;-, 

l38.60 
l39 138.60 

227.45 
227 227.45 

l.85 
1, llO 

l2033.47 
7,223 

l03l. 77 

. BS 

120 3c 

2,064 1031.-n 

f~;JC9J 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service .Z:..uto:nated Cost Er: ing System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/So 
DETAILED ESTIMf'.TE 

PROJECT ~~LD\·/Y3: DALLAS FLvvLMAY £>:TENSION L?P 
w:rn CONTINGENCIES 

02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

16000 0000 Electr cal 
16400 0000 Serv ce And Distribution 

16413 0000 Poe Line Construction 
16413 2000 Viced Crossarm, Complete l'iith All Hard;.;are .:..nd 

16413 2100 Single Arm Construction 

16413 0000 ?ole Line Construction 
16413 3000 Guying 

16413 3100 Down Guy 

02 03. Structures 

02 03.47.03. Concrete 

MIL EL <16413 2101 > 3-l/2''x 4-l/2''x 5'7'',Single Arm 
Wood Crossarm,w/Hardware &Braces 

MIL EL <16413 3101 > Down Guy for 25'To 40' Pole 

TOTAL Utilities 

02 G3.47.03 01. Concrete 

02 03.47.C3 01 009. G,D:LLAC (STA 120+00) HEADWALL 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02260 0000 Slope Protection 

02261 0000 Rip Rap 
02261 1000 Random - Filter Stone Dumped From Truds 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 24" Rip Rap 

MIL .",2 <02261 1002 > BEDDING 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE HEAD\·i.Z:..LL 

02 03.47.03 01 010. CADILLAC (STA 120+00) C & G 

02000 0000 Site Work 
0~600 0000 ?a~!ng ;nd Surfacing 

026::r· GOCO Curbs And Gutters 
O::G::. ;:c .:•.nd G;_;tter co:r,bi:ied 

QU.i:l.NTY VOM CRE\'i ID 

2 00 EJ; EELE.J 

2. 00 EA EELEJ 

38.50 CY COE:Tf 

14.60 CY COETF 

10. 70 CY SHiRC 

L;150F. : '.J: 2Q '.)C:9', Curre~:c Do: :,; .. Rs 

Lf.>.BOR EQi.li?MNT MATERIAL 

37. 0 9 
'j 4 

1.; 6. 77 
2 94 

953,340 

7. 98 
307 

6.28 
92 

367.86 
3, 9 36 

75 
16 

31.1. 68 
61 

9 3. ·: '--

HS 

50.C:D 

623,~11 l,19S,079 

6.E4 
256 

S. 23 
76 

. .ss 
)0 

; . 60 
,:;f, 3 

23.02 
3 !-6 

12.; . ~ S 
1, 3 3 5 

16:14:58 

DETAIL P.l\GE '6 

OTHER TOTAL COST UNIT 

,) 

0.00 
C 

30,000 

0.JO 
0 

0. 

o.ou 

138.60 
277 138.60 

227.~5 
455 227.~5 

2,801,829 

42.22 
l, 625 

3-1. 53 
504 

497.27 

42 

34 . '., 3 

5,321 497.27 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETP,.ILE:D ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Enc, ,ng System {T?ACESi 
PROJECT fLD;1Y3: DALLAS FLl .. ,vLiWAY E:-:TENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structure 

B MIL A2 <02620 2001 ~ 6'' 24'' Cone Gutter w/6'' Curb 
Fo::-rnwork, Rebar, a:',d Finishing 

02_03.47.03 01_011. C.J:.DILLAC (STA 112+00.I HEA::J'll'ALL 

02000 0000 Site work 
02260 0000 Slope Protection 

02261 0000 Rip Rap 
02261 1000 Random - filter Stone Dumped From Trucl:s -

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 24" Rip Rap 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 > BEDDING 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 OOOC t~ormcl \\eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE HEADWALL 

02_03.47.03 01_012. CADILLAC (STA lll+OOi HE.t..D'rlAL!., 

Concrete 
Cast-!~-?lace Concrete 

03000 0000 
03300 0000 

03311 0000 Norn,al Weight Structural Concrete 

USR P..2 <03311 000i > CONCRETE HEADWALL 

02_03.47 .03 01_013. CADILLP.C (STA 111+00) C 6 G 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02600 0000 Paving And Su::-facing 

02620 0000 Curbs And Gutters 
02620 2000 Curb And Gutter Combined 

02000 0000 Si:e Wort 

B MIL A2 <02620 2001 > 6'' ~ 24'' Cone Gutter w/6'' Curb 
Formwork, Rebar, and Finis:"ling 

02_03.47.03 01_014. CP.DILLAC (STA 91+00) HEADYiALL 

02260 OJ_'JO Slope Protection 
0:??6l ,>JO:J Kip Rap 

i-' _ .~ i, l ;:•.--,:_j,, :.i-te:· Sr..c Dur~,;:-ed F~Ca", True :s -

QUANTY UOM CREW IO 

1000.00 LF :~CBGA 

25.90 CY COETF 

9. 80 CY COETF 

3 .. !0CY SI\'/RC 

21.90 CY SIWRC 

1400.00 LF XCBG~ 

L,\:30!"\ : i' :-r~:.:C'."!S ._:_·,.. • .. e:, . .. DOI..1....:..Rs 

L.;BOR EQUI?MNT l-'.ATERI.tU ... 

,; . 4 3 

4,432 

8.00 
2 07 

. 2 8 
62 

367.86 
1, 3 61 

367.86 
8,056 

4.43 
~ .., ,.,.., 
v, .ClJ'-. 

0. S? 
5 71 

6.65 
172 

5. 23 
51 

4. 65 
17 

4.65 
1()2 

0. 5 7 
799 

2. 8 C 
2,sc: 

27. 60 
715 

23.05 
226 

124. ·;,:-, 

4 6::' 

lZ4.7i 
".' ') ,,., 
~ I , .;.C 

. i;: (I 

3, s.::u 

16:14:58 

DETtdL ?r".GE ~7 

OTHER TOT.::..r, COST unrT 

.00 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0. i:;t· 
Q 

0.00 
0 

0. t}i' 

7.80 
•,/ I 8 03 

42.25 
1, 094 

34 . 56 
339 

·1 97. 27 

. 80 

42.25 

34. 56 

1,s,10 497.'.:7 

497.27 

10,890 497. 

·1. 8 0 
l 0, 9:21 7 . 8 C 

<S: i-TDC9__; 



Sat 16 Ja:-: 1999 Tri-Service ,\utomated Cost Eng ng System (TR.1l.C£S) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT fLm/Y3: DALLAS fL0vLM,;.,y El.TENSION LPP 

\;'ITH CONTirlGENCISS 
02. Relocations 

C2 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure QiJANTY UO:"l CREl'i ID 

B MIL A2 c..02261 1002 ;, ?~" Rip Rap 

38. 50 CY COETf 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 BEDDING 

l~.60 C':' COETf 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR Jl.2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE HEADWALL 

10.70CY SI\'/RC 

02 03.47.03 01 015. CADILL.1l.C {STA 91+00) C & G 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02600 0000 ?a·.ring ."'.nd Surfacing 

0262G 0000 Curbs And Gutters 
02620 2000 C..;rb ?,r,d Gutter Combined 

6 ViIL i'.·.2 ·.02620 2001 :, 6" 24" Cone Gutter w/6" C:.irb 
Formwod:, Reba.:::, and finishing 1000.00 :..f i'.CBGA 

C2 03. .03 Cl 016. CADILLAC (STA 10+00) P.EADHALL 

02000 0000 Site Wori: 
02260 0000 Slope ?rotection 

02261 C00G Rip Rap 

02261 1000 Ra.idem - filter Stone Dumped From Trucks 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 24" Rip Rap 

47. 20 CY COETF 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 > BEDDING 

17.90 CY COETF 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Conc:rete 

03311 0000 No.rmal \\!eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE i-lEAD'dALL 

l~.10 CY SH/RC 

02 03.47.03 01 026. LAL·'.AR (STF:. 47+00) r.EAD'tiAL:. 

03000 OC! Ccr:crete 

03300 OOC CasL-!~-?lace Co~crete 
0331 0000 ~~: ~eight Struct..;ral Concrete 

C2 C ic:c;; ?.c,:·,d.:-m - ril ter· Stone Du.::p€ci :''ro::-, Tri..:cl:.s -

LF-.50R ~ u: c:~-;,; QUIP 1 □: fE □C95 Cu!·renc,_,. DOLL:'.·.:\S 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MATERIAL 

7.98 
307 

6.30 
9' 

35~. DO 
3,788 

Ln 
-l, 4 3 0 

7.98 
377 

6.30 
113 

35'".. 00 
:; , 991 

6.6-l 
256 

S.2-l 
77 

. '8 
48 

0.57 
571 

6. 64 
313 

S 24 
94 

. ~ 8 
63 

27. 6() 
l, 06 3 

2 3. 
3 3-,' 

12-l.7S 
i, 33 S 

2.80 
2' 8 01) 

27. 6() 

l, 303 

413 

l ~ ~ . ·.: S 
: , 7 :, 9 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE ~8 

OTfiE'.R TOTAL COST UIHT 

i). co 
G 

,:; . U8 
0 

0.00 
() 

0. 

O.GO 
0 

0.00 

··,,::1 

-l2.22 
1,625 

3~ . 59 
505 

-l 8 3. 2 3 

42 

34. :;9 

'i, 171 483 :2:J 

'i. 80 
7, 80 l 

-i2. Z2 
l, 993 

3.J. 59 
61 9 

. ;2_3,2:.i 

7.80 

4 2 . .:.: 

3'1 . 59 

G,813 -i83 . 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service J..utomated Cost En,_ ing System (TRJ:..CES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvvDWAY EXTENSION LPP 

02 03. Cemeter"y, Utilities, f, Structure 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 > 24'' Rip Rap 

8 MIL A2 <02261 1002 > BEDDING 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE: fiE.:.DWALL 

02 __ 03.47.03 01_029. LAMAR (STA 77+50} HEADWP.LL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal ~ieight Structural Concrete 
02261 1000 Random - Filter Stone Dumped From Trucks -

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 > 24~ Rip Rap 

B MIL .n.z ··02261 1002 > BEDDING 

USR A2 s::03311 0001 ;, CONCRETE: HEADW.;LL 

02 03.47.03 01 030. Lf'.MAR 24+60 - 8'Bo:,: Culv W/Demo 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02110 0000 Demolition 

02112 0000 Selective Demolition 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

QU.i'.I.NTY UOM CREW ID 

43.50 CY COETF 

16.50 CY COETF 

11. 60 CY S I\"/RC 

50. 90 CY COETF 

19.30 CY COETF 

16.50 CY srnRC 

USR .ll.2 <02112 0001 > REMOVE CONCRETE: BOX CULVERT 

201.00 CY COETF 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-?:ace Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \•/eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > 8 ':d' BOX CULVERT 

274 .00 CY SH/RC 

02_03.47.03 01_031. LP.MAR {ST,'!, 134) ·,:•sx CULV/RipRap 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-:n-?lace Concrete 

G33:::. ~·i,:,i-~i:t St:-c:ctu:-2:l Cor:c:-1.;ite 
.. (; ,,,,,·/p·, -;·r:.;ci:s 

(.: '<:p :,,,: 

..:;-: '- i' CGE'l 

;tJOR C;: ~•cc LC/ :,o:. __ :,ps 

I.J:.,BOR EQVI?MNT M."ITSRI;..L 

7 . 98 
347 

6.30 
l 04 

354. 00 
4, 106 

7.98 
406 

6.30 
L:2 

354.00 
5, 8 ~ l 

18.60 
3,739 

157.99 
n, 2ss 

6. 64 
:289 

5. Z 4 
86 

. '8 
52 

6. 6-'i 
338 

5.24 
l O 1 

4 . ,] 8 

74 

l::;. 

3, 110 

:::.oo 
54 8 

s',.6'.) 

~€,~ 

27. f0 
1, 2:.; 

23. OS 
32U 

7 ., j 

1, ~47 

27.60 
1, .; OS 

2 3. OS 
4 4 5 

124.75 
'.:', C 58 

0.00 

85.79 
23, :-06 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 4 9 

OTiiER TOT,-,:.. COST U:dT 

(i. (j!) 

.:JC 

O.uu 
G 

O.'JO 
C 

C:. oc 

o.v.: 

. 00 
0 

l). 00 
0 

42.22 
1,836 42. 

34 . 59 
571 3LS9 

483.23 
5,605 483.'..:3 

42.22 
2, 14 9 

3~ . 59 
668 

483.23 

4 2. 

34 . :. 9 

7,973 483.23 

34 . 07 
6,849 

245. 77 

34. (r 

67,34::: 245.77 

..... ?5 
:: , 32 0 L' 

:u: n:cc:95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DET.t.,ILED ESTIMAE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng. ng System {TRACES) 
PROJECT ~"LJ\,'Y3: DALL;..s FLOv.;\•iAY E>:TENSION LPP 

WITP. CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocatior.s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

8 MIL P,2 <02261 1002 :., BEDDING 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > 7 ':-:7' BOA CULVERT 600LI: 
i1/3'FILL 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > WINGWP..LLS 
W/29' fILL 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > 7 ' ✓:7' BOZ CULVERT 300LF 
l-l/29' FILL 

02 03.47.03 01 032. LAM.;R LEVEE (STA 119..-00) HD'v/Jl..LL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-I~-Place Concrete 

0331! 0000 Nor:nal Weight Structural Concrete 
02261 1000 Random - Filter Stone Dumped from Trucks 

B :~IL A2 -..:02261 1002 > 24" Rip Rap 

B MIL A2 < 02261 1002 > BEDDING 

USR A2 -..03311 0001 > CONCRETE HE.Z:..D\'/ALL 

02 03.47.03 02. Reinforcing Steel 

02 03.47.03 02 030. LAMt'.R {STA 24+60) 8':-:S' am Ci.JV! 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 2000 Bearr,s, Columns Jl..nd i'/alls 

03210 2000 Basic Cost Items 

QUANT'\' UOM CREW ID 

20. 90 CY COETF 

378.00 CY SIWRC 

19.50 CY SH/RC 

231.00 CY SIWRC 

54.00 CY COETf 

21 . 00 CY COEH' 

19.20 CY SfoRC 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

58944 LB SH/RC 

02 03.47.03 02 031. LAMAR (STA 134+00) ·-:7' a:,: CUL'✓ 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 ConcrEct.e Rei:',!'Grcen:e:' 

03::::o ::.:J.)0 '\fcr·,.::.:.,,g 2::.•2e1 
CJ 3'..': .;; ;ns, Cot, s _:,_;,d \·,'.;1lls 

:;.:,;-;; ··is;· 

LABCR 1.,,: fEL:C9S C;;:::-rEc!-.c:·/ DC:: ; __ :,Rs 

L.;BOR SQU I PMNT MP.TERif,L 

6.30 
132 

:57.99 
59,719 

166.70 
3, 25 l 

157.99 
36,495 

7 . 98 
4 31 

6. 30 
132 

354.00 
6,797 

0. 
1 :2, 2 54 

5.24 
11 C 

2.00 
7 55 

11 

2.00 
4 62 

6. 64 
3 58 

5.24 
110 

. 4 8 
86 

0.00 
153 

23. 05 
~ 8 2 

85. · 
32, •1'9 

85.79 
1, 6 7 :1 

n.:16 
17,916 

:n .60 
l, 4 90 

23.05 
~ 34 

;_ 2 q • I 'J 

2, 3 95 

(). 25 
H, 736 

.;. 6: 14 : 5S 

DET;•,IL PAGE J:} 

OTHER TO '.::..r. COST UllIT 

Ci. OU 

. 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

,()i) 

!JO 
C 

.·JO 
0 

;.~'·~ '., 

3-i. 59 
723 

245. 77 

34 . 59 

92,903 245.i') 

25,;. 60 
4,965 254.60 

.::'37.54 
S·i,873 237.54 

,,., ,.,,., 
~ .'.. . .;..(. 

2,280 ~ 2. ,.;, 

34. 59 
7 2 6 34. :d 

-i83.23 
9,278 483.23 

0. 4 6 
27, i44 0."16 

'.I:i: fTDC9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service f'.uto:.,ated Cost Eng ng S'y'ste:n (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJSCT fLDtiY3: DALLAS fL0,.,_.;•iAY E:XTENSION LP? 
WITH COMTHJGENCIES 

02. Relocatio:-:s 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

L tHL l-.2 "03210 2001 ~ Gr SO Resteel,3m,Clmri,Wall,i!3-?.6 

FOR 600' LENGT:-1 

L MIL n" <03210 2001 ;, Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,\>ial2-,#3-H 
:OR \ciING\'iALLS 

L MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,B~,Clmn,Wall,#3-N& 
FOR 300' LEt~GTH 

02_03.47.03_99.r... Service Bridge 

02_03.47.03_99A_001. C.ts.DILL.n.c (ST.l'i. 94+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 ;.. SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_002. GliDILLAC (STP. 102+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 OOOC Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 t•:orr.ial \·,'eight Stn:ctural Concrete 

USR A2 ~03311 0002 SERVICE BRI DG£ 

02_03.47.03_99A_003. CADILLAC (STA 112+00) 

03000 0000 Co:1crete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ...:03311 0002 ;, SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_005. CP..!JILL.t..C {STA 34+00) 

03000 00 0 Concrete 
03300 000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

0331 0000 Normal i'ieight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 · 03311 0002 S£R\/IC:E: BR:DGE 

QVAtiTY VOM CREi'/ ID 

67~0tJ LB S!\'iRC 

1950.00 LB SH/RC 

58860 LB snrnc 

110.00 SF SH/RC 

110.00 Sf SI\'/RC 

110.00 Sf SH/RC 

110.00 SE' Sfr:RC 

i..;:,30,:: :.:,:-';·;';·::::•: ~:Ct-'~ f- FEL>.:95 C'Jrter, :1 ::O!...L.:-.RS 

• 6: ~ 4 : )8 

DET.:.,,rL PAGE 51 

LABOR EQU I PMtlT l-L;',.TERll-.L OT'.ffR '!OTAL COST Url!T 
-------------------

". 
~3,95:) 

0. 2 l 
405 

0.21 
12, 2 37 

5 7. l 7 
6,289 

S7.17 
6,289 

5 7. l 7 
6,289 

S" 
6,289 

!J. 00 
l 7 ~ 

0.00 
s 

0.00 
iSl 

0. 7" 
80 

0. 
80 

0. 
80 

G. 
2, :) 

0 . 
16, 

. , ·,, 

:4, n::; 

29. 25 
3, ~ l 8 

2 9 . .:: .) 
), 213 

2 9. =· S 
3, 21 S 

29. ··:, 

·;. !j(.; 

0 

(j. C)i) 

C.CG 

:JC; 

0.'<C 
3:j, 900 

0.H, 
898 

0. ~ 6 
I, l 05 

87. 15 
9, 586 

2 7. 15 
':!, 58 6 

2 7. 15 
'J, 586 

27.15 
9, 58 6 

0. jf, 

J. ·i 6 

0. H, 

8 7. 15 

S 7. l ~ 

8 7 . ] ) 

87. l) 

c·:;:,cSi::. 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 T:::-i-Service .J:l,utorr:ated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE: 

PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLuvvl~.½.Y E}'.TENSION LPP 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02 03.47.03 99A 006. CADILLAC {STA 81+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-:n-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight St:::-uctural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 007. CADILLAC (STA 43+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-L>Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal l·ieight Structural Concrete 

USR P.2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 008. CADiLLAC (STA 26+00) 

03000 COOO Cor.crete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-?lace Concrete 

03311 OCOO t,Jo:::-ma! ¥/eight. Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ~03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99P._009. CADILL.!:..C (STF. 66+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structc:ral Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03_99A_Oll. CP,DILLAC (STA 112+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast<n-Place Concrete 

03311 OOCO Normal \·ieight Structural Coricrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.~7.03 99A 012. CADILLAC (STA 111+00) 

03:)0G CCC e; .-
. ;,j,'; 0 C,::-:cr-2:...Ec 

c: 3 ::: : : •~e~g~· S::uctura: C0ncrele 

'..,A30P. :.;;- !''.\/, ~-:::.;;_ 

WITH CONTINGEl~CIES 
02. Relocations 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

110.0 1
.) SF SIWRC 

110.00 Sf SHiRC 

110.00 Sf srnRC 

110.00 Sf S!il'RC 

110.00 Sf SIWRC 

C;.::·re,.ci uO:.,,,i-'.K'.:i 

LABOR EQU I ?t,'.~IT MATER:.½.L 

5 7. 1 7 

6,289 

5 7. l 7 
6 I 2 8 9 

5 7. l 7 
6,289 

5 7. 17 

6,289 

5 7. l 7 
6, 28 9 

0.72 
80 

0. 
80 

0.72 
80 

0.72 
80 

i.} ••• .., 

80 

29.::i 
3, 2H 

29. 
3,218 

29.'.:'S 
3, 2 l S 

2 9. 2:: 
3, 218 

29.2S 
3, .::' l 8 

16:H:SB 

DET.;IL PAGE c• 
oc 

OTHSR 'TCT,iL COST u;~ IT 

0. ' ' 
(i 

0.CG 
(: 

0. 

C.00 

,-: . (JG 

u 

B 7. 15 
9,586 

8 7. 15 
9, 58 6 

8 ; . l S 
9, ;s s 

s·1 • 15 
9,586 

87. lo 
9,586 

8 7. 15 

87. l 5 

87. l 5 

87. L 

8 7. i 5 

: :J: t:rnc9s 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automa:ed Cost En j :1g System (TRACES) 
Ef£. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD\'/YJ: DALLAS FLu;JD\'JAY £:-'.TENSION LPr 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

USR P.?. <033ll 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 013. CADILLAC (ST.ll, 111+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Conc:rete 

03311 0000 Nor:tsal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 015. CADILLAC (STA 75+80} 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \•!eight Strnctc;ral Concrete 

USR h2 .,03311 0002 ' SERVICE BRIDGE 

C2 03.~7.03 99;,_ on. LAlJ;f'.R (ST,\ 70.;.00) 

03000 0000 C0ncrece 
03300 0000 Cast-I~-?lace Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \\eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03_9_9A_022. LAMAR (STA 90+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \~eight Struct:.iral Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03_99A_023. LAM.ll,R (STA 106+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-?lace Concrete 

03311 0000 ~-;ormal l·Jeight Structural Concrete 

USR h2 ~03311 0002 SERVICE BRIGGS 

:,A30R :D: \·iTS'·· E(\ IP ID: fEDC9S 

\·/ITH CONTI%ENCIES 
02. Relocations 

QUANTY UOM CRE\-i ID 

110.00 Sf srnRC 

110.00 SF Sii'iRC 

110.00 SF SII-/RC 

ll0.00 Sf SI'rlRC 

110.00 Sf SIWRC 

ll0.00 Sf SH/RC 

C;ncency DJLL.:•,RS 

LABOR EQUI Pl~~JT ~'.ATSRIAL 

57. 17 
6,289 

57 
6, 28 9 

57. 17 
6 / 2 8 9 

5 7. 1 7 

6,289 

5 7. : 7 

6,289 

6,2S9 

0.72 
80 

o. 72 
80 

0. 1. 

80 

0.72 
80 

o. 72 
80 

80 

29.:S 
3, 2 l S 

29.25 
3,218 

2 9. 2 5 
3,218 

29.25 
3,218 

29.25 
3 / 218 

.. ~. 
j, :.: i 6 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE SJ 

O':'HE?. T01 ··.L COST UlllT 

(J. U0 

0.00 
0 

Li.CC 

o. 00 

0. 

C.00 

: :,:,. 

8 7. 15 
9,586 

87. 1 S 
9,586 

87.15 
9, '.:18 6 

87.15 
9,586 

87. 15 
9,586 

87. l S 
9,586 

8 7. l J 

87. 15 

87. 15 

87. 15 

8 7. l S 

8 ') . i:; 

·_;;;r, iD: FSDC9'.:. 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DE:TAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En~ r.g System (TR,\CES} 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS fLv-AiAY E:-'.TENSION LPP 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

02_03.47.03_99A_024. LAKAR (STA ::.17+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-?::.ace Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \\eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_025. L~.MAR (STA 25+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Norsal lieight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_026. L.Ll.MAR (STA 47+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 COOG '.iormal \•,'eight Struct:.1ral Cor.crete 

;JSR .r:..2 <03311 0002 :, SERVICE BR~DGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 029. L.ll.MAR (ST.r.. 77+50) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-I~-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal \~eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02 03.47.03 99A 030. LJ..M.l',R (STA 24+60) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

033il 0000 Normal \•;eight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

C:: ;3_ .CJ 99!-. 0::ll. l..;:..M.::..R (ST1' l3•i·ODI 

S·30CiC: 
Cl J 3;_,.; .: : c; :·: 

; : ':' _£: 

L.:,.sc:, ·:1:; 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
02. Relocations 

QVANTY UOM CRE\·/ ID 

110.00 Sf SIWRC 

110.00 Sf SH/RC 

110.00 SF SH/RC 

110.00 SF SIWRC 

110.00 SF srnRC 

::;.::- ~·c, t:c::,~,.:.,:,.::; 

LABOR EQVIPMNT MA':ERI;..L 

57. 
6, 2 8 9 

5 7. l 7 
6,289 

57. 
6,289 

5 7 . l 7 

6,289 

5 7 . i 7 

6,289 

0.72 
80 

0.72 
80 

u . ..,,, 

80 

0.72 
80 

0.72 
80 

29.25 
3, 2] 8 

29.25 
3, 218 

2 9. ZS 
3,218 

29.25 
3, 21 f 

29. _ _.., 

j' 2; 

16: 14 : SB 

DET,\ IL PAGE 54 

OTfit:R TOTc'-,.L COST UN!T 

C.DO 
0 

O.Of\ 
0 

(; 

a 

0.0[; 
0 

(,() 

3·1 . 15 
9,586 

8"7. 15 
9,586 

in.is 
9,586 

87.15 
9, 58 6 

87. 15 
9,586 

87. l 5 

87. 15 

87. 

8 7. l 5 

87. l S 

Fr:c;C9'.:l 



Sat 16 Jari 1999 Tri-Se:::-vice i'.:..utomated Cost Eng: ,g System (TRACESi 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDl'i:'3; JP.LLJ\.S fLOvu,,AY E!':TENSION LPP 

02 03. Cemetery, Utilities, Structi.:re 

USR A2 <03311 0002 > SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_032. LAt':MR LEVEE (STA 119+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Nor~al Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002:, SERVICE BRIDGE 

02_03.47.03_99A_033. LAMAR (STA 27+00) 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0002 SERVICE BRIDGE 

TOTAL Structures 

1,;;:T~ CONTrnGENC!ES 
02. Relocations 

QUANT:' UOM CRE\·/ ID 

110.00 SF SI\'iRC 

l~0.00 SF SHiRC 

110.00 SF SH/RC 

TOTAL Cemetery, Utilities, & Structure 

TOTAL Relocations 

:..½BO~ 1'.): ,.,, .. 
•-'-c-' FSJC95 C;;rrenc· DOL: i•.?.S 

L."'.80R EQUI?i,lNT MAT!-:Rl!\L 

5 7. i 7 

6,289 

5 7. l 7 

6, 2 89 

5 7. l 7 
6,289 

387,598 

13~0937 

1340937 

0. 
80 

0. 7?. 
80 

0. 
80 

12,716 

::'9. :s 
3,218 

::'9. ZS 
3, 2 l 8 

29.25 
3, 218 

::' 3:::, : 39 

636,126 l,4::'7,218 

636,126 l,.J.::'7,:::18 

Ci-'.~:;·; 

6: 14: ~8 

DE:Ti•.! L PAGE 55 

OTHER ':OTAL COST UNIT 

0 . 

. co 
C 

0. DO 

() 

3 G, OJ 

30, Q(;;j 

S 7. 15 
9,586 

8 7. l S 
9, 58 6 

8 7. l S 
9, 5:36 

632,453 

3,.J.34,281 

3, Li.;, 281 

8 7. 15 

87.l) 

87. 1) 

l"E:DC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9C 
DETAILSD ESTIM.t:.TE 

06 03. Wildlife Faci:i.ities Sanctuary 

06. Fish ar.d Viildlife Facilities 
06 03. \1ildlife Facilities 

06 03.-11. Fences 

Sa.:c-:.i;ac1 

06 03.71.02. Site Work 

Tri-Service .t,utcmated Cost Enc.i mg System (TR.:'.:.CES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS fLvvJ\·/_;:w E:<TS!·1SION LPP 

\'1ITH CONTINGENCIES 

06. Fish ar:d \hldlife facilities 

QUA!·lTY UOM CRrn ID 

06 03.71.02 01. Barbed Wire Fence 

06 03.71.02 01 001. Barbed Wire Fence 

02000 0000 Site Worf: 
02700 0000 Site Impro 0,emer1ts 

02712 0000 Wire Ar,d Misc t,)etal Fences 
027l2 ~000 Barbed Wire Fences 

02712 4300 Barbed ihre Fence (Based On Post At 10 Ft Ctrs., 

B MIL A2 <02712 4301 Barbed Wire, Std 3 Strand Fence 
31680 Lf UL.:'.:.BL 

TOTAL Fences 

06 03 -,,, Signs 

06 03.72 02. Site Work 

06 03.72.02 01. Signs 
TOTAL Signs 

TOTA!... Signs 

06 03. 73. Habitat and E-'eeding facilities 

06 03.73.02. Site Work 

06 03.73.02 01. Trees 
TOTAL SELECTIVE THINNING { IMP) 463.00 AC 

TOTAL MAST TREES (IMP) 1175.00 EA 

TOTAL TREE PLl,NTING '.-I/SITE ?REP (IMP) 1175.00 E.::. 

TOTAL SHEAR,R"',KE, P:!.E ~ 3E:D (IM? 50.00 AC 

TOTF:.l, 300 TREESJ:so SEEDLINGS PER .-".CRS :'33.00 .t..C 

U.BOR E>;;,:__; I :·~r::,;:-:9:;, C:,: r. r0:-:c~1 DC:,:,;,~s 

L.2.BOR EQUI?MNT MATE:ru1:,:., 

0."10 
22,100 

22,100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.24 
7,682 

7, 68 2 

C 

0 

C 

0 

C 

0 

l . 06 
3 3 / 581 

33,581 

0 

0 

16: H: )S 

DSTl'-.IL PAGE 56 

OTHER 70TAL COST U:-JIT 

(). 00 

0 

l Cl, OOC 

10,C{)(; 

3 7, 0.; ;_; 

35, 2SC 

J ':, I :::, ':,(i 

·10 

(.9, 90(i 

2.00 
63,363 

63,363 

10,000 

l 0, 000 

37,040 

35,250 

2. 00 

80.00 

30. ,Jo 

35,250 30.0li 

8,0IJO 160.0U 

69,900 300.00 

:c·: r·sxs,:; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

06_03. Wildlife Facilities r.. Sanctuary 

L:'-.HOf.; 

G6 03.73.02 "" v.:... Shrubs 

06 03.73.06. Wood and Plastic 

06 03. 73.06 01. Wood Feeders 

:S<S 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLOW:i3: D.~LLAS FLUvwviAY EXTENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
06. fish and Wildlife Facilities 

TOTJ:a.L SEREDDING/D!SKHlG (CON\/) 

TOTl'.L PASSERINE t~EST B◊:.:ES ( :MP) 

TOTAL PASSERINE NEST 80'.-'.ES ( IMP) 

TOTAL Habitat and Feeding Facilities 

TOTAL Wildlife facilities r., Sanctuary 

TOT?,L Fish and Wildlife Facilities 

, _ __::::e~:c,. 0U-~ . .-

QU;..NTY UOM CREW ID 

233.00 AC 

2"70.00 EA 

233.00 EA 

:...'".BOR EQUI?MNT MATERIAL 

0 

0 

0 

C 

22,100 

22,100 

C 

0 

0 

0 

7, 682 

7,682 

0 

3 3, 581 

3 3, 581 

.·;.;;.:·.-.: 

i 6: 1.J : 50 

DETAIL PAGE 

OT!iER TOT,:'-,L COST UNIT 

, 5 •. Cj 9, 3 2 0 ~0.00 

0,.; UJ ti, l 00 30. OD 

6, 99(1 6,990 30. 

209,850 209,850 

219,SSC 283,213 

21 9, 8 '.!Cl 283,213 

f'El C':JS 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/96 
DETAILED ES?IMATE 

Tri-Service Ai.:tornated Cost Eng ng System \TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDi'iY3: D.n.LLAS FL<JVu~iAY E:-:TENSIO;~ LPP 

WITH CONTINGENC:ES 
09. C:'lannels and Canals 

09 01. Channels 

09. Channels ar.d Canals 
09 01. Channels 

09 01.99. Associated General Items 

09 01.99.02. Site Wort 

09 01.99.02 03. Pipe Drains: 

09 01.99.02 03 OOi. OTLT STR - DNSTRM \-ITLNDS-SXC 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 OOCO Earchworl: 

- -

02226 0000 Site E:-:cavation And fill 
02226 1000 E:-:cavation By Do::er Moved 150 ft (45M) And 

L MIL A2 <02226 1004 E:-:c & Fill, D-8K Do::er w/U-Blacie 
300 H?; E:<:CAVATION 

L MIL ~02226 1004 > Exe & Fill, D-8K Do:er w/U-Blade 
300 HP; FILL 

02000 000(: Site 1.-/..:.-.:-r 
02450 00 0 Utilit·· Pipelines 

02452 0 G Rejnforceci Concrete Pipe 
0245 C'00 R,:,inforcec:i Cone. Pipe Class 3 1-.'ithou:; Gaskets 

0245 1000 Reinforced Class Ill Concrete ?ipe 

B MIL A2 <02452 1006 36" (91cm) Dia Cl III Cone Pipe 
Reinforced without Gaskets 

09 01. 99 02 03 002. SD 80>'.ES - DNSTRSAM WETLP.NDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ~03311 0001 STORM DRA.rn BO:•:Es (CONC, STEEL, 
COVER) 

09 Oi.99.02 03 003. 18" RIPR.n.P - DMSTREAM WSTLANDS 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02260 0000 Slope Protection 

02261 0000 Rip Rap 
02261 1000 Rando:n - :'"i~ter Stone Dumped From Trucks 

B MIL A2 ~o:261 1002 Rip Rap, 10, to 1001 Pieces 
Randorr., '.)u:~ped from T!"u·-:::1: 

QUANTY UOM cm:w ID 

12160 CY coon: 

11580 CY coon:: 

2120.00 Lf UOEHC 

8.00 CY 

95.J.'JG s·:· COSTf 

LA[JOP. r D: ~-~·,,-; Q!.:~' IS: fEJC9S CCJ :- r 0nc~- DOLl.I•.?.'.) 

L.:..BOR EQUIPMNT M}\TERU·.L 

0. 38 
4, 66 3 

0.55 
6,356 

7.00 
14,833 

542.00 
4, 3 3 6 

7 . 9-i 
7, 5-i 6 

l. 37 
16, 652 

l. 96 
22,699 

2. ~ 6 

5, 2:' 

0.00 
0 

(. 6 l 
6, :;·;-, 

0. 

0. 00 
C 

3 3. l S 
7 I), 2 7 S 

308.CO 
2,H;,; 

-- . (C 

16:14::)8 

DET.t..:L ?AGE SB 

OT!iER ':'OT.:·.L. COST UNIT 

0.00 
C 

,., . 0() 

[; 

o.co 

u. 
0 

1 . 7 S 
2 l, 315 

::'.51 
29,055 

4 2. 61 
90,323 

8SO.OO 

1 . 7 5 

51 

42.61 

6,800 BS0.00 

.j 2. 15 
-1:), (.142 4 2. l S 

tr,iA:h 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 0~/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMP.TE 

Tr-i-Service T-.utomated Cost Eng .ng System (TRP.CES) 
?ROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLOVUWAY EXTENSION LPP 

WITH CONTING£NCIES 
09. Channels and Canals 

09 01. Channels 

09 01.99.02 03 004. FILTER fABRIC - DNSTREA/1 WETLP..ND 

02000 0000 Site Work 

02500 0000 Site Drair;age 
02512 0000 Underslab Drainage 

B MIL A2 <02512 2001 > Plastic filter Fabric 
Underground Drain Lines 

09 01.99.02 03 005. 18" RIPR.½.P - INLET UPPER l'iETLAND 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02512 0000 Underslab Drainage 
02261 1000 Random - Filter Stone Dumped from Trucl:s 

B MIL A.2 <02261 1002 > Rip Rap, 10# to 100~ Pieces 
Random, Dumped from Truck 

09 01.99.02 C3 006. 18" RlPR.t..P - OUTLT UPPSR WSTLAND 

02000 OCOO Site ~ark 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02512 ODDO Unders!ab Drainage 
0.2261 100(; Random - fi2.ter Stone Dumped from Trucl:s 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 ~ Rip Rap, iO# to 100# ?ieces 
Random, Dumped from Truck 

09_01.99.02 03_007. 18" RIPRAP - OVTFALL CEDER CREEK 

02000 0000 Site \~ark 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02512 0000 Underslab Drainage 
02261 1000 Random - filter Stone Dumped From Trucks 

B MIL A2 <02261 1002 > Rip Rap, 10# to 100# Pieces 
Random, Dumped from Trucl: 

09 01.99.02 03 008. 36" RCP UPPSR WETL.1::_NDS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02512 0000 Underslab Dra nage 
02261 1000 Ra;:do:r, - fi ter Stor:e Dun\ped Frorn Trucks 

o:::;:,2 lC:}C! Reinfo!-ce Cass III Concrete Pipe 

~ M:L ~= o:~s= 100& 36" i 9 
:-Ze: :·: fc 

L:~ ~& ill Coric Pipe 
::::no.: G0si:ets 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

950. 00 SY ULABf 

504.00 SY COETF 

417.00 SY COETf 

291.00 SY COETF 

:aso.00 -~ UOEHC 

Li,ilO? : ;; · ·:9 ~- C:Jrre:.c·,· DO:.;" ,RS 

LABOR EQiJI?MrlT MATERI.I..L 

0.82 
782 

7 . 94 

4 / 00 3 

7.9~ 
3, 312 

7. 94 

2 I 31 l 

. 5.; 

~ 6, l 3"! 

c.s: 
4 90 

6.61 
3, 330 

6.61 
2 I 755 

6. 61 
l, 9:::' 3 

~-EZ 
~ 6, 2: ·3 

1. 3 S 
1, 2 2 3 

27. 60 
13,910 

27. 60 
ll, 509 

; . (U 

8, G 32 

:n. 
C, 3'.' 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 59 

OTHER TO'i_,:,_L COST UNIT 

o.uo 
[) 

G. fJQ 
C 

Uli 

J 

2. 69 
2,555 

~ 2. l 5 
:2 l, 24 4 

15 
17,577 

-i2. 15 
:;: , 266 

66. 32 
l :::-1, 67 2 

2.69 

42.15 

42.15 

4 2. 

66. 32 

fr,w<., 9:; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 7::::i-Service Autorr.ated Cost Eng ng System (TRJ\CES) 
Eff. Date 04/0Z/98 
DETAILW ESTIM.t.TE 

PROJECT FLDi'iY3: DALLAS t'LUv:..1r/.t.Y £:,:TENS ION L?P 
\•;ITH CONTINGENCIES 

09. Channels and Canals 

09 01. Channels 

09 01.99.02 06. Seeding 

09 01.99.02 :J6 002. TURFING - UPPER WETLANDS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02800 0000 Landscaping 

02810 0000 Seeding 

- -

USR A2 <02810 0001 > TURFING 

09 01.99.02 06 005. TURFING - DOWNSTREAM WETLAnDS 

02000 0000 Site \·/ork 
02800 0000 Landscaping 

- -

USR A2 <02800 0001 TURFING 

09 01.99.02 10. E-:cavation and Embani:ment: 

09 01.99.02 10 CCC. EZC,P.AUL,i•/.t.STE (FLD CTRL) LOWER' 

02000 OOOC Site ~ork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site £:.:cavaticn i'.nd Fill 
02226 2000 E:· cava:::.on By Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey {26.6Bm3) 

L MIL A2 <02226 2513 E:•:cav w/Pt..sh Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4. 5 Cycles Per Hour 

09_01.99.02 :O_CCD. EZC,HAUL,1'1P..STE (£NV REST} LOWER• 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And Fill 
02226 2000 E:•:cavation By Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3) 

L MIL A2 <02226 2513 E:•:cav h'/Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

09 01.99.02 :o ccr. E'.C,HAUL,\·(ASTE (FLD CTRL) IH-4:J 

02000 0000 Site Wor~ 
02200 0000 Earthwor;: 

0~226 OOOG 
:::::2 ~- ( ,~·"' ·:"':. 

''.::: ::t 

LABOR :C:T 

:c:._ :or; ;.;;J 

"" f'·Jsh L/Jc;-,'.ibJ S;.-r3p~:, -:::i:oc,s0 
;_'.:,,:-,. 

f'EIXS,:;, Ct,:: c:,· n r_:.c; · 

QU.rl.NTY uo:-1 CRE\1 ID 

33.00 AC 

69.00 AC 

199571 CY CODSK 

314285 CY CODSK 

LABOR EQIJI?i-1:Yl' t·F•.':'ERI.-".:, 

1735.00 
57,255 

1735.00 
l l 9, 715 

0.98 
195,06l 

0.98 

0.00 
0 

O 00 
0 

3.54 
70S, 643 

3. 54 
307,182 1,:11,249 

665.00 
21, 9•i 5 

665.(10 
45,385 

O.OG 
0 

0.00 
Ci 

;.6: H: 5-3 

DETAlL ?AGE 60 

OTHER T01 G:.. COST UNI7 

.cc 
G 

G. IJCi 
u 

C. ,, :, 

GC 
0 

2400.00 
79,200 2400.00 

2400.00 
165,600 2~00.00 

4 . 51 
900,704 

4 . S 1 
1, ~ 12,431 

4. 51 

4. 51 

t'EDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Au:ornated Cost Eno. .ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETF.ILED ESTIHATE 

PROJECT ~LD\-/Y3: DALLAS fL,_, _ _,1,'AY E:•TE:NSIOM LP? 
WlTH CONTINGENCIES 

09. Channels ar.d Ca.ials 

09 01. Channels 

L MIL A2 ~02226 2513 S:-:cav 1-;/Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

09_01.99.02 lO_CCH. EXC,HAUL (fLD CTRL) LO\'/E:R $\·/ALE' 

02000 0000 Site ;<Jor;: 
02200 0000 Earth;-;ork 

02226 OOOC Site Excavation And fill 
02226 2000 E:cavation By ?ush Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3} 

L MIL A2 <02226 2513 > Excav w/?ush Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

09_0i.99.02~ lO_DDD. EXC,HJ\.UL (FLO CTRL) UPPER S~lALE~ 

02000 0000 Site \•,'ork 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And fill 
022'.:6 20(:(i E: :cavation By Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3) 

MIL A2 <02226 2513 > E:-:cav w/Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

09 01.99.02 10 DOE. EXC,HAUL (FLD CTRL} IH-,s 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site E:,:cavation And fill 
02226 2000 E:{cavation By Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3i 

L MIL A2 <02226 2513 Excav w/Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

09_01.99.02 lO~DDL. EZC,HALiL,WASTE(ENV REST) UPPER ' 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 OOCO Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And fill 
02226 2000 Ezcavation Sy Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 

02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3) 

L MIL~? ~02226 2513 E :ca'.' w/?ush Loc>ded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4.5 Cycles Per Hour 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

21785:.' CY CODS:". 

533762 CY CODSK 

518491 CY CODSK 

69365 CY CODSK 

2:.'22:l CY CODS~ 

L_::._80k EQi. TD: f~~DC:9S C,.H· rer co:...r,;..r:s 

LJ:a.BOR EQUI ?tl:NT M;..:rnL::..L 

0. 98 
2 l 2,929 

0. 4 6 
2:;:;, 943 

0.H 
ZZS,032 

0.44 
30,507 

0.98 
2l6, 967 

3.54 
770,231 

l. 66 
886,0~5 

l. 59 
824,815 

L 59 
ll0,346 

3. S 3 
~3;,294 

o.cc 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

I). uo 
G 

u. 
I) 

c,,y·-· 

16:1-l:56 

DETAIL PAGE 61 

OTHER TOT.;L COST Ul-lIT 

0. 

0 QC 

i). U'i 

~ . 51 
9.:n, 210 

2. 12 
1,130,988 

2.03 
~,0.52,848 

2.03 
H 0, 853 

-i.'.::l 
l, 00 l, 861 

~ . S l 

:.'.03 

:'.. 0 3 

.51 

Ff-:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 

Tri-Senrice Automated Cost Enr;, 1ng System {TRJ.:.CES} 
PROJECT FLDi'iY3: D.~LLAS FLOIJD\\'AY E:- '!'SNS ION LPP 

DETAILED ESTIMATE WITH CONTINGENCIES 
09. Channels and Canals 

09 01. Channels QUAN TY LiOM CREi·/ ID 

09 01.99.02 lC_EED. FILL (fLD CTRL) LOWER 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Sartrn-;od: 

02226 0000 Site E:-:cavation P,nd Fill 
02226 1000 E:•:cavation B/ Do::er Moved 150 Ft (45M) And 

L MIL A2 <02226 1005 Exe & Fill, D-9H Do::er w/U-Blade 
410 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 85930 CY coon; 

09_01.99.02 lO_EEE. FILL (FLO CTRL) IH-45 

02000 0000 Site \'lorl: 
02200 0000 EartJ-:work 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And Fill 
02226 1000 E:•:cavation By Dozer Moved 150 Ft (45M) And 

L MIL A2 <02226 1005 > Exe & rill, D-9n Dozer w/U-Blade 
410 H?, Move 150' and Stockpile 60317 CY CODTN 

TOTAL EXC, HAUL NO-HAZ Mt'.T' L-AREA 7 10667 CY 

TOTAL EZC,HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L-AREA 10 18485 CY 

TOTAL EZC,HAUL NO-HAZ MAT'L~AREA 11 18150 CY 

TOTAL E:<C, HAUL NO-H.2,.Z MAT' L-AREl-. 12 6357.00 CY 

TOTAL E:<C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-ARE.r:. 13 282168 CY 

TOTAL EZC,HAUL NO-HP..Z MAT'L-AREA 15 92315 CY 

TOTAL REM/TR.n.Ns LEAD LEACHATE-AREA 13 54 00000 GAL 

09_01.99.03. Concrete 

09 01.99.03 01. Concrete 

09 01. 99. 03 01 001. INLET STR - DO\i'NSTREl>.M WETLP.MDS - -

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR I:1.2 <G3300 0001 ;, CONCRETE 

il2.00 CY 

LASO?. I:)· ;.::;_:. ::~DC'clS • V ,,,,_, - / DO!..L.:-.:~:;: 

l6:l~:5b 

DSTAIL ?.½GE 6::: 

1,;,BOR EQUI?MUT MATERI.:..t. orn::.:R TO'l COST UN:T 

0. l 5 
12,700 

0., S 
8, 915 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I} 

0 

3 32. S·J 
37,240 

o . .;s 
41, 367 

0.48 
29,037 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D.00 
0 

0 v. 

0.00 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0. U'J 

426, 6SCr 

'J9, .J:J(j 

726,0GC, 

2 54, 2 dfi 

o 7,os-1,:::ou 

C 3,69::,6UO 

0 :, GSG, OOG 

92 o.ou 
l 0, 36G 

i). 6 3 
:,qt 06 7 

0.63 
3 7, 95 l 

,; ::6, 680 

739,400 

726,000 

?54,280 

7,054,200 

3, 69::', 600 

l, 08;}, coo 

425.00 

0. 63 

0.63 
4 0. 00 

4 0. 00 

40. 00 

~ C. 01) 

2 5. O(l 

40.00 

0.2G 

47,600 425.00 

f'EDC~~ 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETP1ILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service P..:.itomated Cost Eng ng System iTR"-cCES) 
PROJECT tLDil'Y3: DALLAS :'LOv, .. M.;y E;..:TENSION LPP 

ViITH CONTINGENCIES 
09. Channels and Canals 

09 01. Char.nels 

09 01.99.03 01 002. OTLET STR - 00'.-JNSTRSAM WETUHiDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
0330G 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 -..:03300 0001 > CONCRETE 

09 01.99.03 01 003. INLET STR - UPPER CHAIN \·iETLANDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <03300 0001 > CONCRETE 

09 01. 99. 03 01 004. OUTLT STR - UPPER CHAIN WETLANDS 

03000 0000 Cor.c-ece 
03300 0000 Cast.-!c,-Place Co1~crete 

USR A2 <03300 0001 > CONCRETE 

09 0~.99.03 02. Reinforcing St.eel 

09 01.99.03 02 001. INLET STR - DQi~•t~STREAM ViETL;..NDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Rei:-:forcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

MIL A2 <03210 1001 > Gr SO Resteel, ftgs 

09_01.99.03 02_002. OTLET STR - DOi·iNSTREAM I\ETLANDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 OCOO Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

Slabs, #3-!i6 

L MIL A2 ,.G32l0 1001 > Gr SO Resteel, Ftgs & Slabs, 0-~6 

QUANTY UO:•l CREW ID 

.00 CY 

224.00CY 

10.00 CY 

11200 LB SIWRC 

616.00 LB SI\'IRC 

LABOR lD: t';QUlF ll:: FE:DC95 Currencr in DOLL..:..RS 

LABOR EQUIPMnT !•F;;·ERU•.L 

332.50 
2,328 

332.50 
7 ,j, :; 80 

33:?. so 
3 / 3::2 s 

0. ?l 
2 / 328 

0.::: 1 
12 S 

0.00 
0 

G.00 
0 

C 00 
0 

0. Q(! 

29 

0.00 

n.sc 
6-'2 

92.50 
20, ·120 

92. SC: 
92S 

0. 
2, 8 ()(i 

0. 
l 54 

16:H:58 

DE:T;..IL PAGE 63 

OTHER TO ·.t;L COST UNIT 

U.GO 

C.OC: 
I) 

u .. j".j 

L:'5. 00 
2,975 425 DO 

425.00 
95,200 425.00 

~ 2 S. 00 
.C:,250 ~25.0C.: 

0. 4 6 
S, 158 

,) . :; 6 

284 

0,H, 

0 .. ; 6 

FEDC9J 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En,_ ing System (TR..t..CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/9::J 
DETAILEU ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvv0WAY EXTE~iSIOl~ LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

09. Channels and Canals 

09 01. Channels 

09_01.99.03 02_003. INLET STR - UPPER CHAIN \•,'ETLANDS 

03000 0000 Concre~e 

03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 
03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 

03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

L MIL A2 <03210 1001 > Gr SO Resteel,Ftgs & Slabs,#3-#6 

09_01.99.03 02_004. OUTLT STR - UPPER CHAIN WETLl,NDS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

C9 .99.05. Metals 

L MIL A2 <03210 1001 > Gr SO Resteel, Ftgs & Slabs, #3-#6 

09 0 l. 99. 05 99. ASSOCI.r,.TED GrnERAL ITE:t-1S 

09 01.99.05 99_001. TRASHRACK -DOWNSTREi'.\.M WETL.£-.ND 

05000 0000 Metals 

05500 0000 Metal fabrication 

USR A2 <05500 0001 > TK~SHRACK 

09_01.99.05 99_002. MANHOLE COVER-DOWNSTREAM WETLAND 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02500 0000 Site Drainage 

02520 0000 Storm Drains 

USR A2 <02520 0001 > MANHOLE COVERS 

09 01.99.05 99 003. TRASP.RACK -UPPER CH?.IN \·.'ETLAND - -

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Me-;:aj ?abrication 

USR cs:/.<".i c,.Jo1 TR . .:c. • .:t:?~=•.U: 

QU.n.NTY U01'l CREW ID 

22400 LB SIWRC 

92~.oo LB SrnRC 

4.00 EA 

4.00 EA 

. 00 ~;: 

-.tJC:<. -.:0::, C;;:-re·,r '.lO .:J,?,S 

LABOR EQUIPMNT t·!ATSRlAL 

0. 21 
4,657 

0. 21 
19? 

G.00 
0 

0.00 

0 

-, ,·,,, 
V. v. 

0.00 
58 

0.00 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0. \ 
'J 

0. ::'. 5 
5,600 

0.25 

0.00 
0 

o.co 
0 

. (,·) 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 6~ 

OTiiER :'OT.~,L COST UNIT 

o.ou 
0 

0.00 
li 

203 5. 00 
8, J~ ci 

11 Ei 5. 00 
4,f,60 

: (,' €. ';: .. 

0. 4 6 
10,315 

0. 4 6 
-l.26 

2085.00 

0. ,; 6 

0 .. ] 6 

8,340 2085.00 

1165.00 
-l, 660 1165.00 

2:JSj.00 
16,680 208~,.oo 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/96 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

09 01. Channels 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng_ ,g S:,lstem (TRi::.CES) 
PROJECT FLDff:'3: DALLAS tL0~--,AY EXTEt~SION L?? 

\HTH CONTINGENCIES 
09. Channels and Canals 

Qu.;my UOM CREW ID 

09 Ol.99.05 99 oo.;. MANP.OLE COVR-Ui??ER CH.t..IN ViETUd'W 

Metals 05000 0000 
05500 0000 

02520 0000 

l...=--.so?. i.J. 

Metal Fabrication 
Storm Drair,s 

C95 

USR A2 <02520 0001 > MANHOLE COVERS 

8. 00 SA 

TOTAL Associated General Items 

TOTAL Chant.els 

TOTAL Channels and Canals 

C;_;r n:,:-,c/ DG! ... :cRS 

6:14:58 

DET"'E P.½.GE 65 

1.;soR EQUl?ViNT MATE:RI;;L OTiiEK TO:'_:;_L COST UNIT 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

1853164 5,339,319 

1853164 5,339,319 

185316-l 5,339, 3:9 

0. ((: 1165.00 
9, 3:0 

L6'.J. 00 
9,320 1165.00 

305,'.;85 H012l60 ::::,SOSl,928 

305,285 HOl'.;160 21,509,928 

305,?SS l'I01?160 :::'~ 1 509,928 

·-·1·; FE!K95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng r:g System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 0~/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDl-iY3; DALL.;s FL0v,H/.;:._y E!'.TENSION LP? 

11 01. Levees 

11. Le'1ees and Flood;-1alls 
11 01. Levees 

11 01.02. Drainage 

01.02.03. Concrete 

1101.02.03 01. Concrete 

1101.02.03 01 005. SLUICE STR - CADILLAC HTS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 <03311 0001 > CONCRETE 

11 01.02.03 01 006. r'LOODGATES - CP.DILLAC HTS 

03000 00 J Concrete 
03300 0 Cast-Ir:-Place Concrete 

0331 000 Normal Weight Struct~ral Concrete 
03 1000 Coracrete Placement 

i·/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
11. Levees and floodwalls 

QUANTY UOM CREl'i ID 

2791. 00 CY 

VSR A2 --0331;_ 1001 > FLOODGATE: CONCRETE 

1101.02.03 01 007. fLOODGATES - L!'.:\.MAR LEVEE - -

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 
03311 1000 Concrete Placement 

USR A2 <03311 1001 > FLOODGATE CONCRETE: 

11 01.02.03 01 008. SLUICE STR - LP.MAR LEVEE 

03000 0000 Co~crete 
03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 

03311 0000 Normal Weight Structural Concrete 

USR A2 ~03311 0001 > CONCRETE 

L.'-'.BOR Ii): JF',•;·1 :,::;_-:9°- Cu~._ ,.c · 

1931.00 CY 

812.00 CY 

2339.00 Cf 

iCO~.:..;..:<.S 

LABOR EQUI?MnT t-'.."'.TER~.:::..:... 

23'.J.95 
644,581 

45.86 
88,556 

.; 5. 8 6 
37 I 238 

230.9S 
:; .. ;o, in 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

Q. 

0 

· 81 . 2 6 
226,797 

55.6: 
:07,38:; 

5 5. 6 l 
•15 I l 5 5 

. ::t. 
190 1; D • 

16:14:58 

DET_;:._IL PAGE 66 

OTHE:R TOTI,L COST UNIT 

ij. O·:J 
0 

OCi 
Ci 

0.00 
0 

.-, • :J-'., 

312.21 
S"ll,378 312.21 

101.47 
l9), 939 101..;1 

lOl. 47 
82,394 101.n 

3 '. 2. 21 
"73(!,259 312.'.:l 

; J: ~-:::ucL 



Sat i6 Jan 999 
Eff. Date 4/02/98 
DETAILED ES IMATE: 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng1 .19 System {TRP,CSS) 
PROJECT FLD\•fYj: Df..LLF-.S FLOVJ1~AY EXTENSION LP? 

i1ITH CONTINGENCIES 
ll. Levees and Flood'<Jalls 

11 OL Levees 

1101.02.03 02. Reinforci;.g Steel 

01.02.03 02 005. SLUICE $TR - Ct'.DILLAC HTS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Rein:!:orcerri.er:t 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

L MIL A2 -.:::03210 1001 > Gr 50 Resteel, ftgs & Slabs, 1<3-H 

1101.02.03 02 006. FLOODGATES - CADILLAC HTS 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 2000 Beams, Columns And Walls 

03210 2000 Basic Cost Items 

L MIL .ri..2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,Wall,#3-#6 

QUANTY uo~• CREW ID 

384242 LB SI\·JRC 

FLOODGATES 272921 LB SrnRC 

1101.02.03 02 007. FLOODG . .t:..TES - LF>J.JAR LEVEE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 2000 Beams, Columns And Walls 

03210 2000 Basic Cost Items 

1., MIL A2 <03210 2001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Bm,Clmn,\1all,if3-i!6 
FLOODGATES 113680 LB SIWRC 

11 01.02.03 02 008. SLUICE STR - LAM.l\,.R LEVEE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

'.3CJR :-:(\ ID: n:rr.::S" 

L MIL A2 <03210 1001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Ftgs & Slabs,13-16 

339600 LB SH/RC 

(:u, r;,;n( ;;.01,;_,_ .f~S 

L..:..soR EQUZPMt-r:r M . .:..TE:R.li,;.,, 

0.21 
79,884 

0.21 
56,740 

0.21 
23,634 

n ,..,, 
V.-'- ~ 

70,603 

0.00 
999 

0.00 
7 l 0 

0.00 
'.::96 

0.00 
8 ii 3 

0.25 
96,061 

0.2S 
68,230 

(;. 25 
28,4:G 

o.:s 
3 ,; , gc)(.i 

,::,.:;;-, 

.6:l4:58 

Dt:TAI L ?AGE 67 

OTHSl<'.. TOT.L.:... COST U!fff 

\J.l}l., 

G 

(J 

j 

G. 

G.-H, 

l76, 943 

0. <16 
125,680 

0. ~ 6 
s: / 350 

0. 4 6 
~56, 386 

D. ~ 6 

0. ~ 6 

0.H, 

0. ~ 6 

;;/: FEGC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost En~ Lng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDViY3: D.l:..LLP,S FL<JVDi'iAY £:{TENSION LPP 

\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
11. Le 01ees and Floodwalls 

11 01. Levees 

1101.02.05. Metals 

1101.02.05 01. Gates 

11 01.02.05 01 __ 001. FABRICATED GATES - CADILLAC HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

05650 ~jQQO Marine Fabrications 

USR A2 <05650 0001 > FABRICATED GATES 

11 01.02.05 01 002. FABRICP..TED GATES - L.;M.½.R LEVEE - - -

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

05650 0000 l.\arine rabrications 

USR A2 •.05650 0001 > FABRICATSD GATES 

01.02.05 0L !iandrailing 

01.02.05 0~ 016. HA1lD RP.ILING - CADILL.r..C HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal fabricatio:-: 

05521 0000 Pipe .½nd Tube Raili::g 

liSR f'.2 -.:05521 0001 > H!;ND?.AIL 

11 Oi.02.05 04_017. HAND RA.ILING - LAM.n.R LEVSS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

05521 0000 Pipe And Tube Railing 

VSR A2 <05521 0001 > HAND?,AIL 

11 01. 02. 05 99. ASSOCIATED ITEMS 

11 01.02.05 99~005. RODNE:Y HUNT G,\TE fRM - C,\D HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 ~ecal Fabricatio:-: 

USR ·2 · 05500 0001 Gl~TS ~ FRAM£ \·I/SO' SE . .:C.Tf.:D :-:Er.D 

QU.i'...NTY uo;✓; CRS\1 ID 

42277 LS 

18360 LB 

i49l.00 LB 

946.00 LB 

54000 LB 

LABOR ID: c;~·••.";·t:;;-. tQUi? ID: FEDC95 Cur:renc:1 in DOLL.Z..RS 

U·.BOR E:QUIPM'.·lT MP..TERI.:....L 

o . .;s 
20,293 

0.48 
8, 813 

.17 
l, 7 4-i 

1. 1 7 
l, 1 07 

·l 7, 8 8 :; 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 

o.co 
C 

',. Ci·J 

3.01 
12 7, 2 5-l 

3.01 
ss, 2c,1 

2.23 
3, 3 99 

. 2-3 

'::·'::! 

16:14:58 

DETf..IL PAGE 68 

OTHER. TOTAL COST UtiJ1 

0.; 

O. Gt) 
u 

D. 

··:1·, 

3. 4 9 
1n,s-17 

3. 4 9 
6-i, 016 

3. 4 5 
s, 14 .J. 

3. 4 5 
3 / 26-l 

. l 6 
.::.: 9, -l-iC 

3. -l 9 

3. 4 9 

3. ·l S 

3.·h 

~ . l 6 

FrnC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service P.utorr:ated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDl'iY3: DALLAS fLUuu1•/T:-.Y S'.{TE:NS ION LPP 

l'iITH CONTINGE:NCiE:S 
11. Levees and floodwalls 

11 01. Levees 

11 01.02.05 99 006. RODNEY HUNT HOIST (12) CP..D HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

USR A2 <05500 0001 > HOIST 

1101.02.05 99 007. ROD HUNT fLAP GATE (2.2) CAD HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

USR A2 <05500 0001 > fLAP GATE AND FRAME 

11_01.02.05 99_008. 9" WATERSTOPS - CAD HTS 

03000 0000 Conc:ete 

03250 0000 CcGcrete Accessories 
03253 0080 Waterstops 

03253 :::ooo C\ubber 

B MIL n" <03253 2003 > Wtrscop,Rub Ctr Bulb,3/S''T x 6''W 

0.:..02.05 99 009. LADDERS (94 VLF) - C.t>.DILLAC ~TS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 OOCO Metal fabrication 

05521 0000 Pipe /'.l.nd Tube Railing 
05521 3000 Ladder - Vertical 

8 MIL A2 <05521 3001 > 15"(51cm)Wide Vert Steel Ladder 
Primed 

11 01.02.05 99 010. 48" HANDRAIL {448 LF)- CAD HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

05521 0000 Pipe And Tube Railing 

USR A2 <05521 0001 > 48" PIPE HANDRAIL 

11 CJ..o:::.os 99 011. ·,·i-BSAi-1S - c.::._DE.LAC ViS 

QUANTY l.iOM CRE/1 ID 

9600. 00 LB 

24 000 LB 

1904. 00 Lf ACP-.R.½ 

940.00 LB SIWSC 

2464.00 LB 

• _:,?,()!{ 
C;_;r:·e:-:c:~- DO:L.:·.RS 

LABOR SQUI?MNT MATERIAL 

0.57 
s, 4 n 

s ·; 
13,680 

5.58 
10,629 

0.23 
216 

1. l 7 

2,833 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.08 
159 

0.01 
12 

0.00 
0 

3. 59 
34,464 

3. S9 
8 6, 160 

5.65 
10,758 

. Sl 
·i l 9 

:::.:::,;; 
S, 6 l,:; 

16:H:58 

DETAIL PAGE 69 

OTf!E:~ 70:'P-.L COST UNIT 

0.00 

:J. GO 
G 

(). 00 
C: 

0.0:) 

.co 
u 

4. 16 
39,936 

'- 16 
99,840 

l l. 32 
::: l, 54 5 

75 
l, 647 

3. 4 S 
~, SO l 

4. 16 

4.16 

11. 32 

l . 7 S 

3. 4 S 

Fr:DC95 



Sat 16 Jar: 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En ing System (TRJ\.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/';,~ 
DETAILED ESTIMATE: 

PROJECT FLDi•iY3: DJ\.LLAS F~vvd,~AY EXTENSION LPP 
WITP. CO~lTI%ENCIES 

11. Levees and Flocd•,;al ls 

11 01. Levees 

USR A2 <05120 0001 W-BE;..:,:s 

1i Oi.02.05 99_012. RUBBER J-SEAL - C.'WELAC HEIGHTS 

05000 0000 Metals 

USR A2 <05000 0001 ~ RUB3ER J-SEAL 

ll_Ol.02.05 99_013. NEOPRENE GASKETS - CP..DILLAC :!TS 

05000 0000 r1,etals 

USR A2 <05000 0001 > NEOPRENE GASKETS 

01.02.05 99 01~. SCREW JACK SiJ?P - CADILLt'\.C HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 
05100 0000 Str~ctural Metal Frami~g 

05120 0000 Structural Steel 

USR A2 <05120 0001 > SCREW JACK SUPPORTS 

::.1_01.02.os 99_015. LOAD BINDERS - CADILLAC HTS 

05000 0000 Metals 

lJSR A2 <05000 0001 > LO.';D BINDERS 

il_Ol.02.05 99_016. ASPHALT@ GATES - CADILLf'.C HTS 

02000 0000 Site ~iork 
02600 J000 Paving And Surfacing 

02612 C:000 Bituminous Concrete Paving 
02612 1400 Surface Courses 

B MIL A2 <02612 1401 > ASPHALT 

QUA\-lTY l.JOH CRE:l'I ID 

9600. 00 LS 

302.00 LF 

302.00 LF 

5. 00 EA 

10.00 EA 

3774#/CY (2242Kg/M3) ,Ctrl Plarat 0. 60 CY :<ASPA 

11_01.02.05 99_.018. FLOODGATE HHlGSS - CADILLAC HTS 

02000 OOGD Site ~o:I· 

:JSi, · '):/;QC} '}C Ol GE:$ 

: '.;-Sl:.iC Lil 

L:":.BOi~ !·'.·::i-·· 
~ r '2:. - -•. ' .:.;;-c~ 

L.Z:.BOR EQUlPt•:t-i'.' ~;.r._TER:.:,~. 

0.78 
7, 4 82 

LcS 
l, c84 

0.00 
0 

78 .GO 
390 

25.00 
250 

44. 86 
27 

, ':!'.',!) 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

O.OG 
Q 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

35. : 8 

r:. ,Jc: 

0.9".' 
9, 3 ~::: 

~, --0-; 

2.00 
60~ 

97. UO 
-J85 

",(.i.(,'' 

50() 

160.D:J 

% 

: _,.,: 

16:14:St 

DETAIL P . .:..GE 'IJ 

OTt:E:R TOTAL COST u:-nT 

V. G•} 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

oc 

LUC' 

OiJ 

l. 75 
~6, 800 

8.50 
2, 567 

2.00 
60~ 

ns.oo 

;5 

8.50 

\JO 

875 175.00 

75.00 
750 

2~0.04 

'/ 5. GIJ 

144 240.0~ 

3. Si) 
iS,6:,(; 3.)'J 

FrnC95 



Sat 16 Jar: 1999 
Eff_ Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

11 01. Le·;ees 

02000 0000 Site \\;O!"i: 

02000 0000 Site Work 

02000 0000 Site Work 

02000 0000 Site Work 

02000 0000 Site Work 

05000 0000 Metals 

Tri-Se~vice ;.utomateci Cose Eng. ng S:;st:em (TR.;CES) 
PROJECT FLD\'IY3: DALLf'.S FLOvutiP•.Y E:<TENSION LPP 

iHTH CONTINGENCIES 
11. Levees and f.i.ood~:alls 

QUANTY lJOM CRE\•i ID 

11 01.02.05 99 019. TURNSUKLES - c;,.orLI...;.c HTS 

LJSR F.2 <05000 002 > TlJRt-lBUCKLES 

13.00 EA 

11 01.02.05 99 020. PORT.ABLE \>iINCHES - CADILLAC HTS - -

USR A2 <14000 0001 > PORT?.BLE WINCHES 

4.00 EA 

01.02.05 99 021. STAINLESS STEEL - CADILL.r>.C HTS 

USR A2 <05000 0001 > STAINLESS STEEL 

1600.00 LS 

11 Cil. 02 05 99 022. MISCELLAt·iEOUS - CJ:..DILL.;C HTS 

USR P..2 <05000 0001 > MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

250.00 LB 

01.02.05 99 023. RUBBER J-SEAL - LAMARR LEVE:E 

USR A2 <05000 0001 > RUBBE:R J-SEAL 

90.50 Lf 

11 01. 02. OS 99 024. NEOPRSNE GASKETS - LAMAR LEVEE 

USR A2 <0S000 0001 > NEOPRENE GASKETS 

90.SO LF 

11 01.02.05 99 025. SCREW JP..CK SUPP - :.,.r.J1AR LEVEES - - -

05100 0000 Structural Metal framing 
05120 0000 Structural Steel 

USR A2 ··OS120 0001 SCRE:\•i J/,C:\ SUPPORTS 

2.00 LB 

, .. :,30:~ ~I.:·: I:'.(Jf!; i' ~ !_.,: !"'~2~:c 9 S Cur::-;_:,;,.· ~,CI,L.:,_ 

L.:i..BQR EQUIPMNT !•i}'.l.Tt:RIA~, 

25. co 
32 5 

160.00 
6·i 0 

0.50 
800 

0 .17 
4 3 

.25 
38 S 

0.00 
0 

·,s. oo 
:5& 

0.00 
0 

0 GO 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

c,. 00 
0 

0.00 
G 

0. CiO 

SC. OG 
65G 

9S5.00 
3, 82 0 

3. "F 
6,0CO 

.28 
570 

. :::s 
3 8 5 

c_,u 
1 0 i 

r: .Dn 
l 9~ 

16:H:58 

DET.:-.IL PAGE 7i 

OT.'iER TOT/'.L COST lJNIT 

,) . 00 

0.GG 

.00 

o.co 
D 

0. (J(i 

0.0(; 

7 5. 00 
975 

1115.00 

7 S. 

4,460 1115.00 

,1. 25 
6,800 

2.45 
613 

8.50 
769 

2.00 
18 l 

1·,s.00 

4.25 

2. ~ 5 

8. )0 

. 0(1 

350 115.00 

t't:GC'.J'.:. 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

11 01. Levees 

05000 0000 Metals 

05000 0000 Metals 

Tri-Service ."'.utomated Cost En, .ing S\/Stem (TR.t..CES) 
PROJSCT FLD\'/Y3: D.l',,LLAS fL·...i:JDViAY D:TENSIOl~ LP? 

\'/ITH CONTHiGENCIES 
11. Levees and floodwalls 

QU.:".NTY UOM CRE:i1 ID 

1101.02.05 99 026. LOAD BINDERS - LA.MAR LEVEE 

USR A2 <05000 0001 > LOAD 3INDSRS 

4. 00 EA 

11 01. 02. 05 99 027. ASPH~.LT @ GATES - LAMl'.R LEVEE 

05100 0000 Structural Metal Framing 
05120 0000 Structural Steel 

02612 1400 Surface Courses 

B MIL A2 <02612 1401 > ASPHALT 

3174#/CY (2242Kg/M3) ,Ctrl Plant 0.40 CY :,:ASPA 

ll 01.02.05 99 028. FLOODGATE HINGES - LA.MAR LEVEE 

05000 0000 t·letals 

USR A2 <05000 0001 > HINGES 

7632.00 LB 

ll 01.02.05 99_029. TURNBUKLES - LAMAR LEVEE 

USR A2 <05000 002 > TURNBUCKLES 

5.00 E.n. 

11_01.02.05 99_030. PORTABLE: \HNCHSS - LMAR LEVEE 

05000 0000 Metals 

USR A2 <14000 0001 > PORTABLE \'/INCHES 

2 00 EA 

1101.02.05 99_031. STJUNLESS STEEL -LhM.½R LEVEE 

05000 0000 Metals 

USR A2 <05000 0001 :, STAINLSSS STEEL 

834.00LB 

11 01.02.05 99_032. MISCE:LU:.NE:OUS - LF.MF.R LEVEE 

05000 OCOO ~letals 

us~ A? -.05000 0001 MISCELI.AllEOUS ITEMS 
::::;o. GG LB 

:.,;,.:30!\ t:o;s :D: ·=:::; Ct.:!·rs'..C"/ DO:..:.. ;RS 

LABOR EQU:PHNT MATERI;,L 

25.00 
100 

.86 
18 

0.50 
3 ts 16 

25. 00 
125 

160.00 
320 

0. 50 

0. 

0. Uii 

G 

35.18 
l~ 

0 00 
0 

0.0() 
0 

0 00 
0 

.00 
0 

;·:. 0G 

50. ,,;-, 
20::: 

160.00 
64 

3.00 
2?,8% 

SO.DC 
?5G 

955. (: 
: I 910 

3, l 2 8 

:: • :: d 

16:14:SS 

DE:T."'.IL PAGE: 

OTt:!::R TO';'_;c._L COST UNlT 

c.oc 
G 

.00 
0 

.uu 
0 

(;0 

C!. (J() 

7 5. 00 
300 

240.04 

75.00 

96 240.0~ 

3.50 
26,712 

!'.). 00 
3 7 5 

1115.00 

3. '.:>ll 

75. OU 

2,230 111~.oo 

4. 25 
3,545 

::: . 4 J 
613 2.4~ 

f'EDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
. E:ff. Date 04/02/98 

DETAILED ESTI~ATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost E.:g ng System (TR.:::..cES) 
?ROJE:CT FLDWY3: DP..LLAS FLO\.lu\"iAY E::rrns::O!-l LPP 

WITH CONTINGEl~CIES 
11. Levees and Floodwalls 

11 01. Levees 

12 01.02.0:'; 99 033. RODNE:Y HUNT GATE & fRM - LAMi"-\R 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

USR A2 ·-"05500 0001 G;..TE &. FRP.ME iv/80' SEATED i-:EAD 

ll_Ol.02.05_ 99_035. RODNEY HUNT HOIST (10) LAMAR 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Metal Fabrication 

USR A2 <05500 0001 / HOIST 

ll_Ol.02.05 99_036. ROD HUNT FLAP G;:a.TE (iO) LAMAR 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 OO'JC >·'.etal Fab~icatiO:-! 

usR _:;._2 -·os5oo 0001 FLP.P Gf'.TE AND fR.t..MS 

11_01.0:::.05 99 037. 9" i~ATERSTO?S - LPJ--'.AR 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03250 0000 Concrete Jl.ccessories 

03253 0000 Waterstops 
03253 2000 Rubber 

B MIL A2 <03253 2003 > Wtrstop,Rub Ctr Bulb,3/S''T 

11_01.02.05 99_038. LP,DDSRS (152 VLF) - LFJ'.i'0.R 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 Meta: ~abrication 

05521 0000 Pipe And Tube Railing 
05521 3000 Ladder - Vertical 

6 "ii 

B MIL A2 <05521 3001 > 15"(5lcm)lhde Vert S:eel Ladder 
Primed 

11 01.02.05 99 039. 48" HF.NDRAIL (493 LFi- LF>.MAR 

05000 OOC:O. :-:etcls 
05500 OOOC- Meted fi:brication 

OSS2J OCOO ?ipe ,:,.r,d r,.;be Ra.iling 

QUP..NTY UOM CRE:\•i ID 

64500 LB 

8800.00 LB 

20~00 LB 

,1301.00 LF ACARA 

2012.00 LB SIWSC 

LJ:..BOR ~Q -~~ IS: fEDC95 CG~!8f;C DOLLi,RS 

LABOR E:QUIP:-rnr MATERIAL 

0. 5 i 
36,765 

0.57 
5, 016 

0. 5 I 
ll,628 

5.58 
7, 26 3 

0.23 
463 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0.08 
l O 9 

0. 
:: 6 

'.i ':) 
231,)SS 

3.59 
31, 991 

3. 59 
7 3,: 3 6 

5.6S 
7 I 3 51 

C • 

3, 0 313 

CF::-:'· 

16:14:58 

DST,".IL PAGE 7 3 

OTER TOTAL COST UUT 

i). cc 

.OD 
0 

O.GO 

:J. OG 
0 

. OG 

.; . 16 
262,320 

-L 16 
3 6, 608 

4 . 16 
8-1, 8 64 

11. 32 
H, 722 

. 7 5 
3, 52 6 

4 . 1 6 

. 16 

4. 16 

11. 3:' 

. 7 5 

fEDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Se.::-vice .r..utomated Cost Eng_ ::g System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLJl.S FL<...1V:AIAY EXTENSIO~l LPP 
\HTH CONTINGENCIES 

11. Levees and Floodwalls 

11 01. Levees 

USR Jl.2 <05521 0001 > 48" PIPE HP..NDRAIL 

ll 01.02.05 99 040. W-BEAMS - LAM.O..R 

05000 0000 Metals 
05100 0000 Structural Metal Framing 

05120 0000 Structural Steel 

USR A2 <05120 0001 > \-1-BEk"!S 

TOTAL Drainage 

ll 01.03. Care & Diversion of \-later 

1101.03.02. Site Wor~ 

11 01.03.02 01. E:•:cavacion 

01.03.02 01 001. SLURRY TRENCH THROUGH LANDfILL 

02000 0000 :::ice ;•;or i: 
02200 0000 Ean:·:s-:ort: 

02221 0000 Trenchi::g, Backfilling, And Compaction 

02200 0000 Earth1.;orf: 
02225 0000 Bulk Exca~at!on 

02225 1000 Site E:•:cavation 

USR A2 <02221 0001 > BSNTOlHTE SLURRY 

02225 1400 E~:cavation By Drag Line Includes Casting Or 
02225 1410 1-1/2 Cy Bucket 

L MIL A2 <02225 1414 > Bull: Site Excavation, Unclass 
1-1/2 CY Bucket Drag Line 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03300 0000 Cast-!n-Place Concrete 

USR A2 <03300 0001 :-- CONCRETE 

':'OTi·.L ?U:·'.?, D:VERT T!-iR.i..i PI?E 

TOTA:. ;:ere &. ,:ers.io:: of ':icter 

L.½50R -...:,, :c;-:iX9J Cur:-er,c· 

QUANTY UOM CRSW ID 

2215.00 LB 

12000 LB 

76600 SF 

"i6600 SF UOE:HE 

76600 Sf 

;::01 .:.,.,:;, 

Ul,BOR EQUI?'.·lNT t•1.½.TE:RI,"..L 

1.17 0.00 2.28 
2,592 0 5,050 

0.78 
9, 3 60 

1751806 

0.09 
6 / 894 

0.55 
.; 2, 130 

9. 34 
715,444 

46,700 

.S- l:, J. &.:; 

0.00 
0 

(). 9·1 
11, 64 (j 

3,227 1,939,325 

o.co 

0.34 
64 / 160 

0.00 
0 

n, bJD 

;~],%(., 

0. :>G 
38,300 

0.00 
Q 

~ • 'cl j 

37,,c,s 
::n,z; 

6i:i•i I ~ :ii:, 

.6: H: 58 

DETAIL PAGE 74 

OTiiER ':OT,".:.'., COST 

D. :::o 3. 4 5 

O.OJ 
0 

0 

()0 
0 

'J. CC 

0.GC 
(; 

/ I 64 2 

l. . 7 5 
21,000 

3,69·i,358 

U.59 
4 S, 1 94 

l. 39 
106,290 

.; . 2 7 
l,G9 ,082 

, SGO 

),E:ld,066 

UNIT 

3. ~ S 

. 7 5 

0. 59 

.B 

l; 

~-F;oc;,s 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILED SS7IMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TR.'",CSS) 
PROJSCT FLDWY3: DALLAS FLvv~r1AY S:\TSNSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
11. Levees and floodwalls 

11 01. Levees 

01.04. Permanent Access Roads & ?arl-:ing 

il 01. 04. 02. Site \·lod: 

1101.04.02 04. Road Surfacing 

1101.04.02 04 001. GRA,VEL R0.1::.D - C.i:..DILLAC HTS 

02000 0000 Site Viori: 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02619 0000 Gravel Surfacing 

B MIL A2 <02619 1001 > Gravel Surfacing, Delivered 

1101.04.02 04 002. GRlWEL ROAD - LA.~Fi.R LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02611 0000 Crushed Stone Paving 
02611 1000 Prepare And Roll Subbase 

02600 0000 ?ovi:ig And Surfacing 
02619 0000 Grovel Surfacing 

8 ME A.2 -.::02611 1002 > Subgrade Prep 
Prepare and Roll Subbase 

B MIL A2 <02619 1001 > Gravel Surfacing, Delivered 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

5530. 00 CY COFGA 

11474 SY t'.SGRJi, 

7592.00 CY COFGA 

TOTAL Permanent Access Roads 6 Parking 

11_01.99. Associated General Items 

11 01.99.02. Site Work 

11 01.99.02 06. Seeding 

11 01.99.02 06 OOi.. TURFING~ LAMAR LEVEE SUM!?S 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02800 0000 Landscaping 

02810 0000 Seeding 

V,50R ID: El: ti'.::CJS 

USR t~ · 02210 0001 ;"T.]?.~~N0 

. oo .1::.c 

CL r :-er:,~ cu;_:,,:b 

L"',BOR EQl.l 1 PMNT M . .:..rrn~.c..:., 

3.87 
21,398 

0.43 
4, 978 

3.87 
29,376 

55,753 

1ns.ou 
J;, 2 ss 

3.56 
~ 9 I 68.; 

O.'iU 
4,617 

3.56 
27,024 

51,325 

.er: 

22. 3C 
123, 3: 9 

o.oc 
C 

22. 3G 
169,302 

292, 6:21 

( 6 ', 
::: ; ' 9.;) 

16:14:58 

DET.1::.r L PAGE 75 

07HE:R ':"OTAL COST UtHT 

O.OG 
0 

0. 1)0 
C 

0.00 
Ci 

G 

·..,. 

::: 9. 7 3 
16.;,.; 0 l 

0.8~ 
9,596 

29.73 
2 2), "i 02 

399,698 

29. "!3 

o. s.; 

29. 7 3 

2.;00.00 
79,200 2400. 

r-~DC9::i 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Service .ri.utomated Cost Sng ng System (TR,::..cES\ 
Eff. Date ~/02/98 PROJECT FLDWY3: o;..LLhS FLvvu>'iAY E!:TENSION LP? 
DETAILED ES IMATE 

11 01. Levees 

11 01.99.02 06 003. TURFING - LAMAR LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02800 0000 Landscaping 

02810 0000 Seeding 

USR A2 <02810 0001 TURFING 

11 01.99.02 06 004. TURFING - C."'.DILLAC HTS 

02000 0000 Site \'/ort 
02800 0000 Landscaping 

02810 0000 Seeding 

USR A2 ,02810 0001 > TURFING 

11 01.99.02 09. Clearing 

il 01.99.02 C9 001. Clearing - L.;MAR LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site i·:ori: 
02100 0000 Site ?reparation 

02102 0000 Clearing ;:md Grubbing 

USR F>.2 -:02102 0001 > CLSARING 

ll 01.99 02 09 003. Clearing~ C.i:!.DILUl.C HTS 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02100 0000 Site Preparation 

02102 0000 Clearing And Grubbing 

USR A2 <02102 0001 > CLE:ARING 

li 01.99.02 10. E:~cavation and :::mbar:kmer:t: 

\\ITH CON?INGENCES 

11. Levees and Floodwalls 

QUA'.ffi UOM CREW ID 

20.00 Al-

46.00 AC 

82.00 lK 

50.00 AC 

11 01.99.02 10 001. EXCVTN,HAUL-L.;MJl.R SUMPS (SLUICE 

02000 0000 Site ll'orl: 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site Exca;ation And Fill 
0222€, 1000 E::-:cavatio:'l 3·:,1 Do:::er- Moved 150 Ft {<iSM) .C\nd 

r...., ··.0:::226 :oo~ E~c & F~ll, D-6K Jo:::er ~/G-B!ade 
J\)G :fr, ;.;,_:;,.,e 150' ar,d Stoci:p~le -i9DO.OO CY cocn: 

L;:..BOh ~\}Ult' ~·:::uc9 s c,,r rer DQ;,:.,,:._:-(S 

LABOR ::'.QUH'Mt-JT ViAT~:RT..'.:l.L 

1735.00 
l38,800 

1735.00 
79,810 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

C. 

.-: , l S" 

0.00 
0 

0 00 
0 

0.00 
J 

0.00 
0 

, u3 

665. () 

53,::: 00 

665.00 
30,590 

. cu 
0 

o.ou 
J 

l 6: 14 : 58 

DE:T . .'...IL ?AGE 76 

OTHER TCT.;L COST UMIT 

(';. 00 
0 

0.00 
0 

liU0.00 
139, ·iGO 

·-; r.,, 00 

85, oc;r; 

2400.00 
192,000 2~00.00 

2400.00 
110,400 2400.00 

17CiG.00 
139,400 170O.CIO 

1:00.00 
85,000 1700.00 

2.01 
9,860 

Ft::DCS'S 

.Oi 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Au::omated Cost Eng r:g S~:stem (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT fLDWY3: DALLAS fLOuJi·.'.".Y £:,:TENS IOt{ LPP 

WITH CONTINGE:!•:CIES 
11. Levees and floodwalls 

11 0 l. Levees 

02000 OOOC Site \·ior i: 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

11 Ul.99.c:::: 10 002. r'!LL-L;..;.1.n.R LE'JEE SUMPS {S:...u:CEj 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And Fill 
02226 1000 E:-:cavation B:/ Do:er Moved 150 ft (45M) And 

L MIL A2 <02226 1004 E:-:c & Fill, D-8K Do:er 1-1/U-Blade 

QUANTY UOM CRE.\.•: ID 

300 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 3283.00 CY CODTK 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

11 01.99.02 10 006. E:'.CVTN,HAUL-LA.MAR LEVEE SUMPS 

02226 0000 Site E:-:cavati.or: Ar.ct Fill 
02226 lOOC E:-:cavation By Do::er Moved 150 Ft {45M) And 

L MIL A2 <02226 1004 E:-:c & Fill, D-8K Do=er w/U-Blade 

300 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 

0:.99.02 :O 007. FILL-Li'-.t/iF.R LEVEE: SUMPS 

02000 0000 Site ~ark 
02200 0000 Earth;mrk 

02226 0000 Sice Excavation And Fill 
02226 1000 E:•:cavation By Dozer Moved 150 ft (45M) And 

L MIL A2 ~02226 1004 E:-:c & Fill, D-8K Do::er w/U-Blade 

549790 CY CODTK 

300 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 174. co CY CODTK 

11 01.99.02 10 EE:A. EXC,HAUL CADILLAC HEIGHTS LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0C00 Site E:•:cavation And fill 

02226 2000 Excavation By Push Loaded ScrapEr Choose 
02226 2500 Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3) 

L MIL P,2 <02226 2513 Excav 1✓ /Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4. 5 Cycles Per Hour 

11~01.99.02 10 EED. FILL CADILLAC HE:IGHTS LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 ooo;::, Earthworf: 

02226 OOOC S~te Excavation And Fill 
02?..:::6 lG'JC :-::-:c1·:.:,tic:-: ::3~' Do::e:-: t•'.oved b0 t:.. {-l5M) ;,_:--:d 

,,, ~:.. (i::::::.':6 liJO:- !:>:c &. D-9ii ::o :E::· ·,;/U-Bl<,de 
,; l G ~·-:e lS0' and St.oci:p:.l,:. 

33030 C! CODSK 

59S,; i3 Cf CODT:•; 

.::!.3()(:. ~·=-~::•~9::: Cu:-:rec:c:,· i'''' ·_;.:._,::: 

Ll-.OOR EQUI?MNT MATERI.:..L 

0. l .J 

4 60 

0 . .; ,: 
240,038 

0.14 
24 

0.43 
14,335 

.b 
S 8, -i S: 

0.50 
1, 64 2 

. ::,v 

857,123 

0. 4 9 
85 

l. 5 7 
51,860 

. ~ .~ 
:b, <F:d 

G. 

0. i)0 

0 

0.00 
0 

co 

l6:H:S8 

DET.;IL P.",GE 

OTHER TOT.::J, COST UNIT 

• GC; 

0. 0(; 

'J 

C. J,~. 

u 

fJ. OG 

0. 64 
:: , l 02 

2.00 
l,097,161 

0.63 
109 

2.00 
66, 195 

0.63 
.' 6, 54 3 

0.64 

:: i}\J 

0. 6 3 

., . JO 

0.6) 

t"~:DC:l'.; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En,. .i;;g System (TPP.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD'rl':'3: DALLAS E'LOOD\\'AY £::TENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCISS 
1~. Levees and E'loodwalls 

11 01. Levees QiJAtiTY UOM CREi~ ID 

02000 0000 Site l'iod: 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

11 02.. 99. 02 10 ffA. ::::,:c, HAUL L,\S<,t..R LEVEE 

02226 0000 Site Excavation And Fill 
02226 1000 

02226 2500 
E:•cavation By Do::er Moved lSO Ft (45M) And 

Sp Scraper Cap. 35 Bey (26.6Bm3) 

L MIL A2 <02226 2513 S:•:cav w/Push Loaded SP Scraper 
35 BCY, 4. 5 Cycles Per Hour 

11 01.99.02 10 ffB. tILL Lk'1AR LEVEE 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site E:-:cavation i'l.r.ci fill 
02226 1000 E:-:cavaticn By Do:er Moved 150 Ft (45M) .il,nd 

L MIL A2 <02226 1005 ~ Exe & fill, D-9H Do=er w/U-Blade 
410 HP, Move 150' and Stockpile 

TOTAL E:S'.C, HAUL NO-HAZ MAT' L-AREA 

TOT.r:..L E:·'.C, H.'\UL NO-!l.:'.l.Z MAT' L-,\REA 

TOTAL E:-:c, H.ri.UL NO-H;..z MAT' L-AREA 

TOTAL E:S'.C, HAUL NO-!iAZ MFi.T' L-.l\.REA 5 

TOTAL E:-'.C, HAUL NO-HAZ Mi'l.T'L-AREA 5 

TOTAL EXC, HAUL NO-HAZ ii;AT'L-J',REA 6 

TOT.r:..L E:{C, HAUL tW-HAZ Mi'>.T 'L-.;RE.ri. 9 

01.99.13. Special Construction 

ll 01.99.::.3 99. PUMP HOUSE AND ?Ut1i?S 
TOTAL PUt·'.? HOUSE 

TOTAL 6500 GPM PUMP CAPACITY 

TOTAL Associated Gerieral Iterr,s 

TOTAL Levees 

TOTAL Le 11ees and Flood,.;alls 

45142 CY CODSK 

991280 CY 
6566.00 CY 

i1922 CY 

7502.00 CY 

10000 CY 

SOOO.OG CY 

620.00 CY 

2963.00 CY 

1.00 EA 

. 00 E;:.. 

CODTN 

Lfa.BOR : C: ~Fl·1 CQ's ID: FSDC95 Currer,cy DJLL.:,,RS 

16:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 

L.r..EOR E:QUI?MNT M1'.:..TERJ.;:, 

0.'H 
19, '04 

0. l 5 
151, 88 6 

0 

0 

0 

G 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

l. 58 
71,279 

C.50 
.J94, 651 

0 

G 

0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0.C:0 

.00 
0 
(j 

J 

0 

0 

0 

0 

G 

OTHER '.:'OTJ,L COST 

:::: . 0;} 

262, 6-l(: 

·;: 6, OS 0 

300,0SO 

..JOG, o,:;c., 

.,,,o, ,_'. JO 

, i3 GG 

~ J.S, S20 

31, 6HJ 

·,1c, 6·'.)U 

2 02 
90,984 

0.6S 
6-i6, 537 
:C:62, 6..J 0 

C).6,880 

300,080 

·i GO, 000 

::00, 000 

::.1, 800 

l l 8, 52 0 

31,840 

70,600 

792,920 72,436 10:,,·;·js ::,3~9,760 s, o:::o, 851 

34116-17 ;,%8,9~8 3,cc::,619 2,3~9 ... t:J 1;;,n2,974 

3El6~7 l,968,9~2 <:,£29 2,3-i'.J,"6(; l-:J,732,97,j 

IJI, 

. u:: 

0.6::, 

4 0 OiJ 

40.00 

4 0. 00 

40.0() 

4 0. Q,J 

40. O'J 

40. 0;J 

318Hi 

7060;) 

·;,i~ :J: [-"f,DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Ser 1Jice Automated Cost Eng ;19 System (TR.!;CES) 
Eff. Date 4/02/9b PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS fLVv..,,1A Y E/S:TENS ION LPP 
DETAILED ES Il-JATE WITH CONTINGENCIES 

14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

14. Recreation Facilities 
14 00. Recreation facilities 

14 00.18. Utilities 

14 00.18.16. Electrical 

14 00.18.16 01. ACCESS PT - LOOP 12 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 

16111 0000 Conduits 
16111 3000 Conduit Installed By Direct Burial - In 

16111 3100 Pvc Conduit - Glued Couplings Schedule 40 

L MIL EL <16111 3107 > l"PVC Sch 40 Conduit •.-;/Cplg 
Direct Burial, Glued Coupling 

16050 0000 Bc:sic !-!ateria s hnd Methods 
16120 0000 Wire A~d Ca le 

16120 !000 600 Volt ranch Wire 
161= □ 1100 600 Volt feeder Wire, Single Str Copper 

M MIL EL ··16120 1704 > No 8-Type THWN 
600 1

; Cu,Sgl Strd,Pl in Cnd 

M MIL SL (16120 1705 > No 6-Type THWN 
600V Cu,Sgl Strd,Pl in Cnd 

16000 0000 Electr:cal 
16400 0000 Service And Distribution 

16411 0000 Underground Service 
16411 4000 Electrical Handholes - Sizes Shown Are Inside 

MIL EL <16411 4001 > 24''x 24''~ 30'',Elect Handhcles 

16400 0000 Service And Distribution 
16430 0000 Metering 

16430 1000 Revenue Metering 
16430 ilOO Meter Socket (Base) 

B CIV EL <16430 1118 l?h,3\~, Meter 
Ir:cll.:ding Socket Cover & Device 

1600 0000 Electrical 
16 GO 0800 Ligh~i~g 

6S!O 
;(, 

L.~.3Clk. I::· 

~~!8s Per C~ SL~=·· ~-06-0~ ~e~ 

Xtl:!eS 
. ~ s ;:.-; _, 

··;·;-,-,··.1 ,.::,.':·:ec, 

QU.ll,,NT'f UOM CREW ID 

5280.00 LF EELEC 

5. 30 1'1Lf EELEF 

15.92 MLF EELEF 

8. 00 E.D, f'.LAi3N 

1. 00 E."'. EELE:B 

K~' 

LABOR EQUIPMNT !1.il,TERlt".L 

0. 78 
4, 12 8 

209.40 
l, l l 0 

252.31 
4,0l7 

789.00 
6,312 

'LC. 8'i 
'13 

0 00 
0 

l. 
6 

1. 34 
21 

355.75 
2,846 

0. ,_:;_, 

0 4 i) 
2, l l 2 

:30.00 
68 9 

180.00 
2,866 

112.0J 
2% 

11:; 

,6:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE: 79 

OTfiER TOTAL COST UNIT 

0.00 
0 

G 00 

. 00 
0 

C.00 
0 

. C 

l. 18 
6, 24 0 

340.51 

1.18 

1,805 340.$1 

.; 3 3. 65 
6,904 433.65 

1256.75 
10,054 1256.'S 

1~8.05 
158 158.0~ 

f"i::DCJ:. 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Enc., lf\9 Srstem (TR."'.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD½Y3: DALLAS FLvvL.JWAY EXTE:NSION LPP 

\-/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

B MIL EL <16510 4021 150\~ HPS Pole-Mtd Fi-:ture 

16500 0000 Lighting 
16570 0000 Poles And Standards 

16570 2000 Roadway Poles - Steel Round, Tapered, Galvani::e-
16570 2100 Single Member .:..rras 

16570 2EO One Arm ?er ?ole 

L MIL EL ~16570 2114 > Rd Tpr Stl Rdwy Pole, >6'.:..rrr., 35' 
Incl Foundation & Grounding 

14 00.18.l6 OlA .. ".CCESS PT - ROCHESTER ?AR:Z 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16050 0000 Basic Materials Fi.nd Methods 

16111 ODO Conduits 
16111 000 Conduit Installed By Direct Burial - In 

1611 3100 ?vc Conduit - Glued Couplings Schedule 40 

L MIL EL <16111 3107 > l''PVC Sch 40 Conduit w/Cplg 
Direct Burial, Glued Coupling 

16050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 
16120 0000 Wire And Cable 

16120 1000 600 Volt Branch Wire 
16120 1700 600 Volt Feeder \-lire, Sir.gle Str Copper 

M MIL EL <16120 1704 > No 8-Type THWN 
600V Cu,Sgl Strd, Pl in Cnd 

M MIL EL <16120 1705 > No 6-Type THWN 
600\/ Cu,Sgl Strd, ?l in Cnd 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16400 0000 Service And Distribution 

16411 0000 Underground Service 
16411 4000 Electrical Handholes - Si::es Shown Are Inside 

MIL EL <16411 4001 > 24''x 24''x 30",Elect Handholes 

16400 0000 Service F.nd Distributio:1 
16430 OJOO Metering 

l6,3iJ 10(;0 Re·•:<c:r:.ue Me::.ering 
l 6~ J(; ,-1et-2:- Svc!:et {Base.' 

LABO?. r,-. t,,~;c · .. u:.. ":J"S 

:":::. ; €,,; 3U :·,, 3·_.;' 
':i :;;0_;, , . .-~, :r-:: :- f.. ::,~, 

Cc; :-,:,: 

QUAN TY UOM CRE\•/ ID 

. OC EA SELEK 

=. 00 EA EELEJ 

8000.00 LF EELEC 

5. 30 MLF EE:LEF 

15.92 MLt EELSF 

S. 00 EA M.LABt-i 

,~ ', 
• c''.I ~:~;__,;:.3 

:,,\RS 

LABOR EQUI?MNT 1,'.,'...TSRU-1L 

52. 81 
211 

265.95 
532 

0.78 
6,255 

2 09. ,; 0 
l, l l 0 

252.31 
4, 01 7 

789.CO 
6,312 

3.01 
32 

55.58 

0 00 
0 

~. 11 
6 

. 3,; 

355.1$ 
2,SHi 

165.UC 
66:~ 

1230.37 
2, ~ 6 l 

C. ~ 0 
3, :cc 

130.00 
689 

SC. 8'.l 
2, S 66 

112. !)[1 

3 :16 

16:l~::>S 

n;c7_r,_ IL Pll.GE iiG 

OT!:~F( TOT,\L COST UNIT 

G.0U 

J 

o.ou 

0.0D 

00 
D 

Cc 
(i 

;; . OCJ 
C) 

)i: 

225. 8 2 
903 22::-.s: 

l:JSl.91 
3, 10~ 1551.Sl 

l. 18 
9, 4 55 i. l 8 

Jrn. s1 
1,805 3~0. 

433.65 
6,904 433.b 

l256.75 
10, OS~ 1256. 75 

158.05 
l :JS l )S. 'j'.;, 

FSDC9'.: 



Sat 16 Jar: 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Ser-vice Automated Cost E:-ig. ng System {TR.;;CESJ 
PROJECT fLDWY3: DALLAS FLOVutiAY LTENS~ON LPP 

\\'ITH CONTING£t<JCIES 
14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16500 0000 Lighting 

16510 0000 Lighting Fi-:tures ?er Ce Std Dwg 40-0 -04 Feb 
16510 4000 E~terior-High Intensity Discharge F xtures 

16510 4020 Enclosed Heavy Duty Integrally Ba lasted 

B MIL EL <16510 4021 > 150W HPS Pole-Mtd Fi~ture 

L MIL EL <16570 2114 > Rd Tpr Stl Rdwy Pole,l-6'Arm,35' 
Incl Foundation & Grounding 

14 00.18.16 018. ACCESS PT - Il! 20 - -
16000 0000 Electrical 

16050 0000 Basic Materials And Methods 
16111 0000 Conduits 

16111 3000 Conduit Installed By Direct Burial - In 
16111 3100 ?,;c Conduit - Glued Couplings Schedule 4 O 

L MIL EL ~16111 3107 > l"PVC Sch 40 Conduit w/Cplg 
Direct Burial, Glued Coupling 

1605 000 Basic Materia s And Methods 
16 2 0000 \'iire ;..nd Ca le 

6 20 10cc 600 Volt ranch Wire 
6120 1700 600 Volt Feeder \•lire, Single Str Copper 

M MIL EL -..:16120 l 704 > No 8-Type TH>,'N 
600V Cu, Sgl Strd, Pl in Crid 

M MIL EL <16120 1705 > No 6-Type THWN 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16400 0000 Service F-.nd Distribution 

16411 0000 Underground Service 

60GV Cu, Sgl Strd, Pl in Cnd 

16411 4000 Electrical Handholes - Si:::es Show:1 Are Inside 

MIL EL <16411 4001 > 24''x 24"x 30'',Elect Handholes 

16400 0000 Service .r..nd Distribution 
16430 0000 Metering 

16430 lOOO RevenL.e Metering 
!6430 1100 Meter- Socl:et (Base) 

b C!V EL· :6~30 11!8 !?h, 3',i, :,Jeter 
Incl\.,ai,ig Scci:e 1~ C:c.:er & De 

QIJANTY UOM CREl'i ID 

. 00 EA EELEK 

. 00 EA EELEJ 

2640.00 LF EEL£C 

5. 30 MLF EELEF 

15.92 MLF EELEF 

8. 00 EP. AL;..at,; 

OU E.~ EE .£5 

:...:;30R J~''.:Tt::- ~;cu: r ::c9S c,.,rr·er,;:::-· DO!..l....'...RS 

LABOR EQUI?MNT MA'TSRii:-.L 

52. 81 
211 

265.95 
5 32 

0.73 
2, 064 

209.40 
l, 110 

252.31 
4, 01 7 

789.00 
6, 312 

·i:::. i:i-i 

8.01 
32 

55. 58 
l i l 

0.00 
0 

l. 
i, 

1. 34 

355.75 
i., CdO 

16:;_fC 
66D 

1230.37 
2, ·1 6l 

o .. ;o 
l, 056 

i30. 00 
689 

18 0. ii0 
2,866 

. Q,) 

896 

~6:H:58 

DETAIL PAGE 81 

OT:-iER. TO7AL COST UNIT 

0. OC1 
0 

0. 00 
0 

0.00 

. OD 
0 

0.:JV 
0 

CI.O(J 
0 

,: . ,](; 

::::::s. 82 
903 225.8::: 

LlSl. 91 
3,10'1 1551.9l 

l. 18 
3, 120 

340.51 

l . 18 

l,805 3'10.SJ. 

-i33.65 
6,904 433.65 

1:::56.75 
10,054 1256.1S 

158.05 
158 158.05 

FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service P•.utomated Cost E; .i:-ig Syste:., (T?...L>.CES) 
Eff. Date 04/021 ~" 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

?ROJECT ED'dY3: DALL?.$ r,-vvJ\·iAY E:<:TENSION LP? 
\~ITH CONTIJ•:GSNCIES 

14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation facilities 

16000 0000 Electrical 
16500 0000 Lighting 

16510 0000 Lighting Fi~tures Per Ce Std Dwg 40-06-04 feb 
16510 4000 E~terior-High Intensity Discharge Fixtures 

16510 4020 Enclosed Heavy Duty Integrally Ballasted 

B MIL EL <16510 4021 ► 150W HPS Pole-Mtd Fi~ture 

L MIL EL <16570 2114 ► Rd Tpr Stl Rdwy Pole, l-6'Arm,35' 
Incl foundat.ion &. Grounding 

TOTAL Utilities 

a 00. 22. ?arkir:g Lots and Service Roads 

14 00.22.02. Site Work 

l~ 00.22.02 08. Base Course 

14 00.22.02 08 00i. SUBG~~DE 

02000 0000 Site War~ 
02600 0000 Paving J"..nci Surfacing 

02610 0000 ?aving 
02610 1000 Lime Stabili::ed Subgrade Based On E:~istir,g Soil 

02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 
02611 0000 Crushed Stone ?aving 

MIL A3 <02610 1001 ; 6"Tf:, Lime Stabilized Subgrade 
(15cm) Thick, 25# (11Kg) /SY 

02611 1000 Prepare And Roll Subbase 

02611 0000 Crushed Stone Paving 
02611 2000 Roadway Base Courses 

02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

MIL A3 <02611 1002 > SllBGRADE ?RE? 

MIL ,r,,,3 <02611 2001 > FLEX BASE 

14 00.22.02 08 002. 6" LIME SUBGR?.DE 

02000 O·:JO.G Si !.e 'iior!: 
(}26C:Ci CC:i 1'2\·; :,q !,n,j St.:r faci.r,g 

(,=- 6 l ~:g 

•:cc,Li2 i:.:ed S;..:bgrc,::ic Bcl:>eci o:, E-:isti.::g s,: 

QlJANTY UOM CRE/i 1 D 

4 . 00 EA SELEK 

2.00 EM EELEJ 

11368 SY COFCJ 

988.00 SY XSGRA 

2060. 00 CY ::SAS.!:. 

t,;,,ao;:. ID: ~Xi i''. C"t.'['··9 ,; <...~rr,2r,c,: co~.: .:,c<s 

L."'.BOR EQUI t'MNT /.J.l,:rER:AL 

52.Sl 

265.95 
532 

~9,12'.2 

0.59 
6, 7 32 

0. 4 4 
439 

3.39 
6, 98 9 

8.0l 
32 

55.58 
L~ 

9,050 

0.53 
6,052 

0.41 
407 

6. "j 1 
~3,832 

1£5.'.';t) 

6bi/ 

1230. r 
2,461 

29, :;:1 

O.Sl 
9 ,, 

J. 34 

~. >; 
8 / :;.:: a 

":.6:14:58 

DET.;.E. PAGE s: 

OTHSR '?OT.L,L COST UNIT 

C. (!1) 

C 

co 
(; 

0.00 

'J 

iJ. f;() 

.00 
0 

::2:i. 82 
903 22s.s.:: 

1 55 J.. 91 
3,104 1551.Sll 

87,598 

i . 94 
.::2,027 

1. 19 
l, 177 

14. 25 
29, 3~9 

. 9.; 

19 

14 . 2 S 

··:,:~ :u: ~"ED( 9 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Ser-,·ice Automated Cost Er. . ing S 1/stem (TR.'-.CES) 
Eff. Date 4/02/% PROJECT FLD\·IY3: DP.LLAS :"~vvD'.J.½.Y £:,:TENSION LP!:' 
DETAILED ES IMAT~ \-:ITH CQ!,JTillGENCES 

Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation facilities 

MIL A3 ~02610 1001 6"T;:, Lime Stabil:..::eci Subg:::ade 
(15c;;;) Thiel:, 25:=i(llKg)/SY 

MIL J\.3 ,,02611 2001 > fLE BASE 

H 00.22.02 08~003. fLEX B.t1SE 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02610 0000 Paving 
02610 1000 Lime Stabili::ed Subgrade Based On E:{isting Soil 

02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

MIL A3 <02611 2001 > !:LE:\ SASE 

14 00.22.02 10. Paving 

H 00. .02 10 001. CONCRETE 

02000 OOGG Site W0r~ 
02600 CD,):J i:'J.·.:::".g ,.::,;,.j Surfacing 

026~4 OOOC ?ortland Cement Concrete Paving 
0261-i l:JOO Concr,:te Paving 

02614 1100 Materiai Cost Included 4500 ?si Concrete At 

MIL A3 <026l4 1101 ;, 6" (15cm) Concrete Pavement 
4,500 ?SI Cor:crete at Spreader 

14 00.22.02 10 002. REINFORCING STEEL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings Ar.ct Slabs 

MIL A3 ~03210 100! > Gr 50 Resteel,Ftgs 

14 00.22.02 14. CURB 

14 00.22.02 14 

02000 0000 Site Work 
0:'.600 OOCO ?d·:.i:1g Ar,d Surf.;:,cfrg 

o:6:0 0000 C~rbs A~d GGtters 
0:6:o CGrbs 

c-:c<' Co;·,.:·rete ~ Cast ?lace 

Slabs, D-#6 

QUP.NTY UOM CREW ID 

11368 SY COFCJ 

2 Q6C. 00 CY :·:SAB_I:.. 

2060. 00 CY :•:SABP. 

1716.00 CY COKCF 

12 627 2 LB S IWRC 

L.:..BOR D~·;-;·:·~::•· E()i, l!..i: ~~EDC95 C0r rer;cy i.n CO~L.;:~s 

LABOR EQU I ?C,J!E !-!.loTSRl?·.L 

0. 5 9 
6, 7 32 

3.39 
6, 98 9 

3.39 
6, 98 9 

0.% 
l, 4 71 

0.12 
15, 7 ~ 6 

0. 53 
6, 052 

6. 71 
13, S 32 

6. 71 
13,832 

:J. :9 
~93 

;J. 00 
202 

.J. 2: 
9, 2-i 4 

4 . 1 

s, s: e 

2, 52 8 

• 4 8 
')O ,••'} -~, .. '" _., 

V • ~• 5 
31,568 

16:14:58 

QETr\IL l?AGE 83 

0'1'HE:R 707AL COST U!·ET 

(: ();j 

0 

0.0CJ 

00 
0 

iJ. !),__; 

·;j. 

l. 94 
:2, 029 

H .25 
29,349 

14. 25 
'..'. 9, 34 9 

13. 63 
23,392 

0.38 
47,516 

l.Si'i 

l 4 . i 'J 

14. ::s 

13. 6 3 

0. B 

:w .. ~t.<9, 



Sat 16 Ja:1 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

AF A3 ~02620 1103 

14 00.22.0Z 15. SIDEWALK 

14 Oo.~~.02 15 001. CONCRETE 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

Tri-Service .'"..itomated Cost Ens 1r:g System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: Df'.LLAS FLUVD\\J'..Y E:,:TENSION LPP 

\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 
H. Recreatior! Facilities 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

Concrete Curb, .: 
2700.00 Lf NIA 

MIL A3 ~03210 1001 > Gr 50 Resteel,Ftgs & Slabs,13-#6 

03300 0000 Cast-In-Place Concrete 
03311 0000 Normal \~eight Str:..icturdl Concrete 

03311 ?0 O Concrete Placement 
03311 100 Place 3000 Psi Concrete foundaTion By Method 

0331 1160 Slab 0~ Grade 

t1IL A3 ~03311 116~ Pour Slab on Gr,>"' 6", Dir Chute 

5964 .00 LB SH/RC 

>= (15 cm) Place 3000 PSI Cone 164.00 CY .;L.;st;; 

H 00. 22 02 15 002. RErnFORCING STEEL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

MIL A3 <03210 1001 Gr 50 Resteel,Ftgs & Slabs,#3--6 

TOT,\L ?arl:ing Sets and Service Roads 

14 00.71. Jl.ctivity Guides and Controls 

14 00.71.06. Wood and Plastic 

14 00.11.06 02. Kiosks 

14 00.71.06 02_001. CONCRETE 

03208 0000 Co~crete Rei~[arcemen~ 
o::::] (,' f·:'r Sc.cc•~ l 

. ~: ,·,s 

:::.o:.· 

12104 LB srnRC 

U'80R EQUI ?Mt·'.T M.;TF~RI!,L 

0.00 
:J 

0. ~.:.. 
7.; .; 

4 . 00 
656 

0. l 2 
l, 509 

:is, ooo 

0.00 
0 

0. 00 
10 

0.:: 4 
39 

0.00 
19 

s~, 

·; . .::: 3 
l 9, s.:::; 

0.25 
l, ,J 91 

s~ . o,:i 
S, 8 55 

G. 2 S 
3, ,~,: 6 

130, :'(18 

16:14:58 

DE'!'.r..IL PAGE S~ 

OTHSR TOT_.'...L COST un~T 

C.00 
0 

(). cc 

·;. 2 3 
l 9, 52 l 

0.38 
:: , 24 4 

so. 2 4 
9,551 

n. 38 
~, 555 

2~D,060 

.23 

0.38 

52. _:.; 

0. 32-

F!:-::~C'::I', 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Sec1ice .½utomated Cost Eng. ,g System iTRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILED ESTIMP..TE 

PROJECT FLD\·i'f3; D.D·.LLAS FLL,, .:-.'f E:<TEl•lSION LP? 
\'/ITH CONTINGE:'iCIES 

14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation facilities 

B MIL A3 <03311 1164 > Pour Slab on Gr,)~ 6'', Dir Chute 
~

2 (15 cm) Place 3000 ?SI Cone 

14 CO 7i.06 02 002. AGGREGATE BASE 

02000 0000 Site ~ork 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02611 0000 Crnshed Stone Pav:_ng 
02611 2000 Roadway Base Courses 

02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

B MIL A3 <02611 2001 > Graded Crushed Agg Rd;,•y Base Crs 

:4_00.71.06 02 003. SUBGRADE 

02000 0000 Site Work 

02600 0000 ?aving And Surfacing 
02611 OOJO Crushed Stone Paving 

02611 lOOO ?re;iare And Roll Subbase 

ii, A3 <0?611 1002 ;;, SUBGRJ>.DE ?REP 

Prepare and Roll Subbase 

14 00. 7 1.06 02 004. 5':.- 5' ?REFAB STRUC:URE 

02000 0000 Site Wod: 

USR A3 <13000 0001 > 5' S' PREFP18 STRUCTURE 

TOTAL Activ::.cy Guides and Controls 

14 00.72. Day Use Areas 

14 00.72.02. Site Work 

14 00.72.02 99<" .. EQUE:STRIAN TRAILS 

14 00. 72. 02 99A 001. CLEAR AND GRUB 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02100 0000 Site Preparation 

02102 0000 Clec:ring And G::-ubbir:g 
02102 1100 Site Clearing, Clea::- Trees w/33Shp □o=er 

USR A3 ,c:1J: 1702 s.: ce c::eo:-~r,q 
,_, 2 ;•;/·--,,· i"C l.,,·:::(;C 

QL'ANT':' UOM CRE'ti ID 

44 .10 CY Al..ABE: 

55. 8 0 CY :•:SABf.l. 

333. 30 SY :·:SGR-\ 

6. 00 EA 

8. ,..,_.__ 

LABOR ~-:::DUS r ::-2:,c:: 0U ._:,?.:; 

LABOR EQUl?MNT H,\TE:Rl/,L 

55. 22 
2, 4 35 

2.50 
110 

0. 4 ,j 
14 8 

240.00 
l, .:J .:J 0 

4, 163 

" V. J~i 

3. 30 
l 4 6 

4 . 95 ,76 

0. 41 
1 37 

0.00 
0 

5 S9 

<js'j 

S 6. 3 G 
2 I •i 6 3 

',>'; 30 

l, 2 4 4 

0.00 
0 

260.00 
1, 560 

5, :2·1 

:: :~:·:",; 

6: 14 : )8 

DETAIL PMGE 8:) 

OTHER TOTAL COST UNIT 

()fl 

o.ou 
0 

C, 

0.00 
0 

G 

(,. 0') 

l j I ':J.; C 

,:-::. 

114. 82 
),064 lH.82 

;,'9. 75 

1,660 

0. 3 6 
285 

500.00 

2 9. 7 5 

O.Cb 

3,000 500.00 

10,009 

''VG.DO 

:J,9~0 i7 1JG.Oi) 

:'EDC9S 



Sat 16 Jan 999 
Eff. Date 4/02/98 
DET.½.ILED ES rn.n.TE 

Tri~Service Automated Cost Eng ng System {TR"'.CES) 
PROJECT Fi.DViY3: DALLAS FLOv,.MAY s:-:TENSION L!?P 

\·/ITH CONT:NGENCIES 
14. Recreatior. Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

14 00.72.02 998. NATURE TRAIL - -

14 00 72.02 998 001. CLEAR AND GRUB 

02000 0000 S!.. te 1-iork 
02100 OCOO Site ?reparation 

02102 0000 Clearing And Grubbing 
02102 1700 Site Clearing, Clear Trees w/335hp Dozer 

USR A3 <02102 1702 Site Clearirig 
12'' Dia w/335 HP Dozer 

14 00. 72.02 99C. EIKE AND BIKE TRAIL - -

14 00.72.02 99C 001. TR'°.IL EXCAVATION 

02000 0000 Site Work 
02200 0000 Earthwork 

02226 0000 Site E:-:cavacion And Fill 
02226 lOOO E>:cavat:ion By Do=er Moved 150 Ft (45M) And 

L MIL A3 <02226 iOOS E:-:c & fill, D-9H Do:er w/U-Blade 
410 H?, Move 150' and Stockpile 

14 oo.·:2.02 99C 002. COMPACTION Of SUBGR."'.DE 

02000 0000 Site Worl: 
02600 0000 Paving And Surfacing 

02611 0000 Crushed Stone ?aving 
02611 1000 Prepare l,nd Roll Subbase 

B MIL DJ <02611 1002 > S~bgrade Preparation 
Prepare and Roll Subbase 

14_00. 72.02_99C_003. REINFORCING STEEL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

B MIL ,ti..3 -.:03210 1001 > Gr 50 Resteel, fr.gs & Slabs, #3-#f, 

14 00. r. 02 99C 004. CONCRETE PAVEME:NT 

020GO 0000 Si:::e W0:·k 
0::'600 c,:oc:- ?a.· ... :,.g .:..i·,;, S,.;rfacing 

0~ 6 l-; P~:tla:;d ,~r:t Cor:c::-e:::e Pci·-:!.r:g 
o:c~ : c.:,_,c:-::::ret:8 ['<l':inq 

QUAN TY !JOM CREl'i ID 

. 40 I-.C 

11 7 .2::: C':" COD'1'1,: 

105600 SY ~'.SG?Jl. 

728957 LS SrnRC 

LABOR I:): -;-;T~:: ~QU!P ID: FEUC~J Cc:rre::cy in Do~:.,_;r:::; 

LABOR EQUT?lt,;JT H.r-.TERI.":L 

0.00 
0 

0.56 
6, 58 4 

0.42 
44,418 

0. 21 
151,550 

0.00 
0 

l. 83 
21,451 

0.39 
4 l, l 92 

0. 00 
l, 8 95 

00 
0 

O.CG 
G 

,,,, 
v.vv ,, 

0.:: S 
182,239 

16:14:SS 

DET;..~L Pt'.GE 86 

OTHSR TOTAL COST UNIT 

l .iCC. CC 
-l, 08 0 

(). tj!J 

u 

o: 
S-l 6 

J. (ii) 

u 

700.00 
4,080 1700.00 

2. 3 9 
~:3,036 

0.82 
86,~56 

0. 4 6 
535, 68_5 

. 3 9 

o. a: 

0.H, 

··): n::r.;cgr.;. 



Sat 16 Jan 999 
Eff. Date 4/02/98 
DETAILED ES IM.<\TE 

Tri-Service Auto:-:',ated Cost Er:g ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLD>~Y3: DALLAS fU.X;u\•/l.;_Y E:-:TENS ION LPP 

ViIT!i CONTINGENCIES 
Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

02614 1100 Material Cost Ir:cluded 4500 Psi Concrete At 

B MIL A3 <02614 1101 

14 00.72.06. Wood and Plastic 

00.12.06 01. PICNIC SHELTER 

6" ( i5cm) Concrete Pavement 
4,500 PSI Concrete at Spreader 

14 00 12.06 01 001. 11' 14' STRUCTURE 

02000 0000 Site Work 

USR A3 <13000 0001 > 11' x 14' PICNIC SHELTER 

14 00.72.06 01 002. CONCRETE SLAB 

02600 0000 Paving P-.nd Surfacing 
02614 0000 Portlarid Cement Coc:crete Paving 

02614 1000 Co~crete Paving 
02614 1100 Material Cost Included 4500 Psi Concrete At 

03311 116C Slab On Grade 

B MIL A.3 <03311 1164 > Po"clr Slab on Gr,>= 6", Dir Chute 
>"' (15 cm) Place 3000 PSI Cone 

l 1J 00.72.06 01 003. REINFORCING STEEL - -

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

03210 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings Jl.nd Slabs 

L MIL A3 <03210 1001 ;, Gr 50 Resteel, Ftgs & Slabs, #3~#6 

14 00.72.06 01 004. PREFAB ?ICNIC TABLE 

02000 0000 Site \'/Ork 
02700 OOOC Site Improvements 

02731 0000 Recreational Facilities 

USR A3 <02131 0001 > ?RE:FAB PICNIC T.'".BLE 

QUANT"f UOM CREW ID 

117.22 C'f COKCF 

19.00 E.n. 

49.40 CY ALABE 

5396.00 LB SIWRC 

34.CO EA 

LABOR ~:Q:;:~ :c:. Frnc:9:, Cur!·enc DOLL.:•.S:S 

L.:'..3QR EQVI PMN:' Ml>.':ER I.;L 

7 5. l 9 
881,341 

1470.00 
27,930 

5.;_ • 97 
2, 716 

0.21 
l, 122 

200.CO 
6, 8 GO 

'.;5.10 
294,205 

0 00 
0 

3.29 
163 

0.00 
H 

0.00 
0 

c. 
735,556 

1610.0C 
30, 59G 

56.30 
:, "181 

iJ. 25 
1, 34 9 

600.: 
20, ~OD 

16:14:SS 

DET.".IL Pc'.GE 

O'l'Hf::f~ TOT,;:.. COST UNIT 

0.0'.' 

0.00 
0 

" r-r, '. vv 

c: 

0 (:{J 

0 

00 
G 

J 63. 0~ 
l,107 163.'J~ 

3080.00 
58,520 3080.00 

11.;_ . 56 
5,659 114.56 

0. 4 6 
2 I 4 8 5 

8 00. 00 

0. 4 6 

27,200 800.00 

·,;: FEDC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Se:cvice .4.utomated Cost Eng .ng System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DET.Z\.ILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT fLD\-/Y3; JP.LLJl.S FLOUc,·\'F-.Y E::'.TENSION LP? 
WITH CONTINGENCISS 

14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. 72.06 02. REST STOP SHELTER 

14 00.72.06 02 001. 10' x 10' STRUCTURE 

02000 0000 Site Work 

USR F.3 <13000 0001 

14 00.72.06 02 002. CONCRETE SLAB 

02700 0000 Site Improvements 
02731 0000 Recreaticnal Facilities 

03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

iO' 

02614 1100 Material Cost Included 4500 ?si Concrete At 
03311 1160 s::.ab on Grade 

10' REST STOP SHELTER 

B MIL A3 <03311 1164 Pour Slab on Gr,>= 6", Dir Chute 
>= (15 cm) Place 3000 ?SI Cone 

>l 00. .06 02 003. REINi:ORCING STEEL 

02000 OJJO Site W0rt 
02,(!(! 00C.:U Si c,j ~rr,p:,:;-.. e:nents 

02731 GOOJ Recrec<tior.al Facilities 
03210 1000 footings And Slabs 

L MIL A3 ~03210 100! Gr 50 Resteel,Ftgs & Slabs,#3-f6 

14 OC.72.06 02 004. 8'PREFA8 BENC:-1 

02000 COCO Site Work 
02700 0000 Site Improvements 

02731 0000 Recreational Facilities 

USR A3 <0273i 0001 > 8' PREFAB BENCH 

14 00. 72.06 03. PICNIC PAVILLION$ 

14 00.72.06 03 001. CONCRETE 

02700 0000 Site Improvements 
02731 0000 Recreational Facilities 

032!.0 1000 ~·coting And Slabs 
026~.4 1100 Mater c:l Cost Included 4500 Psi Co:.crete 1"•.t 

03311 1160 Sla On Grade 

B A3 · 03311 1164 ?~ur Siab on Gr,-~ 6'', Sir C~ute 
,,,_ (15 cmJ Place JOOG PSI Co:-:c 

QU.½NT':· UOM CREW ID 

10.00 EA 

19.20 CY ,ll.LABE 

2095.00 LB SI\'/RC 

10.0C EA 

1.; s. oo CY ;,;.,,;,as 

LK30R ID; D~-,,;·; SQUI? El; FE:DC95 Currer,cy DOLI..;..RS 

L.:;.soR EQUIPM!·;T MATERI:0.L 

955.00 
9,550 

s~ . 97 
1,055 

C. Cl 
436 

100.00 
1, 000 

G, l -:-; ; 

0.00 
0 

. : 9 
63 

0.00 
s 

0.00 
0 

dG 

l 04 S. 
i O, 1 SO 

56.:W 
1, 0 8 ~ 

s::: ~ 

:::oo. o,~ 
2, CJC:C 

8, j J:: 

c:,~:·.-: ; :; . 

16:14:58 

DET.r..1 L PAGE 88 

OT!iEf~ TOTI-.:. COST UNIT 

0 

0 

0. () 
0 

'J': 

:000.00 
20,000 2000.00 

'10.56 
2,200 llLS6 

0. 4 6 
9 6 5 

300.00 

0. 4 6 

3,000 300 00 

; : .; . 9 3 
;·,0,010 11.;.<;,J 

n:DC95 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Ser-vice A:..itomated Cost Eng ng System (TR.",CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

PROJECT FLD\,'Y3: DALLt'.S FLOULii'iAY D:TENSION LPP 
1nrH CONTINGENCIES 

14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreatio,, facilities 

14_00.72.06 03 002. !'\.GGREGATE BASE 

02000 0000 Site work 
02600 0000 Paving Anci Surfacing 

02611 00 0 Crushed Stone Pavir:g 
02611 000 Road;-1ay Base Courses 

0261 2000 Basic Cost Items 

QU.:;NTY \JOM CRE\-i ID 

B MIL A3 <02611 2001 / Graded Crushed Agg Rd·.-1y Base Crs 

14 00.72.06 03 003. SUBGRADE 

02000 0000 Site l'iork 
02600 0000 Paving P..nd Surfacing 

02611 OCOO Crushed Stone Paving 
02611 1000 Prepare And Roll Subbase 

3 P.3 ,'0261: i002 > SUBGR.½DE PREP 
Prepare and Roll Subbase 

l4 OC 7:'.06 03 004. 30':-:60' PREFAB STRUCTURE 

02000 0C00 Site Worl: 

USR A3 (13000 0001 / 30' 60' PREfA3 PAVILLION 

14 00.99. J\.ssociateci General Items 

14 00.99.02. Site Work 

l4_00.99.02_99A. SIGNAGE 

14 00.99.02 99A 

02000 0000 Site ~lori'. 
02700 0000 Site Improvements 

02722 0000 Signage, Traffic 

TOTAL Day Use Areas 

USR A3 <02722 0001 > SIGN.ll,GE-BASED ON SIGl·lAGE ?ER 
ACCESS POrnT ON GREE!·,JBELT 

·.;;c:, :c:: :-:c·· Cc:::- :e: 

200.00 CY :,:s.L.SA 

1200. 00 SY t:SGR..".. 

6.00 EA 

1.00 LS 

x1:.,;,; i\S 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MATERI:':L 

2.50 
500 

O.B 
S 16 

4 . 9 S 
990 

0. 40 
479 

2 2. 3 0 
.; , .; 60 

0.00 
0 

16:14:58 

DETr.IL P.n.GE 39 

0-:':-iE:R TO":.'a~.L COST 

0.00 
(; 

()_ 00 
0 

29.75 
S, 951 

0. 83 
995 

urn: 

29. ·; S 

0.83 

0.00 
0 

0.00 
0 

0.00 ~lS"fS.00 llS48.00 
69,288 

lH37ll 

0.00 
0 

360,9-l7 

0.80 
0 

C 

999, 762 

Oc 
'-''-' 

'·;;,~_;-; 

69,238 

8 S, l 5•l 

:oooc.Do 
l G, G1.\:) 

2, S'.L:, 575 

l 00(i0. 00 
: !) / 000 

11 s~ s 

10000 

n::K:9:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/':lo 
DETAILED ESTH\l,TE 

Tri-Service .½Utomated Cost En~ mg System {TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDW'i3: D.l':LLAS FL1.,vU~if'.Y E:•:TENSION LPP 

l'iITH CONTINGENCIES 
14. Recreation Facilities 

14 00. Recreation Facilities 

14 00.99.02 99B. 150 LE' PE:DESTRlAN BR:DGES 

TOTAL PRESTRESSED"C" BEt'.MS 

14_00.99.02 998 002. CONCRETE CAP 

02700 0000 Site Improvements 
02722 0000 Signage, Traffic 

02611 1000 Prepare .rmd Roll Subbase 
02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

03311 1160 Slab On Grade 

3 MIL A3 <03311 1164 > Pour Slab on G:::,:.,= 6", Dir Chute 
>"' {15 cm) Place 3000 PSI Cone 

14 00.99.02 99B 003. CONCRETE - ABUTMENT - -

02700 0000 Site I:r,proveine;1ts 
02722 00 0 Signage, Traffic 

02611 O O ?repa e And Roll Subbase 
0261 GOO Bas c Cost Items 

03 1168 S ab On Grade 

B MIL A3 ~03311 1164 > Pour Slab 0;1 Gr,>= 6'', Dir Chute 
>= (15 C~) Place 3000 PSI Cone 

14 00.99.02 998 004. CONCRETE - 42" COLuMN - -

02700 0000 Site Irnprnvements 
02722 0000 Sigaiage, Traffic 

02611 1000 Prepare And Roll Subbase 
02611 2000 Basic Cost Items 

03311 1160 Slab On Grade 

B MIL A3 ~03311 1164 > Pour Slab on Gr,>B 6'', Di::: Chute 
>= (15 cm) ?lace 3000 PSI Cone 

14_00.99.02_993 005. CONCRETE - DECK 

02700 0000 Site I:r:prove:nents 
02722 0000 Signage, Traffic 

02611 1000 Prepare .::..r,d Roll Subbase 
02611 2000 Basic Cost Ite:ns 

03311 1160 Slab On Grade 

5 M::., l·.3 ,.033:1 1164 

';,,)():'{ :'SDC95 

Pour Slab on Gr, '"' 6", D!.r Ch;..;tE: 
~~ !15 cm) Place 3000 ?SI Cone 

'..c:~re~:c-,-

QU.;NTY UOM CRE\~ ID 

600.00 Lf 

. 67 CY AL.i'..SE 

37 .20 CY ALASE 

35. 60 CY AL.;BE 

:;:, . 60 CY .:-..~.:::.st: 

:.;.,;.;::; 

LABOR EQCIPMNT M.L.TERI.:..L 

4, 6? 0 

lSS.63 
l, 972 

134.52 
6, 8 64 

155. E,3 

5, 5"<0 

9 3. ).j 
S, l 9G 

0 

9. 31 
118 

• 0-J 

,111 

9. J l 
3 3.'..' 

S9 

18,~SO 

:1O . .,i0 

l, 3 99 

110.4.::J 
4, l C: 

110.,d 
3, 9 3-J 

L, : J :;. 

16:14:~8 

~ET.c'.I L Pfl.GE 90 

OTHER TOT.:·.L COST UlltT 

C· 

0.00 
n 

.OC 

U. 

V. (")', 

·,:·:-, 

:;:3, 070 38. 4) 

275.34 
3, q39 275. 3-1 

305. 96 
ll,382 30S.% 

275.34 
9,802 275. 

:·OSI.:' 8 
11,636 209.2t: 

t~:uc:,:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Serdce tl.utomated Cost Eng. .·;g System (TRACESi 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETF-.ILED ESTlMt'.TE 

PROJECT FLD't/'{3: DALLAS FLGvur,.;;y E:~T~NSION LPP 
\-!ITH CONTINGWCIES 

14. Recreation facilities 

14 00. Recreation facilities 

l.\ 00.99.02 998 006. REINfORCING STE.SL 

03000 0000 Concrete 
03200 0000 Concrete Reinforcement 

032i0 0000 Reinforcing Steel 
03210 1000 Footings And Slabs 

L MIL A3 <03210 1001;, Gr 50 Resteel,ftgs & Slabs,#3-~6 

14 00.99.02 998 007. 18'' DRILLED SHAFT - - -
02000 0000 Site Work 

02350 OOOC Piles, Caissons, And Cofferdams 
02351 0000 Drilled Caissons 

02351 1000 Caisson In Stable Ground No Casing Or Ground 
02351 1000 Basic Cost Items 

8 MIL .'-'.3 <02351 1001 > 18"{.\6cm) Dia Caisson, tlo Casi_ng 
Stable Ground, No Ground !'later 

:~ 00.99.02 998 008. 42'' DRILLED SHAFT 

02000 0000 Si:e Work 
02350 0000 Piles, Caissons, And Cofferdams 

02351 0000 D::'illed Caissons 
02351 1000 Caisson :::n Stable Ground No Casing Or Ground 

02351 1000 Basic Cost Items 

B CIV A3 <02351 1005 > 42" (106cm) Dia Caisson No Casing 
Stable grocind, No Ground Water 

14 00.99.02 998 009. ?I?ERAIL 

05000 0000 Metals 
05500 0000 

05521 00 
05521 

0552 

Metal Fabrication 
0 Pipe And T~be Railing 
000 \•1elded Pipe Railing - 3 ft (. 92M) High 

1000 Basic Cost Items 

B MIL A3 <05521 1003 > 2-l/2''D Welded ?ipe Hdrl,2-Rail 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

19698 LB srnRC 

2~0.00 'JLf CUWN 

240.00 VLF CLADN 

3'H {.92M)w/Shop Paint 5142.00 LB SIWSC 

TOTAL Associated General Items 

TOTAL Recreation facilities 

TO';'.'\L R.ec::-eatlOn :--acilities 

Lc'.:3Ci>. ,F";,";"~ E()l: I c' F:C:DC9) '-;Jfffc;;c" ,-o ,:_:.. ;~,~ 

. 6: 14 : ~,8 

DETAIL PAGE 91 

LABOR EQU I PMl·I:' MATSRJJ: .. L OTi-iE:R TOT.;'.:,L COST U!1IT 

----------------------------

0.:: 1 
4,095 

13.33 
3, 199 

27.80 
6, 6 7 3 

l. l 0 
s, 659 

43,812 

l:::95808 

1295802. 

0.00 
Sl 

l ~ . 7 9 
2, 8 30 

2 4 . 60 
5, 9G~ 

J. Vb 

31-1 

l O, z-;;) 

0. :. J 

·l, 925 

5.55 
l, 33? 

30.60 
7, 34 4 

. ::: 8 

59,346 

~35,59C: l,ZZ~,l~O 

~;:.,,ss.: :,:>1,:.:C1 

,,,, .,c 
0 

u. ', 

0.00 
C 

G.OU 
0 

l 0, ()Qi) 

08, l S~ 

%, 15-i 

0. 4 6 
9,071 

30. 6 7 
7, 3 61 

23. 00 
l 9, 921 

3.H 
17,697 

123,427 

}, 053, 670 

3, :'/:d, 670 

0. 4 6 

30. 6 7 

83.GIJ 

. 4 ~ 

!!C9) 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DET.J:,,ILED ESTIY:l,E 

18 00. Cultural Resource Preservation 

18. Cdtural Resource Preservation 

L!,30:;, :,:;y· ~:): :·::.:Js:.:ci:; 

Tri-Sen'ice Automated Cost Eng ng Syste:n (TR.;.,.CES) 
?ROJF.:CT EDi~Y3: DALL.rl.S FLl-v..AiAY EXTENSION L?P 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
18. Cultural Resource Presen,ation 

QUl,NTY UOM CREW ID 

TOTAL Cultural Reso1.,rce Preservatior. 

TOTAL Cu2.t:..iral Resource Preservation 1.00 

C:.:rr·e ·,c/ JOL:,; .. Rs 

i6:14:58 

DETAIL PAGE 92 

LABOR EQiJ I ?/.\NT M.;TERIAL OTiiER :'OT.:i.L COST VNlT 

0 0 C, 7'.J' ·;::,(:, 000 

0 0 ), 0G(' ·,,::;,:), 000 750000 

c:<..::;.; : , ::.:: r·:::oc9s 



Sat 16 Jan 999 
Eff. Date 4 /OZ/90 
DET.l\ILED ES IMATS 

Tri-Service A;;tomated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT fLD\'iY3: DALLAS fLv.~~-,~.".Y E:-:TEMSION LPP 

\'iIT/-i COW:'INGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 11. Project Cooperatn Agreemnt (PCA) QU.D.NTY UOM CRH,' ID 

30. Pla:-rning, Engineerir.g and Design 
3 □~ll. Project Cooperatn Agreemnt (?CA) 

30 11.Gl. In'..:.ial Draft ?CA Package 

TOTAL Initial Draft ?C,l. 

TOTAL Fed/Non-Fed AllocatnOfFunds Tabl 

TOTAL Deviation Report 

TOTAL Certification of Legal Review 

TOTAL MSC Review Comments 

TOTAL Initial Draft PCA Package 1.00 

30 ll.O?. Final Draft ?CA ?adage 

TOTf'.L Final Draft ?CA 

TQT;..L Fed/Non-Fed AllocatnOfFunds Tabl 

TOTAL Deviation Report 

TOTAL Certification of Legal Review 

TOTAL SponsrFinac Plan&Strnt ofFinacCap 

TOT.r..L Prcjct Fact Sht/Prcjct Data Sht 

30 11.02.07. Computatio:1 of Cost Sharing 

U-'.30'.\ 

902 Limit, Ability to Pay, Territories 
Waiver as F:.pplicable 

30 11.04. E:ecuted PC.ts 

~~\,'Vil-' I:J: F~GC9) 

TOTAL Computatior. of Cost Sharing 

TOTAL Final Draft 3rd Party Sub-Agreem 

TOTAL MSC Review Comments 

TOTAL Final Draft PG. ?acl:age 
TOTAL Min. of HQUSACE ?CA Revie·.-1ComMeet 

TOTAL MSC Appro•;ed Pc.:.. 

TOTAL HQUSACE f'.ppro 01ed ?C.; 

Ci1rr-:,,,c_: DOLL:",KS 

.00 

.00 

.00 

L.:-•.BOR EQUI?l-!NT YJt\TERI.::.L 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

u 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

---------
0 

0 

0 

0 

(I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

() 

0 

0 

[; 

C 

C 

:::,:t:>; 

16:1.J:58 

Di:::'f.-"'I L PAGE 93 

OTHSR TOT.::.L COST UNIT 

()i)Q 

l, 6DG 

80\i 

·l, G0\J 

1, 600 

l:::, 000 

4,00C 

l, 60C 

f:, (i(_) 

l, 600 

l,&,: 

:C::,cliJG 

l, 1:,0() 

:: , 6()0 

SiJU 

16, ()()i) 
:: , ,; Q:} 

l,&uo 

:::,c::, 

·;1·, 

.J, 000 

1,600 

800 

,1, 000 

l, 600 

L'., 000 

.j / 000 

1,600 

800 

l, 600 

l, 600 

'}_ t ~ 00 

l, 600 

1, 600 

800 

16,000 
::, 400 

12000 

16000 

1,600 1600.00 

l, 600 1600.00 

rt::x9:; 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Ti:-i-Service .::i,c,tomated Cost Eng. .19 System {TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMi'l.TE 

PROJECT FLDl·JY3: DALLAS FLOV,i,~AY EXTENSION LPP 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

30. Planning, Engineei:-ing and Design 

30 11. Prnject Cooperatn Agi:-eemnt ( PCA) QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

:,A~0:{ : '.: · 

TOTF-.L ASJ:a.(0/) Approved PCA 

TOTF.L 0MB .=i.pproved PC.~ 

30 11.04.05. Loe l Sponsor E:{ecutive ?CA 
Certi icate of Authority, and 
Lobby ng Certificate 

TOTAL Local Sponsor Executive ?CA 

TOTAL AS.t.(Ci'i) Executed PCA 

TOTAL Executed ?CA 

30 11. 05. Escrow .l',greement 

1.00 

0
., 

• 0 

. 00 

.00 

.00 

TOTAL HQlJSACE: Approved E:sc:row Agreemnt 1. 00 

TOT.Ii,L E:,:ecuted Escrow Agreement 1. 00 

TOTAL Escro·M P.greement 1. 00 

.06. Initial Draft ?C.=i. ,;:,,.mendment Pf:g. 

TOTAL Initial Draft PCA ,\mendmer.t 

30 11.06.02. Amended Fed/Non-~~ed Allocatn of 
funds Table 

TOTAL Amended fed/Non-fed ldlocatn of 

TOTJ\.L J\.mended Deviation Report 

TOTJ\.L Amended Certificatn of Legl Re 1;w 

30 11.06.05. Ir:itial Draft Amendment MSC 
Review Comments 

TOTAL Initial Draft Amendment MSC 

TOTAL Initial Draft PC.to. A.'1',endment Pl:g. 

30 11.07. Fin.al Draft ?CA ; .• r,,mendment ?i:g. 

TOTAL Fin.al Draft i?C.:, .::.~'l',endment 

:1,:· _::._::,,{,; =--~·-:::i., Uc,::-~·c:d .i::.lloca:.r, of 
·:\-'!'.,; .. 

>.:? '.'· ,.::,~ r ~-2:, '°'f'.l,:. k~ 

.00 

1.00 

. 00 

.00 

. 00 

l. 00 

l. 00 

,6:14:58 

DE7AIL PAGE 94 

LABOR EQUIPMNT MATERl.'\L OTHER TOTAL COST UNIT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 l, 600 1,600 1600.00 

G 0 1, 6(i[) ],600 1600.00 

0 0 l, 600 1,600 i600 00 

0 0 1,600 1,600 1600.00 

--------- --------- --------- --------
0 0 9,600 9,600 9600.00 

0 0 .j / 000 .;,coo 4000.00 

0 (; .; , 000 4,000 .JOOO 00 

--------- --------- --------- --------
0 

0 

0 

0 

G 

0 

0 

I) 

0 

0 

e 

0 

8,000 6,000 8000.00 

3, 2 GO 3,200 3200.Q(j 

80G 800 800.'JO 

SJC 800 800.0i) 

l, 600 ],600 1600.0() 

1, 600 l,600 1600.(;0 

d, 00G 8,000 8000.00 

: , 6,)Q '..,600 1600.00 

1:·rnos 



Sat 16 Jan 999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng. ng System (TR};CES) 
Eff. Date 4/02/96 PROJECT Fl.D\-i':'3: D.::..LL.::..S FLOV:..,;·/AY E:~TENSIOtJ LPP 
DETP,ILEU ES IMATE: \'/ITH comINGENCIES 

30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 11. ?roject Coopera:n ."-.greemnt (PC.½) 

TOTAL ;,.mended Fed/t·Jor:-Fed Allccatn of 

TQT;..1 -"-'~ended Deviation Repcrt 

TOTt'l.L J..tnended Certificatn of Legl Revw 

30 11. 07. OS. Ammended Sponsr' s Financing Plan 
Statement of Finicial Capability 

TOTAL Ammended Sponsr's financing Plan 

30_li.07.06. Amended Project Fact Sheet/Proj. 
Data Sheet 

TOT.tl.L Amended t'roject Fact Sheet/?roj. 

30 ll.0!.07. Corr:putatn ofAmended Cost Sharing 
902 Limit, Ability to Pay, 
Territories Waiver as Jl.pplicable 

TOTAL Computatn of.;:,..mended Cost. Sharing 

30 ll.O7.O8. Amended Fir:.al 0raft 3rd Party 
Sub-Agreements 

30 11.08. Minutes of iiQUs.r:..cE PCA i'.>.mendm:1t 
Review Committee Meetings 

30 11.09. E:-:ect.:.ted PCA Ame:-idr.,ent 

TOTAL Amended Fir:.al Draft 3rd Party 

TOTAL Final Draft .Z\.mendmt MSC Revw Com 

TOTAL ?inal Draft PC.½ Ammendment Pkg. 

TOTAL Minutes of HQUSACE PCA F.mendm:--;t 

TOTAL MSC Approved PC.½ Amendment 

TOTt'l.L HQUSAC8 Approved PCJI. Amendment 

TOTJI.L .t..SA(Ol) Approved ?CA F~11er:.dmec:t 

TOTAL o;-rn Approved PCA .ti.mendrnent 
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Ut: L½i L PAGE 9:: 

OTiiE:f{ TOT!·.L COST UllIT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/:;. 
DETP,ILE:D ESTIMATE 

30 11. Project Cooperat:1 J:..greem:it (PCA) 

30 11. 10. AII1er1dments to Escrow Ag!.""eement 

Tri-Service ?.utomated Cos:: En~ 1-n; S:,1stem ;TR"'.CES) 
?ROJECT FLD11Y3: DALLAS FLv-,.MAY £>'.TENSION L?? 

\'iITH CONTINGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering ar:d Design 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 

TOTAL Local Sponsr E•:e. pc.; Amendment 1. 00 

TOTA!., ;,SA(CYii E-:ecuted PC.; .;mendment 1. QO 

TOTAL E-:ec..;ted ?CA Amendment 1.00 

3·J 11. 10. 01. HQUSACE Approved A.mended Escrow 
.L.greement 

TOTAL HQUSACE Approved .ll.mer:ded Escrm.: . 00 

TOTAL E:·:ecuted .n.mended Escro·.-: J.i.greemn::. .00 

TOTAL Amendments to Escr01-: Agreement 1.00 

TOTAL Project Cooperatn Agreemnt (l'_CAJ l. 00 

'. .. ~:..50?. E(!U ? Fi-:DC9 S ~ re ;C:/ '"OLU RS 

L.:i.soR EQUIPl·i!iT MATSRIA:., 
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DET;..IL PAGE % 

OT~iE:{ TOT.;;L COST U!HT 

l, GC 

l, 6:)U 

9, 6•.)0 

- , '< u i. 

l, 60U 

~,000 

8U, OiJQ 

1,600 1600 OiJ 

1,600 1600.JG 

9,600 9600.l!C 

2,400 2400.(1() 

l,600 1600.0(! 

4,000 4000.00 

80,000 80000 

1LJ: t"EDC'.l) 



Sat 16 Jar: 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

30 12. Project t1anagement Plan (PMP) 

3•:) 12. P:coject Management Plan (PMP) 

',."".BOR IJ: :::Q;_; 2::0.~·y;, 

Tri-Serv.::.ce Au:o:nated Cost Eng. .19 Sy·stem (TRACES) 
PROJECT ~~LO)';y3: DALLF>.S .tLU""'i.'W E'.>'.TSNS ION LP? 

WITH CONTHiGENCIE:S 

30. ?la~ning, Engineering and Design 

QVAtlTY COM CRE\"i ID 

TOT . .t.L Revisions to PM? I.CO 

TOTAL Project Management ?lan {PMP) . 00 

,:::..: :- r-::r ;)OL:.;,~::; 

.6: U: 58 

D!::TA:L P.%E 9·1 

L.:..50R SQIJTPM;lT MATERIJ,L OTHER TCT!-.!'., COST UUlT 

C 0 16, J(i() 16,000 16000 

0 0 l6,DJ0 16,000 16000 

:1-·:, ~EDC9:, 



Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost En<;, ~r.g Syste:r. (TR.il..CES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/98 
DETAILED ESTIMF>.7E 

?ROJECT fLD'll'::'3; DALLAS FLOVJi\'A Y EX ENS IOM LP? 
WITH CONTINGENCIES 

30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 18. Gnrl Reevaln Rep {GRR) 97/98 

30 18. Gnrl Reeval:; Rep (GRR) 97/98 

not including ??'.'-m 

30 18.01. Engir.eering Ana:ysis/Report 
TOTAL Surveys&Mapp'g E:-:cept Real Estat 

30_18.01.03. Hydrology and Hydraulic Studies 
Report 

TOTAL Hydrology and Hydradic Studies 

30_18.01.04. Engineering and Design Analysis 
Report with Prelimir.ary 
Drawings 

TOT.Z,.L Engineering and Design Analysis 

TOTAL Geotechnical Studies Report 

TO'?AL Sngir.eering Analysis/Report 

Soci.o/Eco:-:ornic F.nalysis/Repcrt 
TOTAL Economic ;..nalysis/Report 

TOTJ\.L Social Studies/Report 

TOTAL J\.bility to ?ay Report 

TOTAL Socic/Eco:iomic Analysis/Report 

30 18.04. Environmental Studies Documents 
(EF., EIS, SEIS) 

TOTAL Biological Assessment 

30 18.04.04. En 11ironmntl Impact Statmnt (EIS) 
or Supl. Environmental Impact 
Statement {SEIS) 

TOTAL Environ:nntl Impact Statmnt (EIS) 

TOTAL Coordina:n Docur:its w/Other Agenc 

TOTAL Mitigatlon .t.nalysis Report 

30 18.0~.08. fish & Wildlife Coord~at'n Act 
Re~ort 

QUANTY UO!"; CREVi ID 

1.00 ea 
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OTHER TOT.;L COST UNlT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/~0 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

30 18. Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97/98 

30 18. 05. HTRW/RCR.A Studies Report 

Tri-Service .n.utoma ted Cost En, , ng Sys te:n (TRACES) 
?ROJECT FLD\-1'!3: DA:..LAS fL...,-..,c.i\·iP..Y £>:TENSION LP? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

QUAN TY UOM CREW ID 

TOTAL fish & >·iildlife Coordnat 'n .1\ct LOO EA 

TOTAL Section 40'i. (bJ (l) Analysis Reprt 1.00 Ell. 

TOTAL 40l State Wate:::- Qualitj' Certifcn 1.00 EA 

TOTAL Record of Decision (ROD) .00 EA 

TOTAL Section 103 Evaluatio;-; 1.00 EA 

TOTAL Statement of findings (SOF) L 00 s.;; 

TOTAL Environmental Studies Documents .00 ea 

TOTAL HTRW P..ssessment Report . 00 E.; 

TOTAL HTR\'/ Site Inspection Report . 00 EA 

TOTAL HTR\·.' Remedial Investigations .00 EA 

TOTAL HTRW/RCR.11 Studies Report 1. 00 £,r., 

30 18.06. Culturl RESOLlrce Studies Documts 
TOTAL Sun,ey field Report 

TOTP.L Data Collectn & Analysis Report 

TOTAL tJational Register Eligibility 

TOTAL Mitigation Plan Report 

TOTP..L Memorandum of Agreement 

TOTAL Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30~18.07. Cost Estimates 
TOT.l>.L GRR-Study Cost Estimates 

TOTAL PED Cost Estimate 

TOTAL, Project Cost Estimate 

TOT.Z..L OMRR&R Cost Estimate Updates 
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OTHER TOT.;L COST UNIT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/90 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

30 18. Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97 /98 

30 18.08. Public Involvement Document 

30 18 .10. Draft Report Documentation 

30 18.il. Final Report Documentation 

30 18.~S. Management 

LABOR ~-'..'',, . '-'::> 

Tri-Service Autorr,ated Cost En:,, .ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDWY3: DALLAS fL,._,_.,,HiP..Y E:t'.TENSiON LPP 

1-IITH CONTINGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

TOT.:'..L All Other Cost Estimates 

TOTAL Cost Estima:es 

TOTAL Notice of Public Meeti:-,g 

TOTAL Minutes of P;_iblic Meeting 

TOTAL Public Comments Report 

TOTAL Ne,,.;sletters 

TOTAL All Other Public Involvmnt Docs. 

TOTAL Public Involvement Document 
TOTAL Plan Formulatn & Evaluatn Reprts 

TOT.."\.L Review Conference Documents 

TOT . ."\.L In-House Review Comments 

TOTAL Public Review Comments 

TOTAL Projct Guidance Memorandum (PGM) 

TOTAL All Other GRR Documents 

TOTAL Draft Report Documentation 

TOTAL Division Commanders Notice 

TOTAL All Other final Report Documer:ts 

TOTAL final Report Documentation 
TOTJ.l..L .n.ll Other Studies/Investigatioa:s 

'l'O'fAl. .::.E Coratract Doct:rnents 

rc::r;.· s:::.:,:::·: r,,r:Js :~c.:'.~ ~>:::oc,..:::',-":: • 
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OTr.St\ TOTAL COST UNIT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILED SSTIMATE 

30 18. Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97/98 

:,!,BO:{ 

30 18.99. PRIOR TO 1996 (INCL PPMD) 

USR 

~~~- :c: fEDC95 

Tri-Service Automated Cost E;o mg System (TR..'..CES) 
PROJECT FLD\-i"r"3: DALLAS FLU0DWAY E:<TENSION LPl' 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Desigri 

TOTAL Trip Reports 

TOTAL Coordination Docu:r:ents 

TOTAL 1-linut.es of Technical Re'.'iew Conf 

TOTP,.L All Other Management Doc1.,ments 

TOTAL Management 

TOTAL PRIOR TO 1996 ( INCL PPMD} 

TOTAL Gnrl Reevaln Rep (GRR) 97/98 

QUANTY UOM CREW ID 
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0'2'HER TQT;,L COST UNIT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng tig System (TR.AC8S) 
Eff. Date 04/02/95 
DETAL~D ~ST mAT~ 

PROJECT fLD\•iY3: JALLAS FL(Jw,~;._y S:<TSNS:rn~ LPP 
WITH CONTINGEtKH:S 

30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 20. Project Desiga, Memorar:dum QU.::..N:Y UOM CREi·/ ID 

~ .. :,_ . .'?,()? 

30 20. Project Design Memorar1dum 

30 20.01. Engineering Analysis/Report 
TOTAL Surveys&Mapp'g E-:cept Real Estat 

30_20.01.03. Hydrology and Hydraulic Studies 
Report 

TOTAL Hydrology and Hydraulic Studies 

30 20.01.04. Engineering and Design Analysis 
Report with Preliminary 
Drawings 

30 20.02. Socio/Economic .;nalysis/Report 

30 20.04. Environmental Studies Documents 
(EA, EIS, SEIS) 

TOTP..L Engineering a:-:d Design Analysis 

TOTAL Geotecr.nical Studies Report 

TOTAL Engineering Analysis/Report 

TOT.U.L Sconom1c Analysis/Report 

TOT.J:l.L P.bility to Pay Report 

TOH\L Socio/Economic Analysis/Report 

TOTAL Biological t-'.ssessment 

TOTAL Coordinatn Documts w/Other Agenc 

TOTAL Mitigation Analysis Report 

30 20.04.08. Fish & Wildlife Coordnat'n Act 
Report 

TOT.U.L Fish & l"iildlife Coordnat 'n Act 

TOTAL Section 404 (b) (l) M.nalysis Reprt 

TOTAL 401 Sc.ate \~ater Quality Ce~tifc~. 

TOT.".L Recocd of Decision (RODi 

7CT;..I. S<"Ct~O:i : 1_:.3 

'..:··' '' · FC:CY:95 CU!'!"E-: c; :)OL:,.: .. :{:.'. 
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CJTf-:~'.? TOTAL COST UtllT 
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Sat 16 Jan 
Eff. Date 
DET;..ILED ES 

999 
4/02/98 
IMATE 

30 20. Project Design Mer::orandum 

30 20.05. HTRl-i/RCRl-'. Studies Repon:. 

Tri-Service .n.utor:!ated Cost Eng_ .ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT fLD\-.1¥3: o;..LLP.S FLOOL.MAY £:>:TENSION LP? 

IHTH CONTHlGENCISS 
30. ?lan:1ing, Engineering and Design 

QUAl\TY UOM CRE\-i ID 

TOTAL Statement of Findings {SOfl .00 EA 

TOTAL Sw-1iron:r,en:al Studies Documents l. 00 EA 

TOTAL !-iTRW .n.ssessment Report 1. 00 s.; 

TOTAL HTR\-1 Site Inspection Report .00 EA 

TO!li.L HTRW Remedial Investigations i .OC EA 

TOTAL HTRW/RCRA Studies Report l. 00 E.r... 

30 20.06. Culturl Resource Studies Documts 

30 20.07. Cost Sstimates 

:..ABO~ ID: D~'Vi':E·· S:Qt 10: fEDC95 

TOTAL Survey Field Report 

TOTAL Data Collecta1 & ;,.nalysis Report 

TOT.Z,,L National Register Eligibility 

TOT.;L No Sffects Determinatior: 

TOTAL No Adverse Effects Determinatiori 

TOTAL Mitigation Plan Report 

TOT;.,L Memorandum of ."lgreement 

TOTAL One Percent Waiver 

TOTAL Cul turl Resource Studies Documts 

TOTAL PDM-Study Cost Estimates 

TOTAL PED Cost Estimate 

TOTAL Project Cost Estimate 

TOT.n.L Ol-1RR&R Cost Estimate Updates 

TOTAL All Other Cost Estimates 

TOll,L Cost Estirr.cites 

Currer,CJ' ,,.. DOl.,U,RS 
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PAGE 103 

OTi-!E~ ';OTAL COST Ul·lIT 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9b 
DETAILED ESTIMA7E 

30 20. Project Design Me:.corandum 

30 20.08. Final Report Documentation 

30 20.11. Management 

. ---::.c:, 

Tri-Service P.utomated Cost Enc,; ng System {TR.ri.CES) 
PROJSCT ?LDWY3: o.:..LLAS FLvvw,·/.c1.y EXTENSION L?? 

WITH CONTINGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

TOTAL Minutes of RevieH Conference 

TOTAL In-House Re1,,iew Comments 

TOTAL Public Review Comme:1ts 

TOTJ..L All Other Report Documents 

TOTAL Final Report Documentation 
TOTAL All Other Studies/Invest (re/rec 

TOTAL AE Contract Documer.ts 

TOTAL Coordination Documents 

TOTAL Minutes of Technical Re·-1iew Conf 

TOTAL All Other Management Doct.:ments 

TOTAL Management 

TOTAL ?roJect Design Memorancit.:m 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/9d 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

30 23. Constructn Car.tracts (s) Documnts 

30 23. Constructn Cor1tracts(s) Documnts 

30 23.Cl. ?lans and Specjfications {?&Sl 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT fLD\'iY3: DF·.LLAS FL.,_,.,,·l.".Y E:S::T::NSION LPP 

WITH CONTINGrnCIES 
30. Planning, Er,gineedng and Design 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/95 
DETAILED E:s'fIMATE 

30 23. Constructr. Contracts (si Documnts 

Tri-Service A'Jtomated Cost Eng_ .·,g System (TR.;CES) 
?ROJECT fI.,D\·/Y3: DALLAS fL\.J,__,c.-,lAY E:-:TEi>.SION L?P 

1-l!TH CONTINGE~CIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

QU.t..NTY UOM CREW iD 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/::Jo 
DET,'I.I LED EST IMP..TS 

30 23. Cons::ructn Contracts(s) Documnts 

30 23 Management Documents 

Tri-Service A-..1tomated Cost En<: .ng System (TR.Jl,CES) 
PROJECT fLD\'IY3: DALLAS FLvv,_l\>JAY E:•:TENSION LPP 

WITH COKTINGENC!ES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

TOTP.L Notice to Proceed 

TOTP..L Contract Award Documents 
TOT.D-.L Eng & Design During Const Docs 

TOTP..L AE Contract Documents 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Servi::e Automated Cost Eng _,_r:g System {TR.:..CESi 
Eff. Date 0~/02/91-: PROJECT FLDWY3: D.::.Lu,s FLO'JLfriAY E:-:TEl·1SION LP? 
DETAILED ESTIMATE \-/ITH CONT!NGENClES 

30. Planning, Engineering and Design 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 
Eff. Date 04/02/% 
DETAILED ESTIMATE 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
PROJECT FLDi'iY3: DALLAS FLUvui·i.Z:..Y EXTENSION LPP 

i1I7H CONT3:NGENCIES 
30. Planning, Engineering and Design 

30 25. Project or Functiona: Element QUA.NTY UOM CRE\~ ID 

;_.;,::;o:c: 

30 25. Project or Functional Element 
Closeout and Local Sponsor 
Assumption of OMRR&R 

30 25.01. Physical Closeo~t Documents 
TOTF>.L Minutes of final Inspection 

TOTAL Project Dedication Ceremony 

TOTAL ?hysical Closeout Documents 

30 25,02. Project Fiscal Closeout Documnts 
TOTAL Local Sponsor Audit 
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TOTP..L Final Accounting Report 

TOTAL Project Fiscal Closeout Documnts 
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Sat 16 Ja:1 999 
Eff. Date 4/02/~~ 
DETAILED ES m;,.n 

30 26. Programs & Project Mar:agmt Dcmr:t 

LABOR 

30 26. Programs & Project :•lanagmt Dcmnt 

30 26.07. Annual Notification Letter to 
Local Sponsor for Cost Sharing 
~·unding Requirements 

::0 ~-~~i)('.J:; 

Tri-Service Automated Cost Eng ng System (TRACES) 
E'ROJECT fLD\1Y3: D.r...LLAS FLv, -•~P..Y £}:TENSION I..PP 

\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

30. Plar.ning, Engineering and Design 

TOTAL Project Coordination Documents 

TOTAL Fu:-:ds Control Documents 

TOTAL Trip Records 

TOTJ\.L Upward Reporting Documents 

TOTAL Budgetary Documents 
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Sat 16 Jan 1999 Tri-Sen-ice Automated Cost Eng r.g System (TRACES) 
Eff. Date 04/02/~c 
DETAILED E:STIMATE 

PROJECT FLD'riY3: O.;LLAS FL._,, AiAY E>:TENSlO~l LPP 
\'/ITH CONTINGENCIES 

31. Construction Management 

31 23. Constructior; Contracts 

31. Construction Management 
31 23. Construction Contracts 

31 23.11. Supervision and Administration 

31 23.11.01. Prjt Office Super'm and J\.dminstn 
Project Office Operations Documents 
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January 14, 1999 

Colonel James S. Weller 
District Engineer 

ta 
CITY OF DALLAS 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

RE: Dallas Floodway Extension Project: GRR/EIS Letter of Assurance 

Dear Colonel Weller: 

This is in response to your request for a sponsor letter of assurance concerning the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) Dallas Floodway Extension (DFE) Project and 
concurrence with the DFE Programmatic Agreement as outlined in your letter dated 
December 9, 1998. 

The City fully supports and appreciates the efforts of the Corps and the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army (Civil Works) in adopting the Locally Preferred Plan as the Federally 
Supportable Plan, and therefore, the Recommended Plan. The City also appreciates the 
Corps' adoption and adherence to Section 351 of the 1996 Water Resources Development 
Act that extends credit for past City construction of the portions of the Rochester Park 
Levee and the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant Levee deemed compatible with the 
subject DFE Project. 

The DFE project has an estimated total project cost of approximately $127.6 million, of 
which an estimated $21.8 million would be the non-Federal share after application of the 
aforementioned credit. The City understands the cost sharing requirements and has the 
financial capability to provide its share of the total project cost. The City's voters passed 
the Trinity River Corridor Projects bond referendum on May 2, 1998. The ten-year, $246 
million referendum includes $24. 7 million specifically for the City's local share of the DFE 
project cost. 

The City has reviewed the Programmatic Agreement signed on October 8, 1998, between 
the Corps, the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. The City of Dallas agrees with the content and language of the 
Programmatic Agreement that the planned undertakings by the Corps' Fort Worth Oistrict 
have appropriately considered possible impacts to potentially significant resources within 

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER CITY HALL DALLAS. TEXAS 75201 TELEPHONE 214/670•3302 



Colonel James S. Weller 
Page Two 
January 14, 1999 

the project area. Therefore, the City supports the Corps' Fort Worth District, in completing 
their responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

I appreciate the continued pursuit of the Fort Worth District to implement the Dallas 
Floodway Extension Project and look forward to the project cooperation agreement that is 
scheduled to be signed by the City and the Corps during the Fall of 2000. This flood 
control project is the cornerstone to the City's efforts to transform the Trinity River Corridor 
to be a safe and attractive amenity for our public. 

Sincerely, 

JZt~/2-~ 
Ryan S. Evans 
Assistant City Manager 

DD/GNc:ldataldfe\memo\assurance.ltr 

c: Honorable Ronald Kirk, Mayor 
Teodoro J. Benavides, City Manager 
David C. Dybala, P.E., Director of Public Works and Transportation 
Larry Scalf, Assistant City Attorney, City Attorney 
Jim Anderson, Historic Preservation Team, Planning & Development 
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United States 
Departmer:t of 
Agr:cult.,;re 

USDA 

Natura! 
Resources 
Conservation 
Service 

January '19, 1999 

Bill Colbert 
Department of the Army 
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
Fort VVortn, Texas 

Dear Bill, 

101 South Main 
Temple Texas 
76501-7682 

254-742-8858 

Enclosed is a completed From AD-i 006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for 
the Dai!as Floodway Extensior, Project. Since the prime farmland soi!s portion of 
the project area is currently in a non-agricultural use (golf course), no prime 
farmland 1s involved in this project. 

If I can be of further assistance, call me at 254-7 42-9858. 

Sincerely, 

~~/~ 
Soil Scientist 

p,2 

The Na!t.:ral Resi~ur·::~s ConservatlorL Ser11ce won<s harid•1n-..nand wrth 
T11e Ami;11:--can peop:e to ccnserve naturaf -resources on pnvate tanas 

AN EQUAL OPPCHTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 17300 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Environmental Division 

Mr. Bob Anderson 
National Park Service 
1709 Jackson Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300 

October 28, 1998 

We recently determined that your office has been given responsibility for 
maintaining records of property or facility acquisitions with funds appropriated 
under the Land and Water Conservation Act (LWCA). On October 26, Mr. Bill 
Colbert of my staff discussed with you a proposed flood damage reduction, 
recreation and ecosystem restoration project proposal along the Trinity River in 
Dallas, Texas. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has completed a Draft General 
Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement for the Dallas 
Floodway Extension. Public and agency comment on the proposal was initiated on 
May 7, 1998, and closed on August 14, 1998. Consolidated Department of Interior 
(DOI) comments were provided by letter dated July 7, 1998. 

To our knowledge, the project would not impact any properties or facilities that 
were acquired with LWCA funds. However, no comments were provided by DOI to 
confirm our presumption. I have included a copy of the original notice to the public 
which includes a d~scription of the proposed actions as well as a map showing 
approximate location of proposed features. Your discussion with Mr. Colbert 
indicated that .your office should be able to conduct a quick review of the proposal. 
We appreciate your assistance in expediting completion of this action. Should you 
have any que,tions regarding this request, please contact Mr. Bill Colbert at 
(817) 978-3026. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~~~~N., 
William Fickel, J;-'->J\- \ 
Chief, Environmental Division 



United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Midwest Supp:,rt Office 

1709 Jackson Street 
IN REPLY REFER TO 

48-000lS(MWSO-P/G) 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102•2571 

Mr. William Fickel, Jr. 
Chief, Environmental Division 
Fort Worth District 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Department of the Army 
P.O. Box 1730 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Fickel: 

Thank you for your letter of October 28 and its accompanying 11 Notice of 
Availability" related to the proposed Dallas floodway extension within 
the Trinity River Basin. This information was helpful in our 
understanding the extent of this project and its potential impacts on 
recreation facilities and parklands within the study area. 

We reviewed this proposal with respect to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund {L&WCF) and Urban Park and Recreation Recovery 
programs and found that one L&WCF assisted park, Woodland Springs Park, 
exists within the study area. It is our opinion, however, that the 
proposed flood protection project will not have a negative impact on 
this L&WCF assisted site. 

Thank you for the early coordination on this proposed project. Any 
questions you have may be directed to me at 402-221-3358. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Anderson 
Program Leader - Grants 



Bmy R. McBee, Chafrman ~ s"\J / \:;'. 
R. B. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 
John M. Baker, Commissioner 

Dan Pearson, Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

Mr. Michael G. Ensch 
Chief, Environmental Division 
Department of The Army 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

January 6, 1998 

Re: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dallas Floodway Extension Flood Damage 
Reduction Project 

Dear Mr. Ensch: 

The following staff of the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission has reviewed the above
referenced project and offer the following comments: 

Water Quality Division: 

The Data Collection Section has reviewed information regarding a general conformity review on the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Dallas Floodway Extension Flood Damage Reduction Project. Although we do 
not anticipate significant long-term environmental impacts from this project as long as construction and 
waste disposal activities associated with it are completed in accordance with applicable local, state, and 
federal environmental permits and regulations. However, it is recommended that the applicant take 
necessary steps to insure that best management practices to control runoff from construction sites be utilized 
to prevent impact to surface and groundwater. 

If you have questions regarding water quality comments, please feel free to contact Mr. Clyde Bohmfalk, 
Watershed Management Team, at (512) 239-1315. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If I may be of further service, please call me at (512) 
239~1486. 

c:il~,. ij_i ~ 
Kath~ J 
Office of Policy and Regulatory Development 

· P.O. Box 13087 • Austin, Texas 78711-3087 • 512/239-1000 • Internet address: www.tnrcc.state.tx.us 



REPLY1D 
ATTENTION OF: 

Environmental Division 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 17300 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300 

September 18, 1997 

Ms. Cindy Jorgensen 
Intergovernmental Relations Division 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Dear Ms. Jorgensen: 

Thank you for your response dated September 8, 1997 regarding a general 
conformity review on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dallas Floodway Extension flood 
damage reduction project. I appreciate the time you spent to evaluate the proposed 
project for air quality impacts. 

Your communication indicated that the proposed project would likely require 
certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. As was subsequently discussed 
and concurred upon between Mr. Mark Fisher and Mr. Billy Colbert of our respective 
staffs, our intention is to proceed under Section 404(r) with this project. Section 404(r) 
of the Clean Water Act waives the requirement for the Corps of Engineers to obtain a 
State Water Quality Certificate provided that information on the effects of the discharge 
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including the application of the 
Section 404(b)(I) guidelines, are included in an environmental impact statement (EIS) on 
the proposed project. Section 404(r) also requires that the EIS be submitted to Congress 
before the actual discharge takes place or prior to authorization or appropriation of funds 
for project construction. 

A draft EIS is being prepared and scheduled for public and agency review following 
internal policy review. Your office will be provided with copies and an opportunity to 
comment upon release for public review. Should your agency have comments on the draft 
EIS, they will be considered in the finalization of the Section 404(b)(l) analysis. 



-2-

If you have any further questions regarding the air quality or water quality impacts of 
the proposed project, please contact Dr. Hank Jarboe (817) 978-3248 or Mr. Billy Colbert 
(817) 978-3026 ofmy Ecological Section. Thank you for your time in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

·//) r_· /7 1 I --4:_:_-
·. c/AA.,,Z. !h.._ /;J,-~'-'---' 

Michael G. Ensch 
Chief, Environmental Division 



lfV 
Barry R. McBee, Chairman 

R. B. "Ralph" Marquez, Commissioner 

John M. Baker, Commissioner 
1n Pearson, Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

September 8, 1997 

Michael G. Ensch 
Department of the Army 
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort 'North, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: General Conformity Review/Flood Damage Reduction Project/Dallas County 
~ 

Dear Mr. Ensch: 

The following staff of the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) has 
reviewed the above-referenced project and offer the following comments: 

Office of Policy and Regulator:y Development: 

The Office of Policy and Regulatory Development has reviewed the above-referenced project 
for General Conformity impacts in accordance with 40 CFR Part 93 and Chapter 101.30 of the 
TNRCC General Rules. The proposed project is located in Dallas County, which is classified 
as a moderate ozone nonattainment area. Therefore, general conformity rules apply. 
However, the proposed project should not produce significant emissions increases of ozone 
precursor emissions. Therefore, a general conformity analysis will not be required. 

Although any demolition, construction, rehabilitation or repair project will produce dust and · 
particulate emissions, these actions pose no significant impact upon air quality standards. The 
minimal dust and particulate emissions can easily be contro!!ed with standard dust mitigation 
techniques by the construction contractors. 

If you have any questions regarding air quality, please feel free to contact Mr. Charles 
Mueller, Manager, Policy Coordination and Development Section, at (512) 239-1916. 

Water Quality Division: 

The Standards and Assessment Section has reviewed the above-referenced project. As you are 
probably aware, this project will likely require a certification, under Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act, from the TNRCC, that this project will not result in violations of the Texas 
Surface Water Standards or other applicable state law. The TNRCC feels that properly 
designed and constructed wetlands can be very environmentally beneficial. The agency staff 

P.O. Box 13087 • Austin, Texas 78711-3087 • 512/239-1000 • Internet address: www.tnrcc.state.tx.us 
printed on recycled paper u5ing 5oy-bucd ink 



Mr. Michael G. Ensch 
Page 2 
September 8, 1997 

look forward to reviewing this project in the context of that certification. 

If you have any questions regarding water quality, please feel free to contact the agency's 401 
coordinator, Mark Fisher, at (512) 239-4586. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If I may be of further service, please 
call me at (512) 239-3518. 



CESWF-EV-EE . 

.!V1.EMORA.i~DUM FOR FILE 

5 August 1997 
Dr. Jarboe/8-3248 

SUBJECT: Interagency Coordination for the Dallas Floodway Extension Flood Control Project 
Air Quality Impacts/Compliance. TNRCC Response Delay Inquiry. 

1. Ms. Jorgenson, Agency Coordinator ofthe TNRCC Office of Air Quality (512-239-3503) was 
contacted 4 August 1997 regarding a response for letter dated 23 June 1997 forwarded from 
TNRCC Arlington Office (Mr. Mike Delacruz- 817-469-6750) regarding air quality compliance 
for the DFE project. 

2. Ms. Jorgenson was recontacted 5 August 1997 regarding response letter. She indicated she 
had seen the letter prior to moving offices, but as of now it was lost. She requested a facsimilie 
transmission of a copy of the letter and a response would be compiled and mailed the date of this 
telephone conversation. A copy ofthe letter was transmitted to her office at 512-239-3335. 

Dr. Hank Jarboe 
Environmental Resource Specialist 
Ecological Resources Section 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
819 TAYLOR STREET, 13Al8 
P.O. BOX 17300 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300 
(CESWF-EV-EE) 

DATE: August 5, 1997 

TO: 
Name: Ms. Cindy Jorgenson 

~ □ ~ 
u □ ~ ~ ~ 

U§ Army 
Corp§ of 
Engineer§ 

PAGES: 3 

Office: TNRCC, Office of Air Quality, Federal Agency Coordinator 
Telephone#: 512-239-3503 
Facsimile#: 512-239-3335 

FROM: 
Name: Dr. Hank Jarboe 
Office: CESWF - EV-EE 
Telephone#: 817-978-3248 
Facsimile#: 817-978-7539 

REMARKS: 

0 ~ 
~ 

~j 

® 

Cindy, here is a photocopy of the letter we sent June 23. Verbal communication 
with Mr. Mike Delacruz of your Arlington Office was conducted prior to 
composition of this letter. Thank you for your time. ---Hank 

Authorization Signature _________ _ 

r 



R£PLYTO 
ATTENTION OF: 

Environmental Division 

Mr. Jesse Macias 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX !7300 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76 !02-0300 

June 23, 1997 

Texas Natural Resource and Conservation Commission 
1101 East Arkansas Lane 
Arlington, Texas 76010 

Dear Mr. Macias: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is proposing to construct a flood damage 
reduction project in the Dallas Floodway Extension of Dallas, Texas. The proposed 
project includes an off-channel swale (Chain of Wetlands), consisting of an upper and 
lower section averaging 400 feet and 600 feet in width, respectively. In addition to the 
Chain of Wetlands swale, the plan would include the construction of earthen levees on 
both sides of the river. One levee would extend from the existing Dallas Flood way East 
Levee to the Rochester Park Levee. The east levee would be about 3 miles long and 
average 21 feet in height. The other levee would extend from near the confluence of 
Cedar Creek and the Trinity River downstream to the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 
on the west. The west levee would run approximately 2.3 miles and average 20 feet in 
height. The Chain of Wetlands and levees would impact approximately 600 acres of land. 
A map of the project area is enclosed. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council of 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Engineering Regulations (ER) 200-2-2, the Corps of 
Engineers is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

The Corps anticipates no significant contribution to existing regulated air pollutants 
from either project construction activities or project implementation. There will be no on 
site storage of petroleum or petroleum based by-products and no stationary sources 
emitting regulated air pollutants. Construction debris will not be burned on site. A 
potential mobile emitting source would be the diesel-powered construction equipment. 
Particulates from dust in the disturbed areas may also be generated causing temporary 
impacts during construction activites. 
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Computer simulation models have been run to determine the influence of tree removal 
on regulated pollutants. Based upon these evaluations, we believe that the Dallas 
Flood way Extension Project, as proposed, would not affect the State's ability to meet air 
quality compliance and that no further analysis is necessary. 

Mr. Mark Delacruz of your staff has been been contacted regarding the air quality 
issues of this proposed project. If you have any questions that Mr. Delacruz cannot 
answer, please contact Dr. Hank Jarboe of my staff Thank you for your time in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

/Iii:_~ 
Michael G. Ensch 
Chief, Environmetal Division 

Enclosure 



---TEXAS 

HISTORICAL 

C01"1MISSION 

George \\7. Busb • Governor 

John L. ;'/,rn, Ill • Cfwinnan 

Curtis Tunnell • Executi,;e Director 

Tfw State Agency for Historic Preservation 

HISTORY PROGRAMS DIVISION 

April 30, 1998 

Dept. of the Army 
Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District 
Attn: Michael Ensch 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Re: Dallas Floodway Extension Project, Dallas, Dallas Co., TX (N25) 

Dear Mr. Ensch: 

The State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO] reviewed the state undertaking referenced above under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 36 CFR 800. The SHPO's National Register 
Division reviews properties to determine their historical significance. 

The National Register Division conducted a review of the following properties by applying state and federal 
criteria for historical designation: 

• Six properties in the vicinity of the Dallas Floodway Extension Project, Dallas, Dallas Co., TX 
• A-6, 2836 & 2838 Alex St. . 
• A-7, A-9, 2 buildings at 3040 Morrell St. 
• A-12, 519 Pontiac 
• A-16 2708 llfu St. 
• A-36, (?) South Lancaster 

These properties are NOT ELIGIBLE for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. No further 
review of this undertaking as it affects this property is required. For questions about this review contact 
Gregory Smith, History Programs Division, 512/463-6013. 

It is possible that buried ~ultural remains may be present in the project area. If such materials are 
encountered during construction or disturbance activities, work should cease in the immediate area; work 
may continue in the project area where no cultural materials are present. Please contact the SHPO's Division 
of Antiquities Protection at 512/463-6096 to consult on further actions that may be necessary to protect the 
cultural remains. Thank you for your interest in the cultural heritage of Texas, and for your compliance with 
this federal review process. 

Sincerely, 

~~, 
for James W. Steely, DSHPO 
National Register Division 

P. 0. Box 12276 Austin, TX 78711-2276 • 5.12/463-6100 • Fax 512/475-4872 • TDD 1-800-735-2989 



Advisory 
Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The Old Post Office Building 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809 
Washington, DC 20004 

December 22, 1997 

Archie D. Pollock III 
Major, Corps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Reply to: 12136 West Bayaud Avenue, #330 
Lakewood, Colorado 80226 

REF: Dallas Floodway Extension Project, Dallas County, TX 

Dear Major Pollock: 

Thank you for your letter ofNovember 6, 1997, notifying us of the referenced undertaking. We 
look forward to participating in consultation for the development of a programmatic agreement. 
Please send us all pertinent infonnation about the undertaking and a proposed schedule for 
completion of the consultation effort so that we may adjust our schedules accordingly. 

Ifwe can be of assistance, please contact me at (303) 969-5110. 

Sincerely 

~ 
St 

Historic Preservation Specialist 
Western Office of Planning and Review 

,. -:-.r .. ?_....,,._.,Cl 



John L. Na,,, Ill • C/wirman 

Curtis Tunnell • E.wcutive Director 

TEXAS 
HIS.TOR IC AL 

COI'-'1MISSION Tfw State Agency /or f-listoric Preservation 

October 28, 1997 

Michael Ensch 
Chief, Planning Division 
Dept. of the Army 
Ft. Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Draft report: Archeological, Architectural, Archival, and Geoarcheological Investigations 
of the Proposed Dallas Floodway Extension Project, Dallas County, Texas. 
(COE-FWD, F:?.) . 

Dear Mr. Ensch: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced draft report. Overall, the report 
is thorough, well organized, and well written. The geomorphological and archival studies 
provide information that is used to craft creative specific recommendations for completing 
cultural resources investigations for this project. We concur with the majority of the authors' 
recommendations. 

Specifically, this office concurs that the following sites within the project footprint are ineligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) due to high levels of 
disturbance and poor integrity: 41DL69, 70, 84, 220, and 317. However we will be unable to 
concur that site 41DL104 is ineligible until the other plotted location of the site is examined. If 
nothing is found at that location, we would concur that the site probably has been destroyed. 

This office does not concur that the following sites are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP because 
their potential to address important research questions has not been established: 41DL318, 
319, 320, 337, 338, 355, 356, and 357. The results of the recent site visits for some of these 
sites did not identify where shell was coming from or if associated artifacts were present. the 
authors are relying on original site records from Skinner's 1991 work, which identified the shell 
lenses, but did not involve test excavations. In our opinion, the NRHP eligibility status of these 
sites is currently unknown. We recommend that a comprehensive plan for testing of these sites 
should be developed in order to establish their da:-a potential. 

We concur with the authors' conclusion that the best way to complete consultation for this 
large-scale, multi-year project would be to develop a Programmatic Agreement. We look 
forward to assisting the COE in preparation of such a document. 

Regarding sites within the APE, but outside of the project footprint, we concur with all of the 
authors conclusions. Specifically, we concur that site 41DL223 is ineligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP (because it is a log structure moved to this site with no cultural deposits present) and 
that all other sites should be considered of unknown eligibility pending further testing. 

Df\'ISION OF ANTIQUITIES PROTECTION 

P. 0. Box 12276 • Austin, TX 78711-2276 • 512/463-6096 • Fax 512/463-8927 • TDD 1-800-735-2989 



Michael Ensch 
Page -2-

Please contact Bill Martin at 512/ 463-5867 for archeological concerns and Mr. Greg Smith of 
the National Register Division at 512/ 463-6013 for architectural concerns. 

Sincerely, 

/~James E. Bruseth, Ph.D. 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

JEB/wam 

cc: Ms. Melissa Green, Geo-Marine, Inc. 



\\fl-/ 
TEXAS George W. !3ush • Go,·emor 

John L. Nau, III • Chairma11 

Curtis Tunnell • Executive Director HISTORICAL 

CoM~1ISSION The State Agency /or Historic Preservation 

September 231 1997 

Michael Ensch 
Chiet Planning Division 
Dept. of the Army 
Ft. ~Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Cultural Resource Investigations for the Proposed Dallas Floodway Extension Area 
(COE-FWD, F2) 

Dear Mr. Ensch: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced draft plan for identifying1 

evaluating, and treating historic properties that may be affected by the proposed levee/ 
wetlands, and sump construction along the floodplain and terraces of the Trinity River. After 
reviewing the document, we concur with your conclusion that the best way to complete 
consultation for this large-scale, multi-year project would be to develop a Programmatic 
Agreement. We look forward to assisting you in preparation of such a document. 

We understand that a revised report on the initial investigations completed by Geo-Marine, Inc./ 
is being sent to us for review. Therefore, we will refrain from commenting on the specific 
eligibility recommendations until we receive the revised version of Appendix H. If we may be of 
further assistance, please contact Bill Martin of our staff at 512/ 463-5867. 

-~{Lt!~ t'f. ~«t.,t,Z~' 

f James E. Bruseth, Ph.D. 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

JEB/wam 

DIVISION OF ANTIQUITIES PROTECTION 

P. 0. Box 12276 • Austin, TX 78711-2276 • 512/463-6096 • Fax 512/463-8927 • TDD 1-800-735-2989 



December 7, 1998 

Executive Office 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Flood way 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

The Honorable Gary McAdams 
President - Wichita & Affiliated Tribes 
P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, Oklahoma 73005 

Dear Mr. McAdams: 

We are providing you a copy of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF), for a multi-phase/ multi-year project 
in and adjacent to the Trinity River, as part of our responsibilities under the Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. This project will construct new levees, add to existing 
levees, add water control features, and will channelize a portion of the Trinity River within the 
city limits of Dallas, Texas, for flood control. The PA stipulates responsibilities and treatments 
for archeological resources located within the project area which are eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and may be adversely impacted by the project. The PA was signed by 
District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas Historic 
Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and was formally accepted by the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

We are providing a copy of the PA to you for your concunence with conditions stipulated in 
the document. We would appreciate your signature in the block provided as an indication that 
you have reviewed the document and agree that the planned actions by CESWF have 
appropriately considered any potential impacts to potentially significant resources within our 
project area. Please return a copy of the signed document to our offices when completed for our 
files. A copy of this letter and the PA are being furnished to your tribal Native American Indian 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. 
Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

James S. Weller 
Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



Copy Furnished with Enclosure: 

Mr. Virgil Swift 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Wichita & Affiliated Tribes 
P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, Oklaboma 73005 

-2-

Mr. Austin/rbp/8-6385 
METZ CESWF-EV-EC 

HATHORN CESWF-EV-E 
JOHNS, CESWF-EV 
FICKEL CESWF-EV 
RICE, CESWF-PM-C 

MOCEK, CESWF-PM 
MCCARTHY, CESWF-XO 

LEEMAN, CESWF-DD 
WISE, CESWF-DD 

WELLER, CESWF-DE 



December 7, I 998 

Executive Office 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

The Honorable Elmo Clark 
President - Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box487 
Binger, Oklahoma 73009 

Dear Mr. Clark: 

We are providing you a copy of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF), for a multi-phase/ multi-year project 
in and adjacent to the Trinity River, as pmt of our responsibilities under the Section I 06 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. This project will construct new levees, add to existing 
levees, add water control features, and will channelize a po1tion of the Trinity River within the 
city limits of Dallas, Texas, for flood control. The PA stipulates responsibilities and treatments 
for archeological resources located within the project area which are eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and may be adversely impacted by the project. The PA was signed by 
District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas Historic 
Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and was formally accepted by the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

We are providing a copy of the PA to you for your concurrence with conditions stipulated in 
the document. We would appreciate your signature in the block provided as an indication that 
you have reviewed the document and agree that the planned actions by CESWF have 
appropriately considered any potential impacts to potentially significant resources within our 
project area. Please return a copy of the signed document to our offices when completed for our 
files. A copy of this letter and the PA are being furnished to your tribal Native American Indian 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. 
Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

James S. Weller 
Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



Copy Furnished with Enclosure: 

Mr. Stacey Halfmoon 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box487 
Binger, Oklahoma 73009 

-2-

Mr. Austin/rbp/8-6385 
METZ CESWF-EV-EC 

HATHORN CESWF-EV-E 
JOHNS, CESWF-EV 
FICKEL CESWF-EV 
RICE, CESWF-PM-C 

MOCEK, CESWF-PM 
MCCARTHY, CESWF-XO 

LEEMAN, CESWF-DD 
WISE, CESWF-DD 

WELLER, CESWF-DE 



December 7, 1998 

Executive Office 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

The Honorable Virginia Combrink 
President - Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 70 
Tonkawa, Oklahoma 74653 

Dear Ms. Combrink: 

We are providing you a copy of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF), for a multi-phase/ multi-year project 
in and adjacent to the Trinity River, as part of our responsibilities under the Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. This project will construct new levees, add to existing 
levees, add water control features, and will channelize a portion of the Trinity River within the 
city limits of Dallas, Texas, for flood control. The PA stipulates responsibilities and treatments 
for archeological resources located within the project area which are eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and may be adversely impacted by the project. The PA was signed by 
District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas Historic 
Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and was formally accepted by the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

We are providing a copy of the PA to you for your concurrence with conditions stipulated in 
the document. We would appreciate your signature in the block provided as an indication that 
you have reviewed the document and agree that the planned actions by CESWF have 
appropriately considered any potential impacts to potentially significant resources within our 
project area. Please return a copy of the signed document to our offices when completed for our 
files. A copy of this letter and the PA are being furnished to your tribal Native American Indian 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. 
Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

James S. Weller 
Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



Copy Furnished with Enclosure: 

Mr. Don Patterson 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 70 
Tonkawa, Oklahoma 74653 
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December 7, 1998 

Executive Office 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

The Honorable Juanita Pahdopony 
Tribal Administrator - Commanche Tribe 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, Oklahoma 73002 

Dear Ms. Pahdopony: 

We are providing you a copy of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF), for a multi-phase/ multi-year project 
in and adjacent to the Trinity River, as part of our responsibilities under the Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. This project will construct new levees, add to existing 
levees, add water control features, and will channelize a portion of the Trinity River within the 
city limits of Dallas, Texas, for flood control. The PA stipulates responsibilities and treatments 
for archeological resources located within the project area which are eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and may be adversely impacted by the project. The PA was signed by 
District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas Historic 
Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and was formally accepted by the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

We are providing a copy of the PA to you for your concurrence with conditions stipulated in 
the document. We would appreciate your signature in the block provided as an indication that 
you have reviewed the document and agree that the planned actions by CESWF have 
appropriately considered any potential impacts to potentially significant resources within our 
project area. Please return a copy of the signed document to our offices when completed for our 
files. A copy of this letter and the PA are being furnished to your tribal Native American Indian 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. 
Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

James S. Weller 
Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



Copy Furnished with Enclosure: 

Ms. Phyllis Attocknie 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Commanche Tribe 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, Oklahoma 73002 
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LEEMAN, CESWF-DD 
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December 7, 1998 

Executive Office 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Flood way 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

The Honorable XXXXXX 
City of Dallas 
xxxxxx 
Dallas, Texas 75XXX 

Dear Mr. XXXXXXX: 

We are providing you a copy of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF), for a multi-phase/ multi-year project 
in and adjacent to the Trinity River, as part of our responsibilities under the Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. As you are aware, this project will construct new levees, add 
to existing levees, add water control features, and will channelize a portion of the Trinity River 
within the city limits of Dallas, Texas, for flood control. The PA stipulates responsibilities and 
treatments for archeological resources located within the project area which are eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places and may be adversely impacted by the project. The PA was 
signed by District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas 
Historic Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and was formally accepted by the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

We are providing a copy of the PA to you for your concurrence with conditions stipulated in 
the document. We would appreciate your signature in the block provided as an indication that 
you have reviewed the document and agree that the planned actions by CESWF have 
appropriately considered any potential impacts to potentially significant resources within our 
project area. Please return a copy of the signed document to our offices when completed. If you 
have any questions, please contact Mr. Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch 
at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

James S. Weller 
Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



Mr. Austin/rbp/8-63 85 
METZ CESWF-EV-EC 

HATHORN CESWF-EV-E 
JOHNS, CESWF-EV 
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CESWF-DE 7 December 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Headquarters U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: 
CECW-AG (Paul D. Rubenstein), 20 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20314 

SUBJECT: Forwarding Copy of Signed Programmatic Agreement for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension Project, Dallas, Texas 

I. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF) has been consulting with 
the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (TXSHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to develop a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Dallas Flood way 
Extension Project (Enclosure). The project is a multi-phase/ multi-year project and will 
construct and add existing levees for flood control, add water control features, and will 
channelize a portion of the Trinity River within the city limits of Dallas, Texas. 

2. Because the project has the potential to adversely impact archeological resources within the 
project area eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), CESWF entered into 
consultation with the TXSHPO and ACHP as part of our responsibilities under Section I 06 (16 
U.S.C. 470.f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (P.L. 89-665 et seq.). That consultation 
has resulted in the referenced PA prepared per the authority at 36 C.F.R. § 800.13 and signed by 
District Engineer for the Fort Worth District on August 26, 1998, by the Texas Historic 
Preservation Officer on September 9, 1998, and formally accepted by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation on October 8, 1998. 

3. The PA stipulates that the planned actions by CESWF have appropriately considered any 
impacts to potentially significant resources within our project area boundaries and further 
specifies any necessary additional actions by CESWF with regard to the treatment, preservation, 
and mitigation of, identified and unknown NRI-IP historic properties. 

4. We are providing your office a copy of the PA for your files. If you have any questions, 
please contact Mr. Stephen P. Austin in the CESWF Environmental Branch at 817-978-6385. 

Enclosure JAMES S. WELLER 
COLONEL,EN 
COMMANDING 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE U.S. ARi\1Y CORPS OF ENGINEERS, FORT \:VORTH DISTRICT, 

THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND THE 

TEXAS HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

REGARDING THE DALLAS FLOODWA Y EXTENSION PROJECT 

\VHEREAS the U.S Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (CESWF) proposes to 
extend the Dallas Floodwa;' south along th~ Trinity River f..oodplain between Corinth Street and 
Interstate Hwy. 20, to include construction, renovation, and extension of levees, development ofa 
chain of wetlands with central linear lakes, construction ofa series of sumps to contain storm 
water runoff, and rechannelize approximately 800m (2,600ft) of the Trinity River where it 
intersects Interstate 45, and which will be referred to herein as the Dallas Floodway Extension 
Project; and 

WHEREAS the CESViF has determined that the Dallas Floodway Extension Project mav have 
adverse effects on historic properties as defined at Section 301 (5) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act as amended (16 U.S C. 470w-5); and 

\YHEREAS because the project is multi-phased over a four year period, has varying degrees of 
surface and subsurface disturbance, includes a variable identified resource base of historic and 
prehistoric archaeological sites, and may have an adverse effect on buried cultural resources, the 
CESWF has elected to comply with Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
( l 6U. S. C. 470f) through execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13; and 

\VHEREAS the purposes of this PA are to expedite the I 06 process by adjusting the relationship 
between the CES\VF and the TXSfIPO in the formulation and review of actions related to the 
DFE Project. This may be accomplished through an agreed upon program of continual 
interaction and collaboration between the CESWF and the TXHPO on cultural resources 
discovery and evaluation processes, as well as potential data recovery/mitigative measures. These 
factors, as well as laboratory procedures and special analyses, and interim reports of findings to 
other concurring parties, will be covered in stipulations of the PA. Reports on findings will be 
generated at each project stage although acceptance of a final drafi will not be a requisite for 
continuing work Problem resolution will be by teleconference; and 

Vi1HEREAS the CESWF has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(Council) and the Texas Historic Preservation Officer (TXHPO) in accordance with 36 CFR 
800. I 3 to develop this PA; and 



WHEREAS the CESViF pursuant to Section 101(d)(6)(B) ofNHPA has invited the Caddo, 
Tonkawa, Wichita and Comanche tribes of Oklahoma to pa11icipate in the consultation in this 
Programmatic Agreement (PA); and 

'WHEREAS the CES\VF, the TXHPO, and the Council have also invited the City of Dallas to 
participate in the consultation and to concur in this PA; and 

\VHEREAS the CESWF and the Council have provided for public involvement of this PA in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.13 (c) by Public Scoping Meetings and published public notice; and 

NOW, THEREFORE. the CESWF, the Council and TXHPO agree that the CESWF, upon 
decision to proceed with the DFE Project, shall ensure the following stipulations are implemented 
in order to take into account the effects of the DFE Project on historic properties. 

STIPULATIONS 

The CES\YF shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented: 

I. General Investigative Requirements 

A.) Any modification to the project footprint formulated and presented in the October 1997 Draft 
EIS will result in a reappraisal by CES\VF in consultation with the TXHPO of the known cultural 
resources that will be subjected to direct or indirect impact by the project. 

B.) Once the final construction design has been established, a definitive evaluation will be made 
on any of the seven previously reported prehistoric archaeological sites ( 41 DL3 J 8, 41 DL319, 
4JDL337, 41DL338, 41DL355, 4JDL356 and 4JDL357) or the historic landfill site (41DL320) 
that may be impacted by the construction project. The design and implementation of any 
necessary definitive evaluation (Attachment I) and/or data recovery /mitigative measures 
(Attachment II) will be carried out prior to beginning construction); 

C) A svstematic intensive survey of the u;iper 80cm in the immediate proposed levee footprint 
will be completed prior to construction. The purpose of the program will be to search for historic 
archaeological deposits using a combination of shovel testing and remote sensing devices. Search 
efforts will be concentrated on high site potential loci identified in or indicated from archival 
sources. Any resource identified during the procedure will be evaluated for significance as a 
contributor in the study of historic development and landscape utilization through a specific 
research design and strategy (Attachment I); 

D.) A systematic survey program of deposits below 80cm will be undertaken during the Plans 
and Specifications Phase prior to beginning construction. This program will be implemented on 
project footprint terrain that will incur impact below 80cm, ie , sumps, chain of lakes ( central 
channel), river channel realignment (upper 5m). The program may involve the use of probes, 
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coring devices, backhoe, trackhoe, or a combination of these, to identify buried soil horizons and 
fossil surfaces with high potential for associated buried cultural deposits The program ,vill 
include the evaluation of identified sites in accordance with Appendix I. The mitigation of 
damages through extensive testing and/or data recovery to any significant resource determined 
eligible for the NRHP will follow the process outlined in Attachment II; 

E ) A monitoring program by a professional archaeological team will be implemented throughout 
the Construction Phase of the project. Any unanticipated resource encountered will be 
documented and evaluated in consultation with the TXHPO pursuant to 36CFR800.4 and in 
accordance with Appendix I, with all those determined to be eligible for the National Register 
being further subjected to mitigative measures in accordance with Attachment II to minimize loss; 

F ) Project review and oversight will primarily rely on review of work in progress, with 
incremental preparation ofi,,terim reports of findings presented in draft and final form for general 
distribution. In addition, quarterly progress reports written in telegraphic style with tables and 
figures will be provided to all parties to this agreement; 

G.) All information and results of investigations will be the subject of professional technical 
reports that will be distributed to regional libraries and research facilities. In addition, an edition 
of the results will be written as a synthesis for distribution to the non-technical public and student 
population. One-hundred copies of each final report volume will be produced and disseminated 
broadly to university libraries, state offices and interested parties. Each volume will have a 
separate management abstract that briefly describes the need for the project, the nature of the 
cultural investigations and the results of those studies. The abstract will be less than 40 pages in 
length, printed and bound in manuscript format, and written in a manner that will reach the widest 
population of readers possible. 

II. Treatment of Significant Archaeological Resources 

A) The evaluation and/or data recovery (mitigation) programs in Attachments I and II were 
developed by the CES\VF in consultation with the TXHPO. The programs are responsive to the 
Secretarv of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation 
(48FR44734-37) and take into account the Council's publication Treatment ofArchaeoloc:ical 
Properties (draft, 1980). 

B.) !vlinimum content of programs covered in Attachment I and Attachment IL The CESWF has 
ensured the program specifies, at a minimum: 

I. A detailed research design and orientation based on prevailing themes and issues 
that will be addressed through testing or data recovery, with a discussion of why they are 
relevant; 
2. A discussion of the field methodology aspects of the research strategy, with an 

explanation of how it is integrated with the research issues and themes, as well as a means to 
amend the recovery strategy, when necessary; 

3. A discussion of the analytical techniques and how the results will be applied to the 
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resolving research issues and themes; 
4. The process of model reformulation through periodic incorporation of project data 
will have a positive effect through increased effectiveness on continued site and 
component evaluation, as well as on calculating the level of effort in ongoing data 

recovery/mitigative procedures; 
5. Refinements and reformulation of the research design and orientation, as well as 
the proposed strategy and analytical processes to test the models, will be presented 
to the TXHPO for a 15 day review prior to initiation of new fieldwork; 
6. A discussion of the methods and process to be used in both management and the 
dissemination of data; 
7. The proposed disposition of recovered materials and records; 
8. The process for involving the interested public in the dissemination of data; 
9. The plan for keeping the tribes informed during testing and data recovery operations; 
10. A proposed schedule for field, laboratory and preliminary report production shall be 
developed for each testing and data recovery plan. 

C) NAGPRA Pursuant to Section 3(c) ofNAGPRA. and 43CFR10.5, the CES\VF in 
consultation with the Caddo, Tonkawa, Wichita and Comanche tribes will develop and implement 
a Plan of Action regarding the management and disposition of Native American Cultural Items. 
CES\VF will ensure that the Plan of Action meets the standards set forth in Attachment C, 
"Standards for Preparation ofNAGPRi\ Plans of Action." The CESWF will draft a plan for 
review and comment by the Tribes, who will be given 30 days from receipt to propose 
modifications 

D.) Curation. Except as provided in Stipulation II. C, CES\VF shall ensure that all materials and 
records resulting from the archaeological investigations are curated in accordance with 36CFR 
Part 79 by an institution or organization selected by CES\VF in consultation with the Council, 
TXHPO and the tribes. 

IV. Disputes and Resolution 

A) Should any party to this PA dispute or object to any action carried out or proposed by the 
CESViF with respect to the DFE Project or implementation of this PA, the CES\\'F shall consult 
with the objecting party to resolve the dispute or objection. If after initiating such consultation 
the CES\VF determines that resolution cannot be made through consultation, the CESViF shall 
fonvard all information relevant to the dispute or objection to the Council, including the position 
of the CES\VF relative to the dispute. The Council shall exercise one of the following options 
within 30 days after receipt of the pertinent documentation: 

I.) Advise the CESViF that the Council concurs in the proposed CES\VF final decision, 
whereupon the CES\VF will respond to the objection accordingly; 
2 ) Provide the CES\\'F with recommendations, which the CESWF shall take into 
consideration in reaching a final decision regarding a response to the dispute or 
objection; or 
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3.) ]\;otify the CESWF that the Council will comment pursuant to 36CFR800.6(b), and 
proceed to comment. The resulting comment shall be taken into account by the CES\VF 
in accordance with 36CFR800.6(c)(2) and Section 110 (1) ofN1-IPA. 

B) Should the Council not exercise one of the above options within 30 days after receipt of all 
pertinent documentation, the CESWF may assume Council concurrence with the CESViF 
response to the dispute or objection. 

C) The CES\VF shall take into account any Council recommendations or comments provided in 
accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection; the CESWF 
responsibility to carry out all actions under this PA that are not the subjects of the dispute or 
objection shall remain unchanged. 

D ) At any time d'-1ring imp!~mentation of the measures stipulated in this PA, should a dispute or 
objection pertaining to this PA be raised by a member of the public, the CESV/F shall notify the 
parties to this PA and take the dispute/objection into account, consulting with the 
disputee/objector and, should the disputee/objector so request, with any of the parties to this PA 
to resolve the dispute. 

V. Amendments 

Any party to this PA may propose to the CES\VF that the PA be amended, whereupon the 
CESWF shall consult with the Council and other parties to this PA to consider such an 
amendment. 36CFR800. 13 shall govern the execution of any such amendment. 

\'I. Termination 

A.) If the CESV/F determines that it cannot implement the terms of this PA, or if the TXHPO or 
Council determines that the PA is not being properly implemented, the CESWF, TXHPO or 
Council may propose to the other parties to this PA that it be terminated. 

B.) The party proposing to terminate this PA shall so notify all concurring parties to this PA,, 
explaining the reasons for termination and affording them at least thirty (30) days to consult and 
seek alternatives to termination. 

C) Should such consultation fail and the PA be terminated, the CESWF shall either 

1. Consult in accordance with 36CFR800. l 3 to develop a new PA; or 
2. Request the comments of the Council pursuant to 36CFR800 5(e)(6). 

VII. Expiration 

This Programmatic Agreement shall continue in force until such time as the CES\VF completes 
all excavation and construction activity and all DFE Project objectives are operational, which will • 
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include maintenance and stabilization actions which may be required for five years following 
completion of construction. 

VIII. Execution 

Execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement by the CESWF and the Council, 
and implementation of its terms, provides confirmation that the CESWF district has afforded the 
Council and TXHPO an opportunity to comment on the Dallas Floodway Extension Project and 
its effects on historic properties, and that the CESWF has taken into account the effects of the 
Dallas Floodway Extension Project on historic properties. 

U'.'IITED STATES AR1v!Y CORPS OF E'.'!GINEERS, FORT WORTH DISTRJCT 

By /&;i&-o.cWL Dmc 2.1, lt~£ 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Date lo/ t/1 V 

TEXAS HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

CONCUR 

City of Dallas 

By: ------------- Date -------
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Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma 

Bv: Date: -------------- --------

Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma 

By _____________ _ Date: --------

\Vichita Tribe of Oklahoma 

By ______________ _ Date: --------

Comanche Tribe 

By _____________ _ Date: --------
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Introduction 

ATTACHMENT I 

PHASE 2 TESTING AND EVALUATION INVESTIGATIONS 
IN THE DFE PROJECT AREA 

The CESWF has formulated a baseline framework from the results of the initial DFE 
cultural investigations The framework will be the primary control for the levels of effort and 
fundamental procedures to be utilized by the project during the early stages of investigation. 
More detailed research objectives and thematic contexts will be required by each successive 
project element, and these will elaborate upon, test and result in periodic reformulations of the 
basic framework. As the reliable data base develops and expands, the ability to readily evaluate a 
property within the context of an archaeological cultural milieu is obtained. 

Research Design 

The contextual relationships between and among sites or components of a project 
inventory figure heavily in the process by which they are evaluated in terms of NRHP eligibility. 
Each component exist in a broad array of both organizational and abstract analytical contexts. 
However, for purposes of site or component evaluation, the body of interrelated research themes 
and issues that are based on the results of prior investigations in the project sub-region is available 
as a contextual apparatus. Research over the past thirty years and earlier addressed the 
establishment of a reliable cultural chronology with varying degrees of success., More recent 
work has concentrated on such behavior oriented themes as changes in settlement-subsistence 
systems, locational strategies, site typology, site formation processes (taphonomy), rudimentary 
social organization and structure, among others, although the fundamental issue of cultural 
stratigraphy remains an important component of research. A synthesis of research efforts in the 
project vicinity is presented elsewhere (Cliff et al. 1998). The models discussed in the cultural 
resources report, as well as the issues and themes recognized by the Texas Historical Commission 
and discussed in their regional planning document (Kenmotsu and Perttula 1993 ), should be 
utilized as an evaluation framework for archaeological resources. Consideration should also be 
given to the findings reported in major syntheses by Story et al. (1990) on the cultural ecology of 
the project area. 

In addition to cultural contextual considerations, sites and components within multiple 
horizontally and/or vertically stratified sites must meet minimal standards to be considered an 
eligible candidate for the National Register. Since the relationship between and among artifacts is 
essential to identifying patterns of behavior, such as activity areas and tool kit analyses, the 
irretrievable loss of provenience of a relatively small number of artifacts in an assemblage or 
component will severely limit the value of the assemblage in model testing or reformulation. 
Consequently, the deposits that contain the artifacts should be in situ and the artifact patterns 
should be as intact as possible given the variety of bioturbative and mechanical natural processes 
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to which they may have been variably effected. If the disturbance is great enough to entirely 
obscure or destroy the artifact distributional pattern or if the material from several related 
components are inextricably mixed, the component or components and artifact patterns must be 
considered unreliable on all but the most basic analytical levels. 

The evaluation process must take into account a wide variety of conditions and criteria 
other than intact cultural materials and in situ deposits. Component composition and 
chronological position become important factors when weighing the value of sites and 
components against one another. The field study will be supplemented by archival investigations 
designed to link the historic site to specific families and/or activities. Those components that have 
intact deposits and can provide key information on the development of historic contexts and 
themes may be considered eligible for inclusion to the NRHP, and consequently subject to 
possible mitigative action per Attachment II.. Since data recovery is the most time consuming 
effort, the components providing the greatest body of reliable information and range of data over 
relative horizontal space will be given greatest priority. Priority will then be provided to 
components that can address specific questions or may be essential in addressing and clarifying 
specific themes or issues. These sites or components may have fewer variables; however, the 
information generated from these components will be necessary in formulating explanatory 
models of culture change, etc. 

Research Strategy 

Phase 2 (testing and evaluation) field methodology and procedures must be oriented to 
acquiring the data necessary to fulfill the objectives laid out in the research design. Techniques 
employed may vary with the type of resource being evaluated. For example, the use of a metal 
detector may be an invaluable aide for investigation of some historic period resources, but have 
very limited value at others. The use of 10cm or thicker arbitrary levels may be effective in 
acquiring samples from identified single component prehistoric sites, but their use may be 
counterproductive in the evaluation of identified multiple horizontally oriented overlapping 
lenticular artifact distributions typical of multiple stratified prehistoric sites. In addition, many of 
these latter site class either have been subjected to varying degrees of post-depositional 
bioturbation or later occupations may have disturbed the distribution left by earlier occupants 
through intensive site use practices, such as digging storage/refuse pits or hearths/firepits and post 
holes for structures, among others. As a consequence, the research strategy employed may be 
oriented toward identifying occupational or walking surfaces rather than horizons, since horizons 
are frequently post-depositional characteristics imposed on the matrix that may or may not be due, 
in part, to incorporated cultural debris. 

Although standardization, per se, may be considered the ideal pursued in evaluation 
methodology, the occurrence variability noted above clearly indicates it would not be prudent in 
all cases. However, guidelines or standards that set minimum and maximum parameters for 
various evaluation factors are generally recognized throughout the investigative community, as 
well as state and federal agencies. Such characteristics as controls for horizontal and vertical 
provenience, establishing definitive horizontal shape ( configuration), orientation and size of an 
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occupation, screen size and technique (water, dry), feature treatment and recordation, among 
others. The following testing strategy will be applicable to all known archaeological sites 
considered potentially eligible for inclusion to the National Register of Historic Places (listed in 
Stipulation I. B.), as well as those historic and prehistoric archaeological sites that will be located 
during the intensive pre-construction survey investigations and determined potentially eligible: 
1. Horizontal dimensions (site delineation) will be established using shovel test excavations or 
trenching along a standard north oriented grid, with units placed at minimum-maximum intervals 
of five to 20 meters depending on site characteristics. On sites with deeply buried cultural 
deposits, coring may be used to identify the surface which can subsequently be reached for testing 
through removal of overburden by backhoe or other mechanical means. 

2. All shovel test units in the upper 100cm of matrix will have horizontal dimensions of50cm by 
50cm At sites where cultural deposits begin at or below 100cm, trenching may be utilized for 
vertical delineation of components. 

3. Shoring or further horizontal expansion will be necessary before testing operations can 
proceed at components below 135cm Mechanical means should be employed to remove 
overburden that is 40cm or more thick. However, the stripping should be monitored by 
professional archaeologists to assure that unidentified resources are not destroyed by the process. 

4. Once the surface of the uppermost cultural horizon is reached in each test unit, the depth 
below surface of the stratigraphic sequence, including cultural horizons, will be measured from a 
permanent datum Differential variability across a distribution indicates intrasite (component) 
patterning is present. The intact components that contain higher levels of identifiable and 
definable activity clusters are evaluated as having greater scientific value; consequently, they are 
more likely to be eligible for inclusion to the NRHP. 

5. Each component in a multiple stratified archaeological site must be recognized for it's 
potential contribution to modeling past human behavior. Consequently, it is likely that given the 
moderately high potential that most sites will contain multiple components, some of those 
components may be determined not eligible, while others at the same locus (horizontal) may be 
determined eligible 

6. At a minimum, all Phase 2 investigations at a specific locus will require: 
a. horizontal and vertical extent of each identified component and/or occupational 

horizon. At stratified multiple component sites, the surface elevation of each relative to current 
ground surface should be established; 

b. per every I 500 sq. m of horizontal distribution, the minimum excavation of 10 sq 
meters of surface area will be undertaken in higher artifact density areas identified during 
delineation procedures. At least four of the units should be contiguous in order to evaluate 
potential horizontal variability (activity areas), with maximum horizontal provenience of one sq. m 
and maximum vertical provenience by occupation layer or 10cm arbitrary level maintained; 

c. special samples, such as charcoal, fauna! or floral materials, will be collected, bagged 
and stabilized separately, and matrix samples for flotation will be recovered from all other cultural 
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features encountered, ( e g., hearths, firepits, storage or refuse pits, posi molds); 
d. for sites with no readily apparent natural or cultural stratigraphy, a minimum of one 

test unit (one meter square) will be excavated in arbitrary five centimeter control levels to search 
for changes and concentrations in artifact frequency that may relate to living surfaces; 

e. sediment and pollen columns should be taken from an intact profile for later analyses, 
with special efforts made to isolate and/or bracket those from identified components; 

f. a 20cm contour interval (maximum) topographic map will be generated for each site, 
with all pertinent observations, natural setting and the investigative efforts clearly indicated. The 
surface of each buried component will be plotted using a permanent surface datum and data points 
below surface for generation and presentation as a three dimensional GIS layer; 

g. scaled profile drawings and descriptions of at least one wall of each test unit will be 
made, as well as scaled drawings in profile and planform of all observed features. Photographic 
coverage of all profiles, features and plans will also be maintained; 

h. A bag list for all samples taken will be maintained in the field, as well as photographic 
record forms. 

7. All material recovered from Phase 2 field investigations will be stabilized and/or washed and/or 
dried for analyses and curation. Analyses will be by recognized standard categories so that the 
information can be readily compared to other samples. Analyses of fauna! and floral materials will 
be carried out at a level which considers a wide array of applications, such as seasonality, 
environmental reconstruction, climatic change, subsistence strategies, energy/caloric contribution 
and total diet composition. All materials will be labeled and curated in accordance with Texas 
Archaeological Research Laboratory guidelines. 

8. A preliminary report will be produced on the testing procedures, analyses and results at each 
locus where Phase 2 investigations were carried out. The report, which will essentially be in the 
format ofa site description, will discuss the results of the analyses, chronological implications, and 
the evaluation (NRHP eligibility) of the site and/or a specific component or components at a locus 
in contributing to the body of knowledge and understanding of past inhabitants of the area. In 
addition, comparisons with other known local or regional sites and/or components should be 
considered. The description will include a discussion of the testing operations, presentation of the 
topographic map and a discussion of the topographic setting, discussion of the stratigraphic 
profile, sequence and soil processes, discussions of the artifactual and cultural materials recovered 
and the analytical procedures used, the presence or absence of activity patterns or clusters 
(intrasite/intra-component variability). In addition, the description will provide conclusions as to 
NRHP eligibility and recommendations on whether additional investigations will provide essential 
new dqta. The level of effort for mitigating the adverse effect on an NRHP eligible site or 
component will be included in the recommendations. 

The preliminary report will be geared to the dissemination of primary information and 
presentation of Phase 2 site/component evaluation results. The project has been designed in order 
that laboratory and report production processes will be undertaken in tandem with field 
investigations The preparation and analyses of special samples, such as floral, fauna!, pollen, 
sediment and charcoal for dating, may take a relatively lengthy time to complete. In addition, the 
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results of these studies are most effective in comparative analyses that precedes syntheses, 
although they are also utilized to explain factors like the activities and rationale of an occupation 
or possibly the time of year and the prevailing climatic conditions. The preliminary report will 
note whether special samples were recovered from a site/component and their status in the 
ongoing analytical process .. 

9. A final report on the testing operations will be produced upon completion of testing operations 
and prior to initiating construction. This report will incorporate the findings from all phase 2 
investigations in two formats. The initial format will be primarily presentation of the testing 
program research design and strategy, site specific data presentation and recommendations for 
additional work, if necessary. The results of all special samples will be incorporated in each site 
report, which will include a segment on site interpretation and integration into a larger research 
paradigm. The second format will concentrate on a synthesis of the phase 2 investigations and a 
reformulation of the model and research issues or themes explicit in the research design, such as 
changing settlement patterns and subsistence strategies, adjustments to climatic maximums and 
minimums, other so-called 'mid-range' themes such as demographics and social structure or 
organization, .... , as well as environmental reconstruction and change. Any Phase 3 data 
recovery operations at specific components tested during the Plans and Specifications phase or 
Phase 3 mitigation actions undertaken at sites located and evaluated during the Construction 
phase must address the issues and themes of the reformulated research design. 

12 



ATTACHMENT II 

PHASE 3 DATA RECOVERY AND MITIGATIVE ACTIONS 
AT HISTORIC PROPERTIES IN THE DFE PROJECT AREA 

Mitigation will take place through two separate processes: I) as planned procedures resulting 
from the anticipated loss of data from an identified historic property during projected 
construction; 2) as salvage operations following on-site evaluation of resources located during 
construction monitoring and are subsequently determined to be historic properties. The former 
will follow the evaluation program discussed in Attachment I, and the data recovery strategy will 
be determined by the results of the testing and the specific themes and research elements which 
can be addressed through additional investigations at particular loci or components. The field 
procedures and laboratory analyses will be contingent on the testing results, which will be 
incorporated into the reformulated research design for Northeast Texas. 

By contrast, the mitigation program followed during construction ;:,muld include many aspects of 
phase 2 testing and phase 3 data recovery, although all work would be accomplished under crisis 
management conditions. As a consequence, this latter program would potentially suffer persistent 
time constraints, which will give it a 'salvage archaeology' character. However, the project 
contains enough elements to insure that in most instances land moving activities in an area could 
be routed to an alternate work location until mitigative plans are implemented for any significant 
cultural resources discovered during construction. To insure that maximum flexibility is 
maintained, the construction contractor will be required to identify alternate work areas for each 
project element. 

Primary concerns during this phase 3 operation is with the excavated areas associated with sumps, 
diversion channel and chain of wetlands construction. The location of sites through the 
monitoring of trenching actions is generally not highly successful due to a variety of factors, such 
as pore water intrusion (water in the matrix of soil horizons), smearing of surfaces by machinery, 
inability to sample using screens, inaccessibility of close inspection, among others. However, 
since the areas to be disturbed are not limited to a narrow trench, the potential for identifying an 
unanticipated archaeological component may be enhanced since a greater surface area will be 
open for inspection. In addition, a considerable body of locational data would have been 
generated on the nature of the deposits and cultural components by the investigations during the 
preceding Plans and Specifications phase. 

The sumps, which will average IO acres in size, will be located above the current floodplain along 
the edge of the valley wall in areas that have been artificially filled during and by historic use of 
the area. However, historic and prehistoric surfaces and deposits are believed to be present below 
the fill, and historic period surfaces or features may be present within the fill. The sumps will 
extend to between IO and 15 feet (3 to 4.6m) below surface; consequently, the upper four to five 
meters of deposits will be removed or severely disturbed. Once .the boundaries have been 
established, a coring and/or trenching program will be undertaken to identify buried deposits and 
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fossil surfaces. Any historic or prehistoric cultural deposits located by the procedures will be 
examined to determine potential eligibility. Any site or component determined to be potentially 
eligible will be evaluated by Phase 2 testing procedures, with subsequent Phase 3 data recovery 
carried out on components determined to be historic properties. Any potentially significant 
resources discovered by the construction monitoring team may require Phase 2 testing and Phase 
3 data recovery programs as mitigative measures. 

The diversion channel, which is approximately 365 meters in length and 70 meters in width, will 
effect deposits to at least 12 meters below surface. The upper deposits will be sampled during 
activities covered in the general plan and Phase 2 investigations, with a core sampling plan to 
identify fossil horizons and evaluate site potential also part of the planned general investigation. 
However, with the exception of potential testing and data recovery operations on deeply buried 
archaeological sites (ie., below three meters) identified from the coring program, Phase 3 work 
will undertaken after identification during construction monitoring. 

By contrast, the Chain of Wetlands will essentially be shallow, but will include a central channel or 
lake that is 20 meters wide and has a maximum depth of three meters. Construction of the central 
channel will disturb deposits to between three and four meters below surface. The planned 
program includes: a Phase I intensive survey of the upper meter of deposits and a sampling plan 
for the lower three meters using cores to identify high site potential fossil surfaces and cultural 
deposits, followed by trenching to inspect the deposits; a Phase 2 testing and evaluation operation 
at any significant cultural deposits located, and; Phase 3 data recovery at any eligible property that 
will be adversely effected by construction. However, the linear character of the 20 meter wide 
central lakes will tend to bisect a variety of buried fossil features, e g , floodplain rises, relict 
levees, cut-off meanders ( oxbow lakes), that may have associated cultural components. 
Consequently, Phase 2 and Phase 3 operations may be necessary as mitigative measures of 

• significant resources located by the construction monitoring team. 
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REPLY TO 
A TTENTJON OF: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX I 7300 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300 

May 7, 1998 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, FORT WORTH DISTRICT 

Draft General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact 
Statement, Dallas Floodway Extension, Trinity River Basin, Texas. 

All interested parties are hereby notified that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort 
Worth District, has prepared a draft report with an integrated Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) addressing proposed activities to provide flood damage reduction and 
environmental restoration within the Trinity River Basin, City of Dallas, Dallas County, 
Texas. 

Authority. This Notice of Availability is being issued to interested parties in accordance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, Public Law (PL) 91-190, as 
amended, and the implementing regulations in Engineering Regulation (ER) 200-2-2, 
Flood damage reduction studies were conducted under the authority of Section 3 0 I of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1965. 

Purpose and Background. Historic flooding and damages were investigated and details 
of their effects are included in this report. The primary project study area extends along 
the Trinity River from the existing Dallas Flood way to the confluence of Five Mile 
Creek, a distance of approximately 9 .5 miles. The entire area experienced severe 
property damages in May 1989 and May 1990 flood events. Two thousand five hundred 
and fifty structures are located within the existing hydrologic condition Standard Project 
Floodplain of the study area. Based on January 1997 prices, these structures are 
estimated to sustain equivalent annual damages of approximately $6.5 million. 

Proposed Action and Alternatives. A wide range of structural and non-structural flood 
control measures evolved from the analysis of available economic, environmental, 
engineering, and social data during the course of this study. Non-structural alternatives 
include flood proofing, relocation, and permanent evacuation. The structural alternatives 
analyzed during the preliminary screening included channelization, clearing and 
grubbing, detention dams, swales, levees and combination plans. Additionally, 
variations of the final concept were analyzed to ensure that the solution was properly 
located and sized to provide the highest net annual benefits. Alternative plans identified 
and evaluated included the "No-Action" alternative. 

Construction of two 1,200-foot bottom width swales was found to produce the greatest 
net benefits. This swale plan, extending from the existing Dallas Floodway downstream 
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NGVD to a point just downstream of the bridge. The remainder of the existing channel 
would remain unfilled and connected to the Trinity River for recreational access and 
aquatic habitat diversity. 

Disposal of clean surplus material would occur in a previously disturbed surface mine 
site. Disposal of clean fill would be within an approximate 1000 acre site in the city of 
Dallas bounded by Post Oak Road, Pleasant Run Road, East Wintergreen Street, and 
Cottonwood Creek. The site is located across from the Southside Wastewater Treatment 
Plant located near the Southern Dallas County border. 

An environmental mitigation plan for the FSP would involve acquisition of 1,135 acres in 
additional project lands, and would consist of grassland preservation, conversion of 
grassland to bottomland hardwood areas, and habitat improvement on existing 
bottomland hardwood areas. Environmental mitigation for the LPP would require 
acquisition, habitat development and management of 1,179 acres. The mitigation lands 
would be located within the Trinity flood plain within the general vicinity of the 
proposed project. 

Public Meeting. A Public Meeting will be held Tuesday, June 9, 1998 in the Magnolia 
Ballroom of the Ramada Plaza Hotel, 1011 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas. 
Information related to the project will be available as well as personnel from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to discuss various aspects of the proposed plan beginning at 
5:00 p.m. Beginning at 7:00 p. m., after a brief project overview, the public and 
agencies will be afforded the opportunity to formally comment on the Draft EIS. 

The official closing date for the receipt of comments is 45 days from the date on which 
the notice of availability of the Draft GRR/EIS appears in the Federal Register which is 
anticipated to be on or about May 15, 1998. 

Copies of the Draft General Reevaluation Report and integrated EIS are available for 
review at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, P.O. Box 17300, 819 Taylor Street, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76102-0300. Copies have also been distributed to libraries in Dallas, 
Texas. The main text of the draft GRR/EIS is also available for review on the Fort Worth 
District Internet Home Page at http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/. For further 
information, contact Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., Project Manager, at U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Fort Worth District, CESWF-PM-C, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, Texas 
76102-0300 or call at (817) 978-2110. 

\}r, . •. 
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"-....C.01onel, Corps of Engineers 
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DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION DRAFT EIS 
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2515 McKinney Ave 
Dallas, TX 75201 
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City of Dallas 
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838 Cedar Hill Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Jerome Bradley 
900 Jackson Street, Ste 
522 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Mike Bradshaw 
Dallas Parks Foundation 
2121 San Jacinto 
#1630 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Michael Brady 
2108 Joe Field Rd., P. 0. 
Box 29779 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Carol Brandon 
Park & Recreation Board, 
Dist. 8 
3628 Legendary Lane 
#110 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Hollis Brashear 
Hollis Brashear 
Consulting Engin .. 
1424 Red Bird Lane 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Robert W. Brashear 
Camp, Dresser & McKee 
Inc. 
12770 Coit Road 
Ste. 800 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Emily Braswell 
Texas Turnpike Authority 
125 E. 11th 
Austin, TX 78701 

Daniel D. Braucht 
P.A. Ross Machinery 
Company 
PO Box 152689 
Dallas, TX 75315 

Clifford C. Breeding 
2511 Wedglea Drive, Ste 
821 
Dallas, TX 75233 

Warren N. Brewer 
Trinity River Authority of 
Texas 
PO Box 60 
5300 S. Collins 
Arlington, TX 76004 

Janet C. Bridges 
6108 Greenmere Place 
Dallas, TX 75227 

Ji!! M. Brim 
411 Elm Street, 4th Floor 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Charles Briner 
8924 Capri Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Margaret Brinson 
2142 Freeland Way 
Dallas, TX 75228-4928 

Phillip Brinson 
1544 Brockham Cir. 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Virginia Brinson 
1544 Brockham Cir 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Diana Broadus 
3334 Seevers Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Mark Bromley 
J.C. Penney 
PO Box 10001 
Dallas, TX 75301-8113 

Chris Brooks 
North Central Texas 
Council of G .. 
616 Six Flags Drive, 
Centerpoint .. 
P. 0. Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005 

Milton Brooks 
City of Dallas 
320 E. Jefferson Blvd. 
#305 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Ronald T. Brooks 
2707 Roberta Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Allan Brown 
Azimuth Architecture, 
Inc. 
3027 Routh Street 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Barbara Brown 
5900 Willow Lane 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Deborah Brown 
8039 Westover 
Dallas, TX 75231 

E. J. Brown 
2020 N. Lamar Street 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Ernest Brown 
4210 Opal Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Jeff Brown 
NATCO 
1845 Woodall Rodgers 
Frwy #1200 
Dallas, TX 75201-2266 

Marie Brown 
14500 Dallas Parkway 
#2055 
Dallas, TX 75240 



Mason (Trey) Brown, Ill 
Big City Crushed 
Concrete 
P. 0. Box 59831 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Mr. Mason Brown Ill 
P.O. Box 29615 
Dallas, Texas 75229 

Richard W. Brown 
11414 Cherry Ridge 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Richard L. Brown 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
1 00 South Loop 
Waco, TX 76705 

Ron Brown 
Ems County 
1011 Eastgate 
Midlothian, TX 76065 

Terry Brown 
League of Women Voters 
Dallas 
11414 Cherry Ridge 
Dallas, TX 75229-2604 

Danny L. Bruce 
Love Field Airport 
LB 16 
Love Field Terminal 
Building 
Dallas, TX 75235 

John Brunk 
Texas Transportation 
Institute 
201 E. Abram, Ste 600 
Arlington, TX 7601 O 

E. Bryant 
Concerned Citizens Fair 
Park Gat... 
2510 South Boulevard 
Dallas, TX 75215 

J. Bryant 
Concerned Citizens Fair 
Park Gat ... 
2511 South Boulevard 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Rita Bryant 
Concerned Citizens Fair 
Park Gat.. 
2809 South Boulevard 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Billy Buckley 
5959 Watership Lane, 
#317 
Dallas, TX 75237 

Emma P. Buckley 
5959 Watership Lane, 
Ste 317 
Dallas, TX 75237 

Robert G. Buckley 
Texas State Soil & Water 
Conserv. 
311 N. 5th Street 
Temple, TX 76503 

Russe!! Budd 
3707 Crescent Ave. 
Dallas, TX 75205-3815 

Jo Buickerood 
1531 Wyndmere 
DeSoto, TX 75715 

Rich Buickerood 
621 E. Clarendon 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Julia Burgen 
Texas Committe of 
Natural Resou .. 
2312 Winewood 
Arlington, TX 76013 

Rick E. Burgett 
Rebcon, Inc. 
1868 w. Northwest 
Highway 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Bryant W. Burke 
Vinson & Elkins L.L.P. 
2001 Ross Avenue 
Ste. 3700 
Dallas, TX 75201-2975 

Joe 8. Burkleo 
545 Lacewood Drive 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Jessie & Joyce Burn 
2936 King Cole Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Alma Burnam 
Sierra Club, Greater Fort 
Worth 
3821 Burkett Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76116 

Earl Burnam 
Audubon Society, Fort 
Worth 
3821 Burkett Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76116 

Lon Burnam 
Clean Water Action 
P. 0. Box 1894 
Ft. Worth, TX 76101 

LuciHuis Burns 
ICDC 
Martin Luther King 
Center 
2922 M.L.K. Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Marvin Burrell 
4515 Luzon Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Dorothy Burton 
411 Elm Street 
Dallas, TX 75253 

Jim Bush 
Rt.3, Box 269 
Waxahachie, TX 75165 

Donald R. Butler 
New Mt. Corinth Baptist 
Church 
531 Toronto Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Co!!een Butterfield 
Sierra Club, Fort Worth 
1538 County Forest 
Court 
Grapevine, TX 76051 

Brent Byers 
Corgan Architects 
501 Elm, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Gene Bynum 
NationsBank 
901 Main Street, 51st 
Floor 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Gabriel Camacho 
11002 Creek mere Drive 
Dallas, TX 75218 

L. Bradley Camp 
The BCK Company, L.C. 
11518 Reeder Rd., Suite 
105 
Dallas, TX 75229 

John Campbell 
601 W. Northgale 
Irving, TX 75062 

Sally Campbell 
North Texas Commission 
8445 Freeport Parkway, 
Ste 640 
Irving, TX 75063 

Curtis Carlson 
Department of Energy 
Dallas Support Office 
1440 W. Mockingbird Ln., 
Ste 400 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Christine Carlyle 
City of Dallas 
Planning 
1500 Marilla 5PN 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Gladys L. Carr 
Queen City 
Neighborhood Assc. 
2634 Tanner Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Michael Carr 
2227 Ann!els Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Jim Carrillo 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
9542 Peninsula 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Andy Carroll 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla, U1 /B/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Jeff Carter 
Trammell Crow Company 
2001 Bryan Street 
Ste 400 
Dallas, TX 75501 

Joanie Carter 
5332 Grovewood Street 
Dallas, TX 75210 

Isaac G. Cary 
1323 Fernwood Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Marjorie Z. Cary 
1323 Fernwood Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Belinda J. Casey 
4557 Cherbourg Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Vanessa Cassel 
1316 Aldenwood Drive 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Yolanda Castillo~Cros!ey 
West Dallas 
Neighborhood Develp.,. 
2907 N. Hampton Road 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Gretchen Caudell 
8411 Greenstone 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Rico Cedro 
2821 Carlisle Street, 
#328 
Dallas, TX 75204 



Sharon Cefa!er 
825 N. Madison Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Ben Cernosek 
City of Dallas 
Public Works & 
Transportation 
320 E. Jefferson, Rm 321 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Larry CeNenka 
City of Garland 
PO Box 469002 
Garland, TX 75046-
9002 

Bill Ceverha 
2911 Turtle Creek, #900 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Ruth Charlesworth 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
5000 Dolphin Rd. Bldg. A 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Muriel Christopher 
12921 Jasoncrest Trait 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Diana Christopulos 
Sierra Club 
8737 Thunderbird Ln 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Laura St. Clair 
6116 Victor 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Patti Clapp 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Comme .. 
1201 Elm 
Suite 2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Jerry Clark 
City of Denton 
215 East McKinney 
Denton, TX 76201 

John Clark 
Oak Cliff Chamber of 
Commerce 
660 S. Zang 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Wayne Clark 
Fort Worth Nature Center 
& Refuge 
9601 Fossil Ridge Road 
Fort Worth, TX 76135 

Reginald E. Cleveland 
UTA 
2205 Lincoln Drive, #802 
Arlington, TX 76011 

Larry Cline 
Schrador & Cline, LLC 
16885 Dallas Parkway, 
Ste 401 
Dallas, TX 75248 

Bernard M. Coffey 
Dallas Area Rapid Transit 
4521 Meredith Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75211-3534 

Gary Coffman 
Forest Hills Association 
8524 San Fernando Way 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Gary Coffman 
Woodbine Development 
Corporation 
145 Ross Avenue, Ste 
5000 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Howard Coit 
316 Avenue I 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ruthie Cole 
1827 Dennison Str. 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Chris Colley 
Talley/Dawson, Inc. 
4136 Commerce #250 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Josie Sylvia Collins 
Pre~Need Plans of a 
Funeral 
1019 N. Bishop Avenue, 
Apt 4 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Kent M. Collins 
554 Mills Lane 
Irving, TX 75062 

Laura Collins 
8705 Pegshire Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Velma Collins 
5302 Colonial Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Kimberly Colton 
National Environmental 
Testing .. 
1548 Valwood Pkwy 
Dallas, TX 75006 

L.K. Combs 
L.K.'s Shoe Repair 
1831 Canada Drive 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Jeff Comer 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-
0300 

Andie Comini 
1737 Whittier Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75218 

James Cond 
2944 King Cole Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Craig Conditt 
DHTC 
424 Terrace Drive 
Garland, TX 75081 

Pam J. Conley 
901 N. Madison 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Michael Connally 
2820 Alden Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Chuck Conrad 
Crossroads Audio 
2623 Myrtle Springs 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Mary Cook 
Midway Hills 
Homeowners 
4155 Rosa Road 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Reginald Cook 
P. 0. Box Drawer 619482 
DFW Airport, TX 75261 

Linda C. Cooke 
Dallas County Audubon 
Society 
P. 0. Box 12713 
Dallas, TX 75225 

L. Cooper 
2503 Chrysler Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

W. E. Cooper 
Dallas Market Center 
901 Tower East 
2700 Stemmons Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Robert Cope 
5701 S. Lancaster Road 
Dallas, TX 75241 

John A Cordova 
Piedmont•Scyene 
Homeowners A .. 
2187 Mack Circle 
Dallas, TX 75227 

M. C. Cornell 
8817 Stults 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Jrma D. Cortese 
Irma D. Cortese 
Insurance 
718 N. Buckner, Ste 416 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Frank Cortez 
Dallas Hispanic Chamber 
of Com ... 
4622 Maple Avenue, Ste 
207 
Dallas, TX 75219-1001 

Sam Cortez 
4701 Spanish Trail 
Grand Prairie, TX 75052 

Lee Couch 
Boating Trades of Texas 
1005 Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701 

Myra K. Coursey 
Myra Coursey Training & 
Develop .. 
2237 Stevens Wood 
Lane 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Joan Covici 
Old Lake Highlands 
Neighborhood ... 
10124 Champa Drive Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Bill Cox 
5519 Ellsworth Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Harold Cox 
7415 Ridgewick Drive 
Dallas, TX 75217 



Jean Cozzens 
League of Women Voters 
Dallas 
441 Enfield 
Dallas, TX 75220 

David Crabb 
Dallas Parks and Rec. 
Dept 
3505 Maple 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Matthew Craig 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
8616 Northwest Plaza 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Donald L. (Don) Cranford 
Dallas County Public 
Works 
411 Elm Street 
Dallas, TX 75202 

George W. Crawford 
Texas Committee on 
Natura! Resou .. 
9440 Brentgate 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Jeannette K. Crawford 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
9440 Brentgate 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Jack Craycroft 
The Craycraft Architects 
4131 N. Central 
Suite 550 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Marvin Crenshaw 
Malcolm X Society 
5134 S. Oakland 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Sandra Crenshaw 
1431 Quartet 
Dallas, TX 75241 

Inez Criddle 
4815 Westgrove Drive 
#105 
Addison, TX 75248-
2501 

Peggy Crist 
Federal Transit 
Administration 
Parkview Place, Ste 175 
524 East Lamar Blvd. 
Arlington, TX 76011 

Keith Crowder 
Kelly Parks Studios 
Owner's Assc. 
2220 S. Harwood, #203 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Robert C. Croysdale 
Philip Swager Associates 
4628 Monarch 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Alester Crumbley 
Rochester Park 
2931 Valenline St. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Fred Crumpel 
F.N.D. 
2511 Chancy G!en 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Betty Culbreath 
1636 Bar Haber 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Curtis Culpepper 
Fellowship Baptist 
Church 
2016 Canada Drive 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Sherry Culpepper 
503 Avenue J 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ruth Culver 
East Texas Communities 
Network 
Route 1, Box 787 
Uncertain, TX 75661 

Diane Cunningham 
Carol Reed Associates 
3232 McKinney Avenue, 
Ste 855 
Dallas, TX 752 

Nancy Cunningham 
5518 Longview Street 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Betty J. Curley 
ACORN 
7021 Antler 
Dallas, TX 52327-5217 

Pat Currin 
Texas Instruments 
PO Box 65547, Stn. 325 
Dallas, TX 75265 

Allan Curry 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com ... 
1201 Elm Street, Ste 
2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Bob Curry 
RHI, Inc. 
1904 Sanden, #101 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Dianne A Curry 
Dallas Parks & 
Recreation Board 
6658 Ridgeway Circle 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Dr. M.L. Curry 
New St. Paul Baptist 
Church 
10345 Webb Chapel 
Road 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Annie Oadian•Williams 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
125 E. 11th Street, 6th 
Floor 
Austin, TX 78701-2483 

Walter Dahlberg 
Lambert Landscape 
Company 
P.O. Box 36670 
Dallas, TX 75235-1670 

William S. Dahlstrom 
Munsch, Hardt, Kopf, 
Harr & Dina ... 
4000 Fountain Place 
1445 Main Street 
Dallas, TX 75202 
Fred Dahmer 
Route 2, Box 68 
Karnack, TX 75661 

Pamela Dansby 
NAACP 
2821 Birmingham 
Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75215-2402 

Alanzo Davis 
3010 Pennsylvania Drive 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Calla Lea Davis 
City of Farmers Branch 
2828 Selma 
Farmers Branch, TX 
75234 

Carolyn K. Davis 
Queen City Neighbors in 
Action 
2611 Buyer Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Dave Davis 
City of Farmers Branch 
PO Box 819010 
Farmers Branch, TX 
75381-9010 

Eli Davis 
912 Timber Dell Lane 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Elmira Davis 
2936 50th Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Frank Davis 
Department of Housing & 
Urban 0 .. 
PO Box 2905 
Fort Worth, TX 76113 

Kendall Davis 
KNON 
4415 San Jacinto 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Maribelle Davis 
1906 Sparrows Point 
Circle 
Dallas, TX 75023 

Pete Davis 
Texas Turnpike Authority 
PO Box 190369 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Raymond H. Davis 
Daltex Equipment 
Service Company 
11891 County Road, 
4017 
Kemp, TX 75143 

Walt and Paula Davis 
965 N. Rustic Circle 
Dallas, TX 75218 

William Barnes Davis 
4444 W. Plano Parkway 
Plano, TX 75093 

Charles E. Dawson 
Greater Tried Stone 
Baptist Church 
2002 Maorris Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Lois Day 
3528 Princess Ln. 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Mary Alice Dea!ey 
7117 Churchill Way 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Claire OeBasse 
3210 Rose Lane 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Debra K. Decker 
3301 Drexel Drive 
Dallas, TX 75205 



Clyde M. DeHart, Jr. 
Federal Aviation 
Administration 
440 Blue Mound Road 
Bldg.1,#218 
Fort Worth, TX 76106 

Ruben Delgado 
Collin County 
Public Works & 
Engineering 
707 A West Wilmeth 
Road 
McKinney, TX 75069 

Miguel OelValle 
Central Dallas 
Association 
1201 Elm Street, Ste 
2950 
Dallas, TX 75270 

William J. DeMuth 
Parkland Memorial 
Hospital 
5201 Harry Hines 
Boulevard 
Dallas, TX 75235 

Lloyd Denman, P.E. 
City of Dallas 
320 E. Jefferson #321 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Mildred Derrough~Pope 
The Dallas Plan 
Dallas Parks & 
Recreation 
3217 E. Ledbetter Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216-7708 

Bonner DeShazo 
DeShazo, Tang & 
Associates, Inc. 
5915 Undenshire 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Chuck L, Deshazo 
DeShazo, Tang & 
Associates, Inc. 
400 S. Houston, #305 
Dallas, TX 75202 

John DeShazo 
OeShazo, Tang & 
Associates, lnc. 
5915 Lind~nshire 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Simpson Dexter 
Apt. #330 
8828 Stemmons Freeway 
Dallas, Texas 75247 

Rolando Diaz 
P.O. Box 660163 
Dallas, TX 75266-7232 

Uvy Dibbles 
7744 Brownsvme 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Kenneth L. Dickson 
University of North Texas 
Institute of Applied 
Sciences 
P.O. Box 13078 
Denton, TX 76203 

George Dlnerson 
Idea! Neighborhood 
Association 
2550 Stark 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Tom Dingler 
City of Lewisville 
PO Box 299022 
Lewisville, TX 75029• 
9002 

Alan S. Dodds 
8600 Skyline Drive, 
#1040 
Dallas, TX 75243-4158 

Dan Dodson 
3883 Turtle Creek Blvd. 
#808 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Julia Dodson 
4031 Inwood Road 
Dallas, TX 75209-5111 

Myron C. Domic 
Fulbright & Jawarski, LLP 
2200 Ross Avenue, Ste 
2800 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Emily Stacy Donahue 
Jackson & Walker, L.L.P. 
901 Main Street 
Ste. 6000 
Dallas, TX 75202 
James A Donnell 
743 Kessler Lake Drive 
Dallas, TX 75208 

David Donohue 
Ecology and 
Environment, Inc. 
1999 Bryan 
Ste. 2000 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Rick Douglas 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com .. 
1201 Elm Street, Ste. 
2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Edward J. Drake 
5520 LBJ Freeway, Ste 
340 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Sally Drews 
4501 Druid Lane, #224 
Dallas, TX 752 

Jlm Driscoll 
City of Irving 
825 West Irving Blvd. 
Irving, TX 75060 

David Drury 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com .. 
1201 Elm St #2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Ed Dryden 
City of Lancaster 
PO Box 940 
Lancaster, TX 75146 

Ginny Dudek 
Woodbine Development 
Corporation 
1445 Ross Avenue, Ste 
5000 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Geraldine E. Dunbar 
907 E. Pentagon 
Parkway 
Dallas, TX 75216-6812 

Bob Duncan 
Emerson Partners, Inc. 
4516 Lovers Lane, Suite 
197 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Lonnie Duncan 
IDT Community 
Development Corp. 
P.O. Box 421463 
Dallas, TX 75342-1463 

David Dunnigan 
Greater Dallas Planning 
Council 
3811 Turtle Creek, Ste 
950 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Anna OuVal 
10207 Gardner Road 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Armond DuVal 
10207 Gardner Rd. 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Vera A. DuVal 
10208 Gardner Rd. 
Dallas, TX 75220-0000 

Sister J.T. Dwyer 
2827 Lapsey 
Dallas, TX 75212 

David C. Dybala 
City of Danas 
320 E. Jefferson #105 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Paul D. Dyer 
City of Dallas 
Park & Recreation 
Department 
City Hall 6FN 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Alice M. Dykeman 
Dykeman Associates 
4115 Rawlins 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Christine Easterling 
PRC Environmental 
Mgmn't, lnc. 
350 N. St. Paul 
Ste 2600 
Dallas, TX 75201 
Nancy Ebarh 
FW Dodge 
8828 Slemmons 
Freeway, Ste 245 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Teri Echols, Sr. 
North Texas Commision 
8445 Freeport Parkway, 
Ste 640 
Irving, TX 75063 

Elston D. Eckhardt 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
PO Box 17300 
DESWF-ED-DH 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 

Truman Edminster 
1919 Tarrant Place #C 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Nathaniel Edwards 
1225 Greenbriar Lane 
Lancaster, TX 75146 

Ray Edwards 
Tarrant County 
Transportation 
Department 
100 E. Weatherford 
Street 
Fort Worth, TX 76196 



Cathy Eller 
567 Lee Drive 
Coppell, TX 75019 

Laird Ellis 
Turner Collie & Braden 
Inc. 
5710 LBJ Freeway, #370 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Patty M. Ellis 
Duncanvme Chamber of 
Commerce 
PO Box 380036 
Duncanville, TX 75138 

Jessie Embry 
2511 Wedglea 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Walter Ender 
Ender Associates 
5341 Mercedes 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Harry Englert 
City of Grand Prairie 
21 O 1 Rock Creek Drive 
Grand Prairie, TX 75050 

Evelyn Kynard Erickson 
2002 Arthur Lane 
Austin, TX 78704 

Michael J. Ernest 
West Dallas 
Neighborhood Develo .. 
2907 N. Hampton Road 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Gary Ernst 
Occidental Chemical 
Corp. 
1100 Lenway Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Leon B. Eivin, Jr. 
South Central Addition 
4638 Fellows Lane 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Eduardo Escobedo 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla 5CN 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Michael Eudy 
3838 Blue Trace Lane 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Charles Evans 
2710 Roberta Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

David T. Evans 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Reso .. 
13369 Meadowside Drive 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Ryan S. Evans 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla, 4/C/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Wallace Ewell 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Operations 
Ft Worth District, PO 
Box 6868 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 

Allison K. Exal 
Akin, Gump, Strauss, 
Hanner & Feld 
1700 Pacific, Ste 4100 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Otis Fagan 
Friendship Homeowners 
Association 
3725 Vineyard Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Rondell Fagan 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
Transportation Planning 
& Develo .. 
Ft. Worth District, PO 
Box 6868 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 
Wallace Faggett 
5531 Singing Hills Drive 
Dallas, TX 75241 

David Fairchild 
Fairdale Development 
3303 Sage Road 
Houston, TX 77056 

Mary Farr 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com .. 
1201 Elm Street, Ste 
2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Leo E. Faubion 
Faubion Associates, Inc. 
1000 Forest Avenue 
P. o. Box 150159 
Dallas, TX 75215-0159 

Ed Faulkner 
Beck Program 
Management 
1700 Pacific Avenue 
#3800 
Dallas, TX 75201-7322 

Gary Faunce 
Lancaster I.S.D. 
PO Box 400 
Lancaster, TX 75146 

Billy 8. Faust 
Superior Utilities 
P. 0. Box 
Dallas, TX 75354 

Curtis R. Ferguson 
829 Cherry Hills 
Lancaster, TX 75134 

Marcos Fernandez 
City of Plano 
1520 Avenue K 
Plano, TX 75086 

William Fickel, Jr. 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
Fort Worth District 
P. 0. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-
0300 
Lois Finkelman 
Dallas Parks & 
Recreation Board 
11437 W. Ricks Circle 
Dallas, TX 75230-3035 

Mike Finley 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla Drive, 5/B/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Charles Fitzgerald 
1305 Canterbury Court 
Dallas, TX 75208 

James Flood 
221 S. Acres Drive 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Henry Flores 
Texas Department of 
Housing & Co .. 
PO Box 13941 
Austin, TX 78711 

Richard A Flores 
Corgan Associates, Inc. 
501 Elm Street 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Helen Foley 
3519 Los Angeles Blvd, 
Dallas, TX 75233 

Larry Fonts 
Central Dallas 
Association 
1201 Elm Street, #2950 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Jeff Ford 
Ford & Nelson 
4514 Cole Avenue, Ste 
1100 
Dallas, TX 75205 

Jeffrey A. Force 
Ford, Yungb!ut, White & 
Salazar 
4514 Cole Avenue, Ste 
1100 
Dallas, TX 75205 

Bruce C. Fortner 
Dallas Area Interfaith 
3300 W. Mockingbird, 
Ste 510 
Box#2 
Dallas, TX 75219 
Irby F. Foster 
P.U.S.H. 
601 Brown Trail, 308 
Hurst, TX 76053 

(Claudia) Denise Fowler 
South Central 
Community Devere ... 
4523 Yancy Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Flora Lee France 
1026 Briarwood 
Lewisville, TX 75067~ 
4332 

Cassandra Francis 
910 Dawson Street 
Cedar Hill, TX 75104 

Cliff Franklin 
Texas Transportation 
Institute 
8150 N, Central 
Expressway, Ste 815 
Dallas, TX 75206-1827 

Doug Frederick 
J Quad 
1341 W. Mockingbird 
Ste. 521-E 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Mary Freytaz 
League of Women 
Voters, Dallas 
6728 Cliffbrook 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Jim Fries 
Texas Nature 
Conservancy 
PO Box 164255 
Austin, TX 78716 

Louis Frisbie 
NTB 
2929 Carlisle, Ste 115 
Dallas, TX 75204 



Edward C. (Ned) Fritz 
Texas Committe on 
Natural Resources 
4144 Cochran Chapel 
Rd. 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Eugenia D. (Genie) Fritz 
League of Womens 
Voters Dallas 
4144 Cochran Chapel 
Road 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Tony Furlong 
Trover Investments 
2105 Meredith 
Richardson, TX 75081 

Andrew L. Furr, Jr. 
6939 Bevis Avenue 
Van Nuys, CA 91405 

Gilbert Gaedcke 
Gaedcke Equipment Co. 
P.O. Box 99070 
Houston, TX 77261-
0070 

Darwin Gaines 
282 Knott Place 
Dallas, TX 75208 

A!esa Nina Gajewski 
Trover Investments 
2105 Meredith 
Richardson, TX 75081 

Gus Galanis 
5925 Azaliea Lane 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Lisa D. Gamble 
2224 Lea Crest Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Richard Gantt 
South Central 
Community Oeve!o,, 
4749 Burma Road 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Hector Garzia 
City Plan Commision 
5033 Milam Street 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Maises Garcia 
1004 LaSalle 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Shirley Garcia 
Caddilac Heights 

Homeowners Assc. 
814 LaSalle 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Leocadia Garza 
810 Blue Scope 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Reginald Gates 
Dallas Black Chamber of 
Commerce 
2838 Martin Luther King, 
Jr. Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Karen Gelinas 
Sierra Club 
7440 Lavista #118 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Anna S. George 
2423 Chrysler Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Reagan George 
Greater Dallas Planning 
Council 
3811 Turtle Creek 
Boulevard 
Ste. 950 
Dallas, TX 75219 

F. Abdal Ghaffar 
7335 Wallace Street 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Max N. Ghafar 
Oikita Engineering 
1420 Mockingbird Lane, 
#600 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Merdad Ghafar 
Dikita Engineering 
6524 Briarhaven 
Dallas, TX 75240 

E.W. Ghaffar 
7335 Wallas 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Susan Ghertner 
Texas General Land 
Office 
Stephen F. Austin Bldg. 
Rm 730 
1700 North Congress 
Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701-1495 

Jimmy Gibson 
1401 Scottsboro 
Richardson, TX 75082 

Marion Gibson 
4940 Worth Street 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Howard Gilberg 
Thompson & Knight 
1700 Pacific Avenue 
Ste. 3300 
Dallas, TX 75201 
Steve Gilbreath 
Town of Flower Mound 
2121 Cross Timbers 
Road 
Flower Mound, TX 
75028 

Al Giles 
Texas Natural Resource 
Conservat.. 
PO Box 13087, MC 164 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Kathlyn Gilliam 
Clean South Dallas, Inc. 
3817 Wendekin Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

James & Mable Gindratt 
2944 King Cole Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Rodney K. Ginther 
GoodwBI Industries of 
Dallas, Inc. 
2800 North Hampton 
Road 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Hill Gladbach 
Turner Collfe & Braden 
1317 S. Davis 
Arlington, TX 76013 

Charlotte Glass 
2237 Wisconsin 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Michael Gloria 
3030 McKinney Ave. 
#901 
Dallas, TX 75204-2449 

Konrad G. Go!dan 
A-1 Ornamental Iron 
163 Pittsburg 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Lawrence Harry Golden 
East Oak Cliff 
Neighborhood Dist. 
1101 Sabine Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Lawrence W. Golden 
Golden Gate Missionary 
Baptist Ch .. 
1101 Sabine Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Jose' Gonzales 
1600 E. Highland Drive 
Waxahachie, TX 75165 

Benina Lopez Gonzales 
1027 Packard 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Rafael Gonzales 
812 South Montreal 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Bill Good 
Good Construction 
Company 
1643 "X" Street 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Katherine R Goodbar 
6621 Sunnyland 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Mark Goode 
Bridgefarmer & 
Associates 
4311 Oak Lawn, Ste. 300 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Ken M. Goodman 
PRC Environmental 
Mgmn't Resou .. 
350 N. SI. Paul 
Ste 2600 
Dallas, TX 75201 

W.F. Goodman, Jr. 
5416 Neola 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Greg Goodnight 
4605 Bluffview 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Chuck Goulding 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resources 
4719 Cole Avenue #209 
Dallas, TX 75205 

Joyce Ann Graf 
Graf I Sullivan 
Investments 
4802 Memphis Street 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Edsel Graham 
2522 Childs 
Dallas, TX 75203 



Kathleen M. Graham 
North Central Texas 
Council of Go . ., 
P.O. Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5888 

Walt Graham 
8118 Rainbow Drive 
Rowlett, TX 75088 

Virgie Grant-Brooks 
444 West Ledbetter Drive 
Dallas, TX 75224 

David Gray 
Sierra Club 
9432 Viewside Drive 
Dallas, Texas 75231 

Imogene Gray 
4918 Thrush 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Joe Green 
3795 Vancouver 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Peggy J. Green 
6228 Ridgecrest Road, 
#2407 
Dallas, TX 75231-6763 

John Greenar 
Baeza & Orendown 
1700 Commerce Street, 
#1360 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Debra Greenspan 
5801 Spring Valley# 
1704W 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Dale M. Greer 
7024 Whitehill Street 
Dallas, TX 75231-7314 

Ora Lee Greer 
2227 Rockefeller 
Dallas, TX 75203 

M.L. Gregory 
P.O. Box 541284 
Dallas, TX 75354 

Steve Gregory 
3701 W. Northwest Hwy., 
#169-A 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Sandra Greyson 
7238 Heathermore Drive 
Dallas, TX 75248 

Eugene Griffen 
1627 Canada Drive 
Dallas, TX 75212 

David Griffin 
Dallas Regional Mobility 
Coalition 
12655 N. Central #820 
Dallas, TX 75243 

James Griffin 
Texas Turnpike Authority 
PO Box 190369 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Marianne Griffin 
1329 Watersedge Dr. 
Plano, TX 75093 

Ann Grimes 
9010 Markville Drive 
#408 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Kevin Edich Grinnell 
Frito-Lay, lnc. 
5728 Preston View, 
#2029 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Bert G. Guerrero 
Guerrero Law Offices 
902 W. Commerce 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Jerry Guthrie 
3100 Carlisle, #115 
Dallas, TX 75204-1131 

Alberto Gutierrez 
11117 Shady Trail 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Edmund Haas 
Barton-Asch man 
Associates, Inc. 
5484 Beltline Road, Ste 
199 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Larry P. Hachtel 
WH!ow Distributors, Inc. 
P.O. Box 153169 
2601 Cockrell 
Dallas, TX 75315-3169 
Margaret Haenel 
9236 Church Road, 
#2015 
Dallas, TX 75231 

William B. (Will) Hagood 
HOR Engineering 
12700 Hillcrest Road, Ste 
125 
Dallas, TX 75230-2096 

Kelley Halcomb 
P.O. Box 3067 
Dallas, Texas 75221 

Bill Hale 
505 South 45th 
Hutchins, Texas 75141 

Albert H. Halff 
Ha!ff Associates, Inc. 
8616 Northwest Plaza 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Lee Halford, Jr. 
Industrial Properties 
Corporation 
2700 Stemmons 
Freeway, 11th Floor 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Calvin Hall 
Southwest Diversity 
Management G .. 
2626 Cole Avenue, Ste 
400 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Ida. V. Hall 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
8323 Chadbourne Road 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Donna Halstead 
9508 Fieldcrest Drive 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Mara!yn Hamaker 
Sierra Club 
8110 Skillman #2043 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Gregg Hamill 
Stemmons Corridor 
Business Assoc. 
1950 Stemmons Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Jody Hamilton 
City of Austin 
206 East 9th Street, 16th 
Floor 
Austin, TX 78701 

John Hamilton 
Texas G. L. Office 
Stephen F. Austin Bldg., 
Rm730 
1700 N. Congress Ave 
Austin. TX 78701-1495 

Sean Hamilton 
Texas Nature 
Consevancy 
P.O. Box 1440 
San Antonio, TX 78295 

Bob Hampton 
Tarrant County 
645 Grapevine Hwy., #6 
Hurst, TX 76054 

Scott A. Hanten 
3227 McKinney Avenue 
#10E 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Ephesian Harden 
Friendship Homeowners 
Association 
3725 Vineyard Drive 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Tommye J. Hardy 
391 O Wilder Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Ed Hargett 
Federal Emergency 
Management A.. 
Region IV Federal Center 
Denton, TX 76201 

Stephen Hargett 
PO Box 35522 
Dallas, TX 75235 

Herb Harker 
City of Dallas 
Environmental & Health 
Services 
1500 Marilla, 7/A/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Ron Harmon 
City of Mesquite 
PO Box 793 
Joshua, TX 76058 

Velma L. Harper 
2411 Cadillac Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Glen Harrington 
Borden Dairy 
5327 S. Lamar 
P.O. Box 1739 
Dallas, TX 75221 

Don Harris 
Nations Bank of Texas, 
N.A. 
PO Box 831500 
Dallas, TX 75283-1500 



John Harris 
3320 Nomas 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Larry Harris 
3320 Nomas 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Louis Harris 
3320 Nomas 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Rhonda Harris 
Professional Operations 
Inc. 
1509 Livingston Drive 
Plano, TX 75093 

Edna J. Hart 
3229 Kinkaid Drive 
Dallas, TX 75220-4622 

Perry Harts 
City of Cedar Hilts 
Public Works 
PO Box 96 
Cedar Hill, TX 75104 
Elton Harwell 
Foster Commercial, Inc. 
14180 Dallas Parkway 
#300 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Carl Hassenstein 
PO Box 516052 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Beverly Hastings 
611 N. Denley Drive 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Jack Hatchell 
Collin County 
1216 Balboa Circle 
Plano, TX 75075 

Tony Hauser 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
8816 Northwest Plaza 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Carolyn Hawthorne 
311 Avenue G 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Mable Hayden 
2423 Chrysler Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Marie B. Hayden 
2423 Chrysler Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Welton Haynes 
1438 Bonn'1eview 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ermy Hearns 
Dallas Black Chamber of 
Commerce 
2838 MLK, Jr. Blvd 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Louis Height 
2441 Slaton Drive 
Grand Prairie, TX 75052 

John Heiman 
City of Mesquite 
PO Box 850137 
Mesquite, TX 75185 

Jon Heimburger 
701 Rainbow 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Tad Heimburger 
701 Rainbow 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Grant C. Hellyer 
1223 N. Tyler 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Amie Henderson 
473 Zeland St. 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Eric Henderson 
936 Valley Ridge 
Desoto, TX 75115 

Victor Henderson 
Ft. Worth Transportation 
Authority 
PO Box 1477 
Fort Worth, TX 76101-
1477 

Alan Hendrix 
City of Dallas 
City Hall L1BN 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Dean Heningsman 
Kim!ey, Horn & 
Associates 
12660 Coit Road, Ste 
300 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Don Henley 
Caddo Lake Institute 
5600 West Lovers Lane 
Ste. 116-334 
Dallas, TX 75209-4330 

Donald H. Henley 
c/o Dwight K. Shellman, 
Jr.!Cadd .. 
P.O. Box 2710 
Aspen, CO 81612-2710 

David Henry 
Richland College 
9547 Biscayne Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Moses Henry 
1638 Herald Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Robert H. Henry 
PO Box 150159 
Dallas, TX 75318 

Bernetta Henvi!le ~ 
Shannon 
GADD Consotorium, Inc. 
PO Box 180877 
Dallas, TX 75218-0877 

Anita Hernandez 
6231 Elam Road 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Jodi Hernandez 
National Park Seivice 
PO Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5888 

Mary E. Hernandez 
Trinity River Mission 
1018 Gallagher 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Orr Hernandez 
Dallas Softball 
810 Nottingham 
Richardson, TX 75080 

Charlotte A. Herr 
A.G. Edwards & Sons 
1201 Main Street, Ste 
100 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Thomas Herrera 
2642 Douglas Avenue, 
#121 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Cynthia Herring 
417 Deepwood Street 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Don Herring 
3312 Maivin D. Love 
Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Don Herring 
Oak Cliff Chamber of 
Commerce 
14345 Dallas Parkway 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Susan B. Hersh 
Placer Properties 
2121 San Jacinto, #1010 
Dallas, TX 75201 

M.K. Hervey 
4309 Hyer 
Dallas, TX 75205 

Madeleine Heivey 
League of Women Voter 
Dallas 
2720 Stemmons Freeway 
#510 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Don L. Hicks 
Da!!as Regional Mobility 
Coalition 
2909 S. Hampton, LB#32 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Joanne Hill 
4518 Ridge Road 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Kathryn Hillhouse 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com .. 
1201 Elm St. #2000 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Mary Hobson 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
Fort Worth District 
PO Box 6969 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 

Jerry Hodge 
City of Grapevine 
Public Works 
PO Box 95104 
Grapevine, TX 76099 

Terri Hodge 
4032 Swiss Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75204 



Craig Holcomb 
Friends of Fair Park 
P.O. Box 26248 
5033 Milam 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Kelly Holcomb 
PO Box 3067 
Dallas, TX 75221 

Lessie 8. Hollins 
2416 Cadillac Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Dr. James Holman 
Holman Allergy Clinic 
Presbyterian Professional 
Building 
821 O Walnut Hill Lane 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Laura Homan 
East Texas Communities 
Network 
3914 Evergreen, #105 
Irving, TX 75601 

WiHiam Hopper 
ETC 
6211 W. Northwest 
Highway 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Amy Hooser 
405 Lemontree 
DeSoto, TX 75115 

Gay Hopkins 
6030 Monticello Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75206 

John Horarry 
Kessler Neighbors United 
1113 Kensington Drive 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Catherine Horsey 
Preservation Dallas 
2922 Swiss Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Jerry and Shirley Hosek 
4808 Thunder Road 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Todd House 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
CESWF-ED-DE 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-
0300 

Steve Houser 
Dallas Historic Tree 
Coalition 
16 Steel Road 
Wylie, TX 75098 

Mark Housewright 
Greater Oak Cliff Citizens 
Council 
1328 Cedar Hill 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Donna Houston 
The Science Place 
P.O. Box 151469 
Dallas, TX 75315-1469 

Cliff Houy 
Executive Director 
Texas Recreational 
Vehicle Assoc. 
3355 Bee Cave Road 
Austin, Texas 78746 

Dan Howard 
1506 Commerce St., DP 
& L 14E 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Donna Howard 
1506 Commerce SL, DP 
& L 14E 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Lorn L. Howard 
3730 Lovers Lane 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Martin F. Howard 
4807 Nome 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Randall Howard 
Wendy Lopez & 
Associates, Inc. 
1825 Market Center Blvd. 
Ste. 510 
Dallas, TX 75207 
Nancy Howell 
Greater East Dallas 
Chamber of Co .. 
718 N. Buckner Blvd., 
Ste 332 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Rich Howell 
1201 Elm Street, Ste 
5310 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Roy Howell 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
3215 Urban 
Dallas, TX 75227 

Dorothy L. Howeth 
6415 Ethel Drive 
Dallas, TX 75227-6127 

Joan Howell 
Save Open Spaces 
3518 Armstrong 
Dallas, TX 75205 

Johnny M. Hubbard 
Zion Rest Baptist Church 
3740 Morris Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Albert W. Hudgins, Jr. 
604 Woolsey Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Michel!e Hudson 
Miller Commercial Realty 
5001 Spring Valley Rd. 
Ste 1100W 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Roy A Hudson 
Roy A Hudson Company 
P.O. Box 781592 
Dallas, TX 75378-1592 

James Huffman 
112 Brookhollow 
Terrell, TX 75160 

George Human 
City of Richardson 
PO Box 830309 
Richardson, TX 75083M 
0309 

Walt Humann 
Bon Terre Residential 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2785 

William Humphrey 
2020 N. Lamar 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Jim Hunt 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
PO Box 3067 
Dallas, TX 75221-3067 

Bruce Hunter 
7 418 Dangerfield 
Dallas, TX 75227 

Chistopher $. Hunter 
Tenth Street Historic 
CDC 
PO Box 3759 
Dallas, TX 75208 

E!!is Hunter 
Dallas Public Schools 
1602 Santa Fe 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Darwin Hyde 
2638 Marvin Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Wade Hyde 
2638 Marvin Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Sophia lliadou 
City of Dallas 
P.O. Box 25301 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Kathy Ingle 
2828 Millwood Drive 
Farmers Branch, TX 
75234 

Don Ingrim 
ESS 
1701 N. Market Street, 
Ste 410 
Box 39 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Cynthia Irving 
2425 s. Ewing 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Bobbie J. Jackson 
2428 Chrysler 
Dallas, TX 75203-4014 

Charlie Jackson 
South Central 
Community Develop .. 
4523 Yancy Street 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Deborah Jackson 
717 Brook Valley Lane 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Gordon Jackson 
3101 Martin Luther King, 
Jr. Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

J.B. Jackson 
PO Box 152856 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Jared Jackson 
Garcia & Associates 
6238 Llano Road 
Dallas, TX 7 5214 



Johnnie Jae:kson 
Clean South Dallas, Inc. 
2239 Lowrence 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Kim Jackson 
5100 Verde Valley Lane 
#114 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Lurline Jackson 
Caring Medical Supply 
Co. 
4301 Colonial Ave. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

She!!ee Jackson 
3010 Pennsylvania Drive 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Teri Jackson 
102 W. Philip Court 
Grand Prairie, TX 
75051-4339 

Tom Jackson 
818 Shady Grove 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Andrew Jacobs 
3330 Pluto 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Orlando Jamandre 
ENV Division 
125 East 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

Elois M. James 
Queen City 
Neighborhood Assoc. 
3501 Pondrom 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Frances James 
Urban Park Homeowners 
League 
4322 St. Francis Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75227 

Jeanne C. James 
7258 Benedict 
Dallas, TX 75214-1903 

John James 
308 Hickerson 
Cedar Hill, TX 75104 

Gene Jameson 
1201 Elm Street #3400 
Dallas, TX 75270 

Michael P. Jansky, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
Adena M. Jarvis 
1607 Hanging Cliff Drive 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Keith Jasiecki 
718 Haines Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Brenda Jenkins 
Public Utility Commision 
of Texas 
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd. 
Austin, TX 78757 

Carmen Jimenez 
2956 McGowan 
Dallas, TX 75203-4112 

Matthew Jirasek 
1733 Joan Drive 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Sue P. John 
25 Highland Park Village, 
Ste 10 ... 
Dallas, TX 75205-2785 

Beth Johnson 
3363 Darbyshire 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Billie S. Johnson 
3406 Kimble Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Charles Johnson 
1412 Sanger 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Debra Johnson 
4144 Norco Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

E.R. Johnson 
P.O. Box 224952 
Dallas, TX 75222 

Jessie 8. Johnson 
5311 Colonial Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Kathleen B. Johnson 
Byrne Johnson Inc. 
4100 McEwen 
Ste.110 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Nancy Johnson 
Urban Environmental 
Associates, Inc 
PO Box 1748 
Cedar Hill, TX 75106 

Norris J. Johnson 
Queen City 
Neighborhood Assoc. 
3419 Edgewood 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Rab!e Johnson 
Golden Gate Missionary 
Baptist Ch .. 
1101 Sabine Street 
Plano, TX 75075 

Vera M. Johnson 
5215 Colonial Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75215 

William P. Johnson, Jr. 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
1114 Commerce Street, 
Room 311 
Dallas, TX 75242-0216 

Dave Johnston 
Kimrey, Horn & 
Associates 
12660 Coit Road, Ste 
300 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Barbara C. Jones 
6964 Walling Lane 
Dallas, TX 75231"7308 

Charles L. Jones 
Biomax 
10704 Kendall Square 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Gregory D. Jones 
Voice of Hope Ministries 
4116 Gentry 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Joe Wayne Jones 
3220 Misty Court 
Bedford, TX 76201 

Karen Jones 
Parsons Brinkerhoff 
1701 N. Market Street, 
Ste 410 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Mark Jones 
3435 Hacienda 
Dallas, TX 75233 

Maureen Jones 
Kidd Springs/ Miller 
Assn. 
1136 Woodlawn Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Ralph Jones 
10804 Fernald 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Ronald Jones 
1507 Brook Valley Court 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Sam Jones 
4719 FM 314 South 
Larue, TX 75770-3151 

Tina L. Jones 
2424 Chrysler Drive 
Dallas, TX 75203-4014 

Viola Jones 
2424 Chrysler 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Mike Joplin 
Greater Dallas Chamber 
of Com .. 
Strasburger & Price 
901 Main Street, Suite 
4300 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Ji!! Jordan 
3700 Bryn Mawr 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Mittie Jordan 
3400 Fitzhugh 
Dallas, TX 75210 

Janice Joseph 
EDS 
5400 Legacy Drive H3~ 
6F-47 
Plano, TX 75024 

Lisa Jowell 
City of Dallas 
2721 Municipal #12 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Tim Juarez 
PO Box 5051 
Austin, TX 78763-5051 



Mary Kaderka 
City of Dallas 
Park & Recreation 
Department 
1500 Marilla Street, 6/F/S 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Ann R. Kahn 
Kahn Mechanical 
Contractors 
2787 living Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Shannaz Kalife 
Encram Corporation 
2525 Turtle Creek, #419 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Roger Kallenberg 
Peninsula Neighborhood 
Association 
9418 Hobart Street 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Susan Kaminsky 
P.O. Box 383 
Addison, TX 75001 

Raymond Kane 
1601 Elm Street, Ste 
3700 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Kyle Keahey 
Dallas Area Rapid Transit 
PO Box 660163 
Dallas, TX 75266-7212 

Frank L. Kehr 
Regis Manufacturing 
Company 
PO Box 152900 
Dallas, TX 75315 

Gary Keiser 
E& Y Kenneth Leventhal 
2200 Ross Avenue 
Ste 1100 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Jack Keller 
8522 Garland Road 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Sharon Keller 
8522 Garland Road 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Chris Kelley 
The Dallas Morning 
News 
Communications Center 
P.O. Box 655237 
Dallas, TX 75228 

BA Kelly 
Lakeland Hills 
Neighborhood Assn. 
P.O. Box 180086 
Dallas, TX 75218 

John Kelly 
Oak Cliff Chamber of 
Commerce 
1421 Acapulco Drive 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Mary Kelly 
2700 Roberts 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ralph Kelly 
311 Columbia Drive 
Rockwall, TX 75087 

Rodney W Kelly 
Barton~Aschman 
Associates, Inc. 
5485 Belt Line Road, Ste 
199 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Thomas J. Kemper 
615 Valencia Street 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Thomas J. Kemper 
Dolphin Blue, Inc. 
1920 Abrams Parkway, 
#416 
Dallas, TX 75214-3915 

Don Kennedy 
Dallas County 
District 4 
4403 W. Illinois 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Linda Kenney 
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616 Six Flags Drive 
Arlington, TX 76005 

Bob Knicker 
4516 Colaers Lane #271 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Michelle Knijnenburg 
6900 Preston Road 
Apt. 1727 
Plano, TX 75024-2532 

Jenny Knowles 
The Dallas Plan 
3621 Hawthorne 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Satis Kodavali 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
6791 Eastridge Drive, 
#2090 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Mike Keesling 
Woodbine Development 
Corporation 
1445 Ross Avenue, Ste 
5000 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Gay Kolb 
4402 Rawlins 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Jill Kotvis 
Hughes & Luce 
1717 Main Street 
Ste 2800 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Morin Kovich 
5952 Royal Lane, Ste 
168 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Ken Kramer 
Sierra Club, Lone Star 
Chapter 
P.O. Box 1931 
Austin, TX 78767-1931 

Pauline G. Kress 
7324 We!!crest Drive 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Paul Kruckemeyer 
City of Euless 
201 North Ector Drive 
Euless, TX 76039-3595 

Bob K. Kuickeabuaer 
Kuickeabuaer 
Investments 
4516 Lovers Lane,# 271 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Ronald Kyser 
Earl Thornton Electric 
Company 
2317 Est 11th Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 



Beverly LaBenske 
Dallas Area Rapid Transit 
PO Box 660163 
Dallas, TX 75266-7205 

Steve Labuda 
TOES 
P.O. Box 12773 
Austin, TX 78711-2773 

Jerry Lacy 
L.H. Lacy Company 
10888 Shady Trail 
P.O. Box 541297 
Dallas, TX 75354-1297 

Terry H. Lacy 
PO Box 541297 
Dallas, TX 75354-1297 

Leon Ladyman 
Dallas County Audubon 
Society 
723 Kirkwood Drive 
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Dallas, TX 75247 

Larry Leon 
Lawrence F. Leon 
11500 Slemmons 
Freeway, Ste 186 
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Dallas, TX 75215 

Pat Melley 
League of Women Voters 
Dallas 
957 Kessler Parkway 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Ken Melston 
City of Da!!as 
1500 Marilla, L1 BN 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Annie Melton 
Bowman.Melton 
Associates 
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P.O. Box 660163 
Dallas, TX 75266 

David Meyers 
Dallas City Packing, Inc. 
3049 Morrell 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Sharon M. Middlebrooks 
Concept Development 
Corporation 
PO Box 41517 
Dallas, TX 75241-0517 

Glen Middleton 
12700 Hillred, #125 
Dallas, TX 

M. Middleton 
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B.J. Moore 
3431 Morris Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Mattie Moore 
109 E. Woodell Dr. 
Red Oak, TX 75154 

Robert Moore 
4112 Norco Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Sarah Moore 
10333 Marsh Lane 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Vernon L. Moore 
Moore Engineers, Inc. 
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7247 Blythdale 
Dallas, TX 75248 

Elizabeth Morris 
Insight Research 
Corporation 
9241 LBJ Freeway, Ste 
100 
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900 N. Bishop Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Jose I. Novoa 
Halff Associates, lnc. 
8616 Northwest Plaza 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Lisa Nungesser 
Parsons Brinkerhoff 
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Dallas, TX 75212 

Phillip Patterson 
City of Haltom City 
Planning & Economic 
Development 
PO Box 14246 
Haltom City, TX 76117 

Rodrick Patterson 
2723 Roberta Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Rex Patton 
606 Blaylock 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Rose A. Payne 
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2804 Magna Vista Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

John F.S. Phinney 
SMU 
3225 Daniels 
Dallas, TX 75275 

Mary Phinney 
411 Elm Street 
Dallas, TX 75202 



James Phipps 
Reed Engineering Group 
2424 Stutz 
Dallas, TX 75235 

Max Piccagli 
Benear Construction 
Corp, 
2315 Southwell Rd. 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Ugo Piccag!i 
Bencor Corporation of 
America 
2315 Southwell Road 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Alan D. Pierce 
PO Box 720441 
Dallas, TX 75372 

James Pierce 
Leonard Technical 
Services 
2720 N. Slemmons, #607 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Judy Pierce 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
5952 Royal Lane #205 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Ralph Pierson 
Texas Trails Network 
9733 Shoreview Road 
Dallas, TX 75238 

Billy S. Pigg 
Texas Department of 
Transportaf1on 
POBox1010 
Waco, TX 76703 

Ann Piper 
Dallas Historic Tree 
Coalition 
5952RoyaILane,#205 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Shane Pitts 
5303 Parkland Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75235 

Don R. Plunk 
Henry S. Miller 
Development Group 
5001 Spring Valley Rd. 
Ste 1100-W 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Keith Pomykal 
Love Envelopes 
1130 Quaker 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Mario and Lydia Ponce 
2219 Rockefeller 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Mildred D. Pope 
East Ledbetter 
Homeowners 
P.O. Box 41509 
Dallas, TX 75241 

Valerie Pope 
1018 Astaire 
Duncanville, TX 75137 

Mary Potter 
921 Riverwood 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Barry Pound 
Dallas County Parks & 
Open Space 
5841 McCommas Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Stanley Pounders 
1711 East 11th 
Dallas, TX 75203 

James Pratt 
Visions for Dallas 
101 Trunk Avenue South 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Doug Prederick 
1341 W. Mockingbird 
Lane 
#815E 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Robert Prejean 
1222 Commerce Street 
Apt. 1816 
Dallas, TX 75202-4316 

President 
Audubon Society, Bexar 
P.O. Box 6084 
San Antonio, TX 78209 

President 
Devonshire 
Neighborhood Assoc. 
PO Box 7627 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Board of Directors/ 
President 
League of Women Voters 
Dallas 
2720 N. Slemmons 
Freeway 
Ste. 510 
Dallas, TX 75207-8000 

Stan Prichard 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla, 5/B/S 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Anthony N. Prince 
4520 Luzon 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Robert Prock 
Texas A&M University 
Texas Engineering 
Extension Service 
College Station, TX 
77843-8000 

John Promise 
North Central Texas 
Council of Go .. 
P.O. Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5588 

Stuart Pully 
Dallas Planning 
Assoiciates 
PO Box 781609 
Dallas, TX 75378-1609 

Joe Pumphrey 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
6825 Dalhart Lane 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Lisa A. Pyles 
RAIL TRAN 
1000 Throckmorton 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-
6311 

Jack Quarles 
Federal Emergency 
Mgmn't Agency 
800 N. Loop 288 
Denton, TX 76102 

Ken and Pamela Quarls 
1114 Seale Street 
Dallas, TX 75208-1622 

Marceu Quimby 
HOR Architects 
12700 Hillcrest Rd#125 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Lubin Quinones 
Federal Highway 
Administration 
300 E. 8th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

Ali Rabier 
Dallas Area Rapid Transit 
PO Box 660163 
Dallas, TX 75266-7212 

Morton Rachofsky 
Morton Rachofsky 
Company, Real.. 
5511 Stonegate Road 
Dallas, TX 75209-3521 

Homer Rader 
Rader Properties 
1015 Elm Street 
Ste. 2005 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Jonathan W. Radke 
Lake Cliff Neighborhood 
Association 
705 N. Marsa!ie Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75203 

John Radovich 
800 Jaguar Lane 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Burton Raiford 
Texas Dept. Of Human 
Services 
PO Box 149030 
Austin, TX 78714 

Cobbie Ransom 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla, 6/B/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Bennett Ratliff 
Jones & Carter, Inc. 
12000 Ford Road 
Ste. 180 
Dallas, TX 75234 

Paula L. Ratliff 
6917 Truxton Drive 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Rebecca Ratliff 
2220 South Harwood, 
Unit 102 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Eric Ratzman 
Halff Associates, lnc. 
9831 Estacado Drive 
Dallas, TX 75228 

Angel Rawie 
Bennett Miller Company 
1505 Beaumont Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Campbell B. Read 
5839 Monticello 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Larry Redden 
Parsons Brinkerhoff 
2777 Stemmons 
Freeway, Ste 1333 
Dallas, TX 75207 



George Reeves 
Texas Department of 
Transportation 
Fort Worth District 
PO Box 6868 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 

Bethany L. Reid 
West End Association 
1801 N. Lamar, #444 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Leslie M. Reid 
Texas A&M University 
Department of 
Recreation and Parks 
College Station, TX 
78743 

Sharon Reiter 
PO Box 3061 
Dallas, TX 75221 

Bob Reitz 
218 S. Rauinia 
Dallas, TX 75211 

David Reitz 
Carter & Burgess, Inc. 
7950 Elmbrook Drive 
#250 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Joseph R. Rende 
Young President's 
Organization 
5929 Velasco 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Al Renfro 
Texas Liquors 
4514 Cole Avenue, Suite 
405 
Dallas, TX 75205 

T. Renteria 
709 Pontiac 
Dallas, TX 75203-4040 

Anna Rice 
3225 Caruth 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Gene T. Rice 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-
0300 

I.A. Rice 
660 South Zang Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75208 

J.M. (Marsh) Rice 
Trinity Improvement 
Association 
3922 Antigua Drive 
Dallas, TX 75244 

Michael Richard 
Mid City Crushed 
Concrete 
11131 Goodnight Lane 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Mike Richard 
141 O Dudley Drive 
Carrollton, TX 75007 

Shirley J. Richardson 
2253 Bergstrom 
Dallas, TX 75227 

T.R. Richter 
John S Chase, F.A.I.A., 
Architec .. 
3625 N. Hall, #1010 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Burl D. Ridge 
Cedar Crest 
Neighborhood Assoc. 
1935 Cedar Crest Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ken Riffe 
5200 Victor 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Mary Riffe 
4532 Santa Barbara 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Tish Riley 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Resou .. 
7320 Northaven 
Dallas, TX 75230 

George R. Rislov 
5442 Monticello Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75206 

John Roach 
City of Farmers Branch 
PO Box 819010 
Farmers Branch, TX 
75381-9010 

Paul Roach 
City of Dallas 
2121 Main Street 
Ste 300 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Cynthia Roberts 
407 Avenue I 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Karen S. Roberts 
502 Cameron Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Mark Roberts 
Nathan D. Maier 
Engineering 
8800 N. Central Exp., 
#300 
Dallas; TX 75231 

Sue S. Robertson 
Wal-Mart 
PO Box 870511 
Dallas, TX 75378 

Joyce Roberts-Waters 
817 N. Marsalis Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Robbie Robinson 
EDS 
5400 Legacy Drive H-3-
6E-61 
Plano, TX 75204 

Wayne Robinson 
2728 Falls Drive 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Willie L. Robinson 
2427 Kathleen Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Rick Robles 
5836 E. Lovers Lane, C-
127 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Dan Rocha 
North Central Texas 
Council of Go .. 
PO Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5888 

Sy Rockins 
Texas Africa America Int'! 
lnves ... 
3122 Lamar Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Wesley T. Rodgers 
1311 E. 8th Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Gerardo Rodriguez 
2922 McGowan 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Humberto Rodriguez 
5502 Ridgedale Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Michael Rogers 
906 Bison Trail 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Charles Rose 
Justice of the Peace 8-1 
414 South R. L. Thornton 
Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Margaret Rosenquist 
PO Box 495836 
Garland, TX 75049-
5836 

Thomas Ross 
TR Industries 
P.O. Box 851702 
Richardson, TX 75085 

Viola Ross 
331 Avenue I 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Sally Rowe 
John Morris & Associates 
Consu .. 
6116 N. Central 
Expressway 
Ste. 915 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Alan Rubin 
Dallas City Packing, Inc. 
3049 Morrell Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Milton Rubin 
3049 Morrell 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Ronald A. Rummel 
Rummel Enterprises 
11875 Forest Gate 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Christopher Runk 
807 Valencia 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Bruce Russell 
Carter & Burgess, Inc. 
7950 Elmbrook Drive 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Paris Rutherford 
2828 Routh Street, Ste. 
200 
Dallas, TX 75201 



Warren Rutherford 
Methodist Hospitals of 
Dallas 
1441 N. Beckley 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Scott Ryder 
Sierra Club, Central 
Texas 
P.O. Box 1913 
Austin, TX 78767 

Stephen Rylander 
5306 Kiwanis Road 
Dallas, TX 75236 

Lawrence Sack 
General Services 
Administration 
Office of Administration 
819 Taylor Street 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 
Jane Saginaw 
Environmental Protection 
Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue, Ste 
1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Abet V. Saldana 
Dallas County Public 
Works 
411 Elm Street, 4th Floor 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Jose Saldivar 
801 Packard Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Rene Saldivar 
810 Packard Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Lance Sallis 
2200 Ross Avenue, Ste. 
3700 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Joe V. Samford 
Bank One Texas 
P.O. Box 655415 
Dallas, TX 75265-5415 

Demetrius Sampson 
2207 Elderoaks Lane 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Andrew S. Sansom 
Texas Parks & Wildlife 
Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 

Johnny E. Sanderson 
Praxair, Inc. 
1001 Forest Ave. 
P.O. Box 150405 
Dallas, TX 75315 

Scott Sargent 
3561 Marquette 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Scott Sargent 
Chigaco Title Insurance 
Company 
350 N. SI. Paul, #250 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Dennis Satre 
Ha/ff Associates, Inc. 
1104 Silver Creek 
DeSoto, TX 75115 

Salvador Savidy 
2907 North Hampton 
Road 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Richard Sawey 
Camp, Dresser & McKee 
12770 Coil Road 
Ste. 800 
Dallas, TX 75251 

Jim Scheinbeck 
Texans United 
2101 South Edgefield 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Jim Schermbeck 
Jobs & Environment 
Campaign 
401 Wynnewood Village 
# 138 
Dallas, TX 75224 

Carol Schlachter 
Sierra C!ub 
12484 Abrams, #1806 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Franklin Schneider 
5321 Farquah Drive 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Don A. Schroeder 
Parks Investment 
Company 
833 Exposition Ave. 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Rena Schultz 
1423 Templediff 
Dallas, TX 75217 

Dennis Schwartz 
City of Duncanville 
Public Works 
PO Box 3802:80 
Ouncanvrne, TX 75138 

Michael Schwartz 
Technical Chemical 
Company 
P.O. Box 540095 
Dallas, TX 75354 

Carol A. Scott 
City Plan Commission 
Two Downs Lake Circle 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Marialice Scott 
Retired School Teachers 
in Dallas 
7003 Shook Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75214 

R.O. Scott 
1101 Circle Lane 
Bedford, TX 76022 

John Scovell 
Woodbine Development 
Corporation 
1445 Ross Avenue, 
#5000 
Dallas, TX 75202 

T.S. Scriggs 
6806 Hammond Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75223 

BHJ Seaman 
211 Surf Circle 
Richardson, TX 75081 

JoAnn Seaman 
Dallas Historic Tree 
Coalition 
211 Surf Circle 
Richardson, TX 75081 

Molly Seay 
6139 Stichter 
Dallas, TX 75230-5000 

John Self 
1506 Commerce SL, 
DP&L 6W 
Dallas, TX 75201 

John Self 
TU Electric 
Community Relations 
PO Box 970 
Ft. Worth, TX 76101 

R.L. Seline 
2940 King Cole Drive 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Chuck Sellers 
lnfomart 
1950 Stemmons 
Freeway, #6038 
Dallas, TX 75207-3199 

Don Selman 

A~ 1 Auto Parts 
5427 S. Lamar St. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Louise Selman 
A-1 Auto Parts 
5427 S. Lamar St. 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Luis Sepulveda 
5105 Goodman Street 
Dallas, TX 75211 

M. Sepulveda 
2849 Bedford 
Dallas, TX 75211 

Usa Seyfert 
Sierra Club 
4747 Homer, #206 
Dallas, TX 75204 

George Shafer 
Industrial Properties 
Corporation 
400 East Carpenter 
Freeway 
Irving, TX 75062-3955 

Neoma Shafer 
2538 W. Kiest Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75233-2308 

Howard L. Shahan 
E&E Investment 
Company 
P.O. Box 540991 
Dallas, TX 75354-0991 

Kelly K. Shaw 
City of Dallas 
1500 Marilla Street, 
5/CIS 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Lynn Flint Shaw & 
Associates 
10210 N. Central 
Expressway. #105 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Ousama Shebeeb 
City of Danas 
Public Works & 
Transportation 
1500 Marilla Street 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Mar'K Arthur Shekter 
Gra.phics & Design Group 
Int. 
36'15 N. Hall Street 
Dadlas, TX 75219 

Dwight Shellman 
Caddo Lake Institute 
P.O. Box 2710 
Aspen, CO 81612 



Jack Shelton 
City of Dallas Aviation 
Department 
LB 16 Main Terminal 
Building 
Dallas Love Field 
Dallas, TX 76014 

Freddie Sheppard 
Evangelist Temple 
Church of God 
2627 Dorris Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Loretta Sheppard 
Evangelist Temple 
Church of God 
2627 Dorris Street 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Gloria Sherman 
2270 Manana 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Terry D. Shields 
Old Oak Cliff 
Conservation League 
918 Salmon 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Ron Shindoll 
City of Dallas 
2255 Irving Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Gary G. Shippy 
5710 LBJ Freeway, Ste 
370 
Dallas, TX 75240 

Martha J. Shoultz 
Hogan Systems 
2644 Martman St., #4205 
Dallas, TX 75204 

John Shreve 
209 Rosemont Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Dean Shung 
Beckett Corporation 
2521 Willowbrook Road 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Kevin Shunk 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
8616 NW Plaza Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Luis & Yolanda Sierra 
Cadillac Heights 
Homeowners As ... 
1027 LaSalle 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Sylvia F. Silva 
AmeriTemp, Inc. 
4622 Maple Ave., #202 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Tom Simerly 
624 Regalwood Drive 
DeSoto, TX 75115 

Dexter Simpson 
8828 Stemmons Freeway 
#330 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Henn Simpson 
Dallas Public Schools 
PO Box 7634 73 
Dallas, TX 75371 

Mike Sims 
North Central Texas 
Council of Go .. 
P.O. Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5888 

Robert L. Sims 
White, Hill, Sims & 
Wiggins 
1999 Bryan Street, Ste 
2300 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Virginia Singleton 
6523 Lake Circle 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Walter Skipwith 
Halff Associates, Inc. 
8616 Northwest Plaza 
Drive 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Dustin Slack 
227 Patton Drive 
Cedar Hill, TX 75104 

Douglas Skowronek 
Texas Transportation 
Institute 
201 E. Abram, Ste. 600, 
Ste.120 
Arlington, TX 76010 

Timothy J. Sliter 
Sierra Club 
5954 Lewis Street 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Marylin E. Small 
214 S. Rosemont 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Robert C. Small 
R.C. Small & Associates, 
Inc. 
2254 Royal Lane, Suite 
100 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Bud Smallwood 
City of University Park 
Public Works 
PO Box 8005 
University Park, TX 
75205 

R. Michael Smart 
Lewisvme Aquatic 
Ecosystem Res .. 
Waterways Experiment 
Station 
Rural Route 3, Box 446 
Lewisville, TX 75056• 
9720 

Barbara Owen Smith 
Texas Committee on 
Natural Re .. 
6338 Lavendale Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Charles T. Smith 
211 E. Colorado 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Dan Smith 
State Farm Insurance 
Company 
1616 Rio Vista Drive 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Donald Smith 
1724 Tantor Road 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Forrest Smith 
Caolo, Bell & Nunnally, 
LLP 
3232 McKinney Avenue, 
Ste 1400 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Freeman Smith 
Ideal Neighborhood 
Association 
2551 Stark 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Geraldine Smith 
2746 Meadow Isle 
Dallas, TX 75237 

Karl Smith 
1136 Woodlawn Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Lee Smith 
6913 Clear Springs Circle 
Garland, TX 75044 

Mack Smith 
Business Interior 
2846 Fenwick 
Grand Prairie, TX 75055 

Ruth E. Smith 
American Indian Heritage 
Center ... 
1450 Preston Forest 
Square, #294 
Dallas, TX 75230 

Steve F. Smith 
Axion Services 
447 Silver Creek Drive 
Duncanville, TX 75137 

Todd Smith 
The Salvation Army 
P.O. Box 2608 
Dallas, TX 75221 

Wilma Smith 
City of Arlington 
Transportation 
PO Box 231 
Arlington, TX 76004-
0231 
Grady Smithey 
Dallas Regional Mobility 
Coalition 
1806 Cedar Hill Road 
Ouncanvflle, TX 75137 

Chuck Snakard 
1507 Oak Knoll 
Dallas, TX 75280 

Peter Snell 
League of Women Voters 
Dallas 
6452 Dunstan 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Rene' Saldivar 
810 Packard Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Judy Solganick 
Hollywood/Santa Monica 
Neighbo ... 
7019 Santa Fe 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Janel Sookoor 
624 Perdido Drive 
Garland, TX 75043 

Nanya Sookoor 
624 Perdido 
Garland, TX 75043 



Rick Sorrells 
Greater East Dallas 
Chamber of Co .. 
Government Affairs/ 
Transportation 
718 N. Buckner Blvd., 
Ste 332 
Dallas, TX 75218 

Mike Spackman 
MESA 
3100 McKinnon, #905 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Judy Spalding 
Sierra Club 
1926 Elmwood Boulevard 
Dallas, TX 75224-1007 

Jim Sparks 
City of Hurst 
1505 Precint Line Road 
Hurst, TX 76054 

Sam Speciale 
10460 Remington 
Dallas, TX 75229 

James Speith 
Natural Resources 

· Conservation S .. 
Department of Agriculture 
PO Box 6567 
Fort Worth, TX 76115 

Sara Spell 
Sierra Club 
2424 Richoak 
Garland, TX 75044 

Dave Spence 
Moss & Associates 
4106 Office Parkway 
Dallas, TX 75204 

Pat Spillman 
6120 Gaston Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Claude Spivey 
State Representative 
Yvonne Davis 
400 South Zang Blvd. 
Ste. 801 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Bill Spraggins 
FMI Corporation 
Quality & Productivity 
lmproveme .. 
90 Madison Street, 
Ste.600 
Denver, CO 80206 

Steve Springfield 
HKS 
1503 Eastus Drive 
Dallas, TX 75208 

James R. Spurr 
American Title Company 
9090 Skillman, 140C 
Dallas, TX 75243 

Ed Spyker 
839 Haines Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

June Stacey 
President, Fort Worth 
Audubon Society 
3928 Weyburn Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 

Roxan Staff 
Bachman / NW Hwy 
Comm. 
2707 W.N.W. Hwy. 
Dallas, TX 75220 

Geoffrey Stanford 
7171 Mountain Creek 
Parkway 
Dallas, TX 75249-1159 

Clifford L. Stanley 
219 Countryside Drive 
Irving, TX 75062 

Caro! Shapiro Star 
City of Dallas 
Housing Department 
1500 Marilla Street, 
6/D/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 
J. Michael Starek 
Innovative Transportation 
Solution 
750 N. St. Paul, Ste 1000 
Dallas, TX 75201 

Barbara P. Steele 
Dallas Bench & Bar 
Spouses, Inc. 
1924 Lanark Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Gary Steinle 
North Central Texas 
Concil of Gov .. 
PO Box 5888 
Arlington, TX 76005-
5888 

Patricia Stephens 
3643 Gallagher Street 
Dallas, TX 75212 

Ross Stephens 
4701 Three River Court 
Fort Worth, TX 76103 

Miriam M. Sternberg 
Sternberg Company 
6060 N. Central 
Expressway, #441 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Jim Stevens 
Ducks Unlimited 
505 Chaparral Estates 
Granbury, TX 76049 

Marcia Stevens 
City of Dallas 
Planning and 
Development 
1500 Marilla Street, 
5/C/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 
Sue Scanlan Stevens 
City of ArHngton 
PO Box 231 
Arlington, TX 76010 

Jonathan Stewart 
Dallas County Audubon 
Society 
509 E Grubb Drive 
Mesquite, TX 75149 

Ronald Stinson 
1512 Matagorda Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75232 

Bryan Stone 
Hollywood / Santa 
Monica Homeo .. 
6914 Santa Monica 
Dallas, TX 75223 

Steve E. Stoner 
DeShazo, Tang & 
Associates, Inc. 
400 S. Houston Street, 
Ste. 330 
Dallas, TX 75202-4802 

Vance Storey 
PO Box 140342 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Diana Story 
P.O. Box 59344 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Sherry Story 
1651 "X" Street 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Hafter H. Stotts 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 
Railroad Safety 
8701 Bedford - Euless, 
Rd .. Ste.425 
Hurst, TX 76053 

Bonnie Stowers 
10550 Luna Road 
Dallas, TX 75220 

D.C. Strader 
U. S. Postal Service 
PO Box 162929 
Fort Worth, TX 76161 

John Struckmeyer 
Struckmeyer Company 
1701 Peters Road 
Irving, TX 75061 

Kar! Stundins 
5820 Anita 
Dallas, TX 75206 

Juan Suarez 
Trinity Industries, Inc. 
2525 Stemmons Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Anne surnvan 
Graf I Sullivan 
Investments 
4802 Memphis Street 
Dallas, TX 75207 

Judith Sullivan 
3321 Cole Avenue, #101 
Dallas, TX 75204 

P.M. Summer 
City of Dallas 
Planning and 
Development 
1500 Marilla Street, 
5/C/N 
Dallas, TX 75201 

George Susat 
City of Irving 
City Council 
3812 Acapulco Court 
Irving, TX 75062 

Betty C. Svoboda 
Dallas Parks & 
Recreation Board 
3469 Townsend Drive 
Dallas, TX 75229 

Patsy Swank 
D Magazine 
2525 Turtle Creek #308 
Dallas, TX 75219 

Edythe Swann 
Walnut Hi!! Concerned 
Citizens 
10306 Betty Jane Lane 
Dallas, TX 7 5229 

H. Grant Swa,rtzwelder 
Synthesis Hcildings, Inc. 
2526 W. Tenth Street 
Dallas, TX :75211 



Helen Swint 
Dallas County Pioneers 
Association 
4902 Tremont 
Dallas, TX 75214 

Cissy Sylo 
City of Carrollton 
Transportation 
PO Box 110535 
Carrollton, TX 75011 

Donald Szczesny 
Texas Trans. Institute 
201 E. Abram Street, Ste 
600 
Arlington, TX 76010 

Charles R. Tabor 
Sleepy Hollow Golf & 
Country Club 
4747 South Loop 12 
Dallas, TX 75216 

Arthur Talley 
Sierra Club, Lone Star 
Chapter 
12602 Terra Nova Lane 
Austin, TX 78727-5109 

Coy Talley 
Talley/ Dawson, Inc. 
4136 Commerce #250 
Dallas, TX 75226 

Raena and Charles 
Tandy 
Greater Dallas Planning 
Council 
450 Allison Drive 
Dallas, TX 75208 

John Tatum 
Southwest Properties, 
Inc. 
701 Commerce #200 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Barbara Taylor 
13617 Rawhide Parkway 
Farmers Branch, TX 
75234 

Evelyn Taylor 
8333 Elsbeth Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75208 

Jerry Taylor 
City of Dallas 
320 E. Jefferson 
Rm 204 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Suzan Taylor 
Trinity River Authority of 
Texas 
PO Box 240 
Arlington, TX 76004 

Ray Telfair 
Texas Parks & Wildlife 
Department 
11942, FM 848 
Tyler, TX 75707 

Ruby J. Terry 
310 Avenue I 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Dorothy Thomas 
2414 Chrysler 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Franklin D. Thomas 
HJM 
2919 Warren 
Dallas, TX 75215 

Jerri Thomas 
5151 Harry Hines Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75235 

Verna Thomas 
1427 Quartet 
Dallas, TX 75241 

Carolyn J. Thompson 
819 Westport 
Dallas, TX 75203 

Darrel! Thompson 
7950 E!mbrook 
Dallas, TX 75247 

Delveeta Thompson 
South Central Civic 
League 
7904 Ivory Lane 
Dallas, TX 75216-4142 

Lula Mae Thompson 
First Thompson 
819 Westport Street 
Dallas, TX 75203 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE .1.SSIST,I.NT SECRETARY 

CIVIL WORKS 
101 ARMY PENTAGON 

W,1.SHINGTON DC 20310•0101 

0 9 NOV 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR OF CNIL WORKS 

SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas 

We have evaluated your request to recommend a Standard Project Flood 
(SPF) level of protection for the subject project. The basis for our evaluation is 
your memorandum dated August 18, 1998, and supplemental data provided by 
your Planning Division. 

The Dallas Floodway Extension Project was authorized by Section 301 of 
the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1965. The project would extend 
from the existing Dallas Floodway downstream about 9 miles to Five Mike Creek. 
The project developed in the current General Reevaluation Report includes a 
chain of wetlands plus setback levees along both banks of the Trinity River. 
Except for the levee protecting the Cadillac Heights neighborhood, all the levees 
provide a SPF level of protection at a high degree of reliability. The Cadillac 
Heights levee would only provide 100-year level of protection at a 34 percent 
reliability. 

I concur in your recommendation to provide SPF protection for the entire 
Dallas Floodway Extension project for the following reasons. First, the alternative 
levee for the Cadillac Heights neighborhood does not meet Federal Emergency 
Management Agency standards for protecting the area from a 100-year flood, nor 
does.it provide an acceptable level of reliability, particularly when compared with 
other project elements. Second, the alternative levee for Cadillac Heights 
exposes this area to increased flooding due to the construction of other project 
levees. Exposing this minority and low-income community to the disproportion
ately high and adverse impacts of such flooding is not appropriate. Finally, 
Congress has already authorized the project, including the Cadillac Heights levee, 
at a SPF level of protection. For the reasons noted above, the project providing a 
co.nsistent SPF level of protection is not an exception to policy. The project is the 
Federal Supportable Plan and subject to normal cost sharing. 

Joseph W. West al 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Civil Works) 

~ 002/006 
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REPLV TO 
ATTENYION OF1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. Army Corpt. of Enginwr, 

WASHINGTON. 0.C. 2031'·1000 

1 8 AUS 190 

MEMORANDUM FOR Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works 

SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension. Dallas, Texas. Request For Exception 

l. PURPOSE: To submit my recommendation regarding a request for policy exception to 
selection of the National Economic DevelopmcntENED) plan, for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension,.Dallas, Texas project. In this specific case, the request is really for an exception to 
the Federally Supported Plan (FSP) and not the NED Plan. The FSP is a smaller element of the 
NED plan that is combined with incrementally justified elements in the form of levees. 
HQUSACE and ASA(CW) acceptance of the FSP was accomplished at an Alternative 
Formulation Briefing (AFB) held in June J 997. The Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) is a plan that 
increases the level of protection of the Cadillac Heights levee, to a height and level of protection 
that is consistent with most of the other FSP levees, but which is not incrementally justified. 
As sueh, this request for exception is to the FSP and not the NED plan; but in concept it should 
be viewed as the same, since the FSP is the basis for cost sharing. 

2. BACKGROUND: 

a. The existing Federal flood damage reduction project at Dallas, Texas, consists of two 
levees (East Levee and West Levee) that were designed to provide protection to the downtown 
Dallas community, from the Standard Project Flood (SPF), which was then estimated as a flood 
that would have an Annual Chance ofExceedance (ACE) of approximately 0.11 % 
(approximately a 900-year event). These levees were authorized for construction by the Rivers 
and Harbor_s Acts of~arch 2, 1?45 and May,1:7;;!1,~~- Construction ~fthcse levee~ was 
completed m 1960. Smee that time, develo~e.0M.o:,the upstream basm and vegetative growth 
(forestation) in the channel downstream ofthetw.c>.-Je:vees, have resulted in a significant lowering 
of the provided level of protection. At this time; the levees only provide protection from the 
0.4% ACE (250-year) flood. In addition the Dallas community has grown to the east, 
downstream of the existing Federal project Local communities constructed several non-Federal 
levees to provide partial protection to these areas. These levees are the Central Waste Water 
Treatment Plant (CWWTP) and the Rochester Park Levees. These levees currently provide 
protection from the approximate O. 7% ACE (140-year) flood. Other areas, including the Cadillac 
Heights Community and the Lamar Street Community, have no structured flood protection. 
Flooding would occur in these communities with as low as a 20% ACE (5-year) flood. 

· b. The Dallas Floodway Extension. Dallas, Texas study was authorized by Section 301 of 
the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1965. The proposed project would extend from 
the downstream end of the existing Dallas Floodway Flood Control Project. The recommended 
plan consists ofa 3.7-mile-long swale with a 400 to 600-foot bottom width and excavated 
wetlands and tree plantings (environmental restoration features) within the swale to form a 
"cha.in of wetlands," This plan would incorporate existing non-Federal levees at Rochester Park 
and the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, and would add two new levees at Lamar Street and 
Cadillac Heights. The levees would have an average height of 21 feet and would be about three 
miles long. 
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SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas· Request For Exception 

c. A request for exception was initiated by a 3 June 1998, CESWF-PM-C memorandum, 
subject: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas• Request For Exception (enclosure I). This 
request was endorsed by the Southwestern Division Commander on 8 July I 998 ( enclosure 2). 
If approved, this exception would allow the LPP to be fully cost shared, in lieu of the non• 
Federal sponsor providing I 00 percent of all costs that are greater than the FSP. 

3. DISCUSSION: The following provides pertinent information regarding the FSP and the LPP. 

a. ~derally Supportable Plan (FSP). The FSP would restore SPF level of protection to the 
existing Federal levees, would provide the same to the Lamar Street Community, but would only 
provide protection from the 1.0% ACE (I 00-year) flood for the Cadillac Heights Community. 
With implementation of the FSP, a flood event greater than the 1.0% ACE flood would overtop 
at the Cadillac Heights levee and subject the community to a real possibility ofloss of life. The 
Cadillac Heights levee, being lower, would overtop prior to the other higher levees. A 1.0% 
ACE flood would likely ovcrtop the proposed Cadillac Heights FSP levee. About 131 residential 
and 29 commercial structures would incur damages, putting approximately 328 people at risk. 
The maximum flood depth, which is measured at the lowest protected structure, would be 
l 0.7 feet. A Standard Project Flood would overtop the FSP at the Cadillac Heights levee by over 
9 feet. About 215 residential and 66 commercial structures would incur damages, putting 
approximately 538 people at risk. The maximum flood depth would be approximately 
20 feet. 

b. Locally Preferred Plan O,PP}. The LPP would provide the same level of protection to 
the Cadillac Heights Community as would be provided to the East, West. and Lamar Street 
Levees. Current risk and uncertainty modeling programs, which calculate levels of confidence 
only up to a 0.2% ACE (500-year) flood, shows that these levees would provide protection from 
the 0.2% ACE (500-year) flood, with confidence levels varying from 86% to 92%. They would 
pass the SPF with lesser confidence levels. 

It is likely that the LPP will be the recommended plan in the final. report, as the sponsor is 
not willing to implement the FSP. The non-Federal sponsor is fully aware that the LPP would 
provide a lesser, but consistent level of protection for the four leveed areas.· In all cases, the level 
of protection that would be provided by the LPP would be far greater than that provided without 
a project. The community is willing to accept this trade-off condition. The Sponsor, and 
community at large, do not feel that the Federally Supported Plan is implementable because of 
the social impacts that are evident; that is, providing a lower level of protection, and higher risk 
of loss of life, to the low-income, minority community of Cadillac Heights. 

c. Options for the Selected Plan: There are three viable options that should be considered 
for the project. 

OPTION 1. Construct the FSP with traditional cost sharing (75% Federal; 25¾ non-Federal). 

OPTION 2. Construct the LPP at I 00 percent non-Federal cost above the FSP level. 

OPTION 3. Construct the LPP at full traditional cost sharing (75% Federal; 25¾ non-Federal). 

2 
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SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas• Request For Exception 

In selecting an option, the fll'St question is whether the FSP is really implementable. The 
FSP is engineeringly feasible, economically justified, and environ.mentally acceptable, but it is 
clearly not socially acceptable from the local sponsor's point of view. Even though the FSP is 
considered implementable from the Federal perspective, I believe Option 3 should still be 
selected, as the increase in Federal cost is relatively small ($1,197,200), and this economic cost 
should not be weighed against the added social cost of Option 2. I believe that the District and 
Division are correct in their warning that in selecting Option 2, the Federal Gover:unent would 
open itself to severe criticism by the American public. By selecting the LPP, emphasis would be 
placed on lives, people, equality and implementability. Other than maximizing benefits, all other 
goals and objectives would be met with the selection of Option 3. 

4. RECOMMENDATION FOR EXCEPTION: I recommend that the Locally Preferred Plan 
(LPP), be the federally selected plan and that the exception be granted, providing full cost · 
sharing per Option 3, above. Not only is the FSP socially unacceptable from the sponsor's point 
of view, I believe that there is a risk in selecting a plan that would result in an increased risk to 
life in a low income, minority community, while providing a higher level of protection and lower 
risk to life for the rest of the community. Additional basis for this recommendation is provided 
in the enclosed District/Division request for exception. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

2 Encls 
as ' Director of Civil Works 
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CESWD-ETP-S (CESWF-PM-C/03 June 1998) (1105-2-100) 1st End 
Mr. Gerrity//214-767-2310 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas - Request For 
Exception 

Commander, U.S. Army Engineer Division, southwestern, ATTN: [8- JUL 1998 

CESWD-ETP-S, 1114 Commerce street, Dallas, Texas 75242-0216 

FOR Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: CECW-PC, 
20 Massachusetts Ave. NW, Washington, DC 20314-1000 

1. The city of Dallas has expressed the desire to assure social 
equity in the construction of flood damage prevention measures 
in urban areas along the Dallas Floodway. The subject exception 
request is forwarded for your review and processing to the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) for his approval. 
The requested exception would provide a Standard Project Flood 
(SPF) levee at Cadillac Heights instead of the 100 - year levee 
currently included in the Federally Supported Plan (FSP). The 
primary beneficiaries of the increased protection would be low
income and minority residents along this reach. 

2. The proposed increased levee height is not incrementally 
justified. However, there are valid, overriding and compelling 
reasons favoring the selection of the larger Locally Preferred 
Plan (LPP), as outlined in the district's request. 

3. I strongly support the request for exception to the FSP. I 
recommend that the exception be granted and that the cost 
sharing for the SPF-levee at Cadillac Heights (LPP) is the same 
as for the FSP. 

4. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. John Gerrity, 
CESWD-ETP-S, (214) 767-2310. 

Encl 
nc 

CF: 
CESWD-PPM (w/encl) 

[CESWF-PM-C (WO encl) 
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DONALD R. HOLZWARTH 
Colonel, EN 
Commanding 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P 0. BOX 1 7300 
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76102-0300 

3 June 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Southwestern Division, 1114 Commerce Street, Dallas, 
TX 75242-02 I 6 

SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas - Request For Exception 

I. Reference memorandum, CESWF-PM to USACE, ATTN: CECW-AR, 31 October 1997, 
subject: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, TX, General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and 
Integrated Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

2. Purpose: This document presents supporting rationale for the request for an exception by the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) to allow Federal participation in a Locally 
Preferred Plan (LPP) for the subject project in accordance with paragraph 5. 16.c of ER 
1 I 05-2-100. 

3. Sponsor: City of Dallas, Texas. 

4. Background: Continued extensive urbanization throughout the Trinity River watershed is a 
significant factor influencing both the current and future flood problems. Various Federal and 
non-Federal flood control projects have been constructed to alleviate the flooding problems. 
Federal projects which have significantly reduced the threat to life and property include the 
Fort Worth and Dallas Floodways and six reservoirs. These various projects are shown in the 
enclosed figure EP- I. 

a. Existing Dallas Floodway Flood Control Project: The existing Dallas Floodway Flood 
Control Project, completed in 1960, protects downtown Dallas. The levee system extends along 
the Trinity River upstream from the AT &SF Railroad bridge (River Mile 497.3 7). The East 
Levee is I 1.7 miles long. The West Levee is 10.9 miles long. The Dallas Floodway includes an 
improved channel and various pumping plants, pressure conduits, and drainage structures. The 
levees were designed to convey the Standard Project Flood (SPF). The SPF was estimated as a 
flood with a peak discharge of226,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) with greater than a 900-year 
level of protection. Since construction, the project flood flow capacity has diminished, and the 
level of protection is no longer adequate. The East Levee now protects against floods with a 0.4 
percent chance of exceedance with an 83 percent level of confidence, while the West Levee now 
protects against floods with a 0.2 percent chance of exceedance with an 83 percent level of 
confidence. 

b. Authorized Dallas Floodway Extension Project: Construction of the Dallas Floodway 
Extension (DFE) was authorized by the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of I 965 (P.L. 
89-298) as one of five projects in the Trinity River project. As authorized, the DFE would extend 
about nine miles from the downstream end of the existing Dallas Floodway to Five Mile Creek, 
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including the lower end of White Rock Creek. The authorized plan includes about 9.6 miles of 
tributary channel improvements. 

In 1981, the authorized plan was reevaluated in a General Design Memorandum (GDM). The 
GDM recommended channels and levees for flood protection, and designated approximately 
5,000 acres between the levees as a greenbelt-recreation area. The floodway was designed to 
convey the SPF, or 270,000 cfs. The total cost of the recommended ~Ian was estimated at $199.2 
million (1997 prices). In 1985, work was terminated on the DFE following the failure ofa city of 
Dallas bond election intended to support the project. No further action was pursued regarding 
reauthorization; therefore, the 1965 plan remains the Authorized Plan. 

c. The General Reevaluation Study: Major flooding in 1989 prompted the City to restart the 
DFE project development. A general reevaluation, initiated in FY91, determined that the 
originally authorized project is no longer justified. In the draft General Reevaluation Report 
(GRR), the purpose of the DFE is to restore the authorized flood capacity of the existing Dallas 
Floodway, and to provide flood damage reduction benefits, environmental restoration features 
and recreation amenities to the study area. 

The draft GRR and EIS was submitted by the referenced memorandum for Washington level 
policy compliance review. Report completion is scheduled for May 1998. $450,000 has been 
allocated for FY98 to complete the GRR phase. 

5. National Economic Development (NED) Plan: The NED plan consists of 1200-foot bottom 
width swales, separated at Interstate 45, and designated as upper and lower swales. The first cost 
of the NED Plan is approximately $59.2 million, including $50.0 million attributable to flood 
control and $9.2 million to recreation. Average annual flood control benefits of$1J.6 million are 
provided by this plan, yielding a flood control benefit-cost ratio of2.46. Total net annual flood 
control benefits for the NED Plan are $8.0 million. 

One of the most controversial issues that surfaced with the NED Plan was the 
overwhelming public opposition to the plan because of its adverse impact on environmental 
resources within the study area, and the vast amount of mitigation required for implementation. 
The plan would eliminate over 725 acres of mature bottomland hardwoods, would fragment the 
remaining habitat, and would require the purchase and management of approximately 3,200 acres 
of mitigation land. Land acquisition of this magnitude within an urban area would be challenging 
due to a lack of readily available resources. Widespread public opposition to the NED Plan, 
based primarily on environmental concerns, caused the City to doubt the NED Plan was 
implementable. The magnitude of these adverse impacts and oppositions led the City to seek a 
more environmentally sensitive plan. 

2 



CESWF-PM-C 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas - Request For Exception 

Another controversial issue regarding the NED Plan deals with the beneficiaries -
downstream residents versus the Central Business District (CBD). A large portion of the benefits 
(74 percent) attributable to the NED Plan would be experienced along the existing Dallas 
Floodway, a Federal levee project located immediately upstream of the current study area which 
protects the CBD, and not within the actual study area being targeted for flood damage reduction. 

6. Federally Supportable Plan: The Federally Supportable Plan (FSP), also known as the Chain
of-Wetlands-Plus-Levees Plan, includes the development of the Chain of Wetlands, incorporation 
and modification of non-Federal levees, construction of new flood damage reduction levees, and 
construction of new recreation facilities which are compatible with the regional recreation master 
plan, including hike/bike trails, equestrian trails, canoe launches and pavilions. These separable 
elements are described below. 

a. Chain of Wetlands: The Chain of Wetlands consists ofswales (shallow ditches or overflow 
channels) separated at Interstate Highway 45. The upper swale would have a 400-foot width and 
would extend from Cedar Creek to the oxbow lake at Interstate Highway 45, a distance of about 
1.5 miles. The lower swale would have a 600-foot width and extend from Interstate Highway 45 
to Loop 12, a distance of about 2.2 miles. It would be aligned through the Linfield Landfill and 
Sleepy Hollow Golf Course to minimize impacts to adjacent historic neighborhoods and 
bottomland hardwood trees situated in forested areas along the river. Excavated wetlands and 
vegetative plantings would be added as environmental restoration features to form the "Chain of 
Wetlands." A Congressional amendment to the original authorization will be needed to add the 
environmental restoration purpose. 

b. Non-Federal Levees: Flooding and increased public pressure led the City to construct the 
Rochester Park Levee and improve the existing Central Wastewater Treatment Plant (CWWTP) 
Levee. Both are along the alignment of the authorized DFE project. 

(1) CWWTP Levee: The CWWTP Levee is along the west bank. It was upgraded in 
1993 at a cost of$14,220,000. The design was based on coordination with the Corps to ensure 
that the levee would be physically compatible with the authorized project. The upgraded levee 
currently provides protection from floods corresponding to a one percent probability of 
occurrence, with a confidence level of 66 percent. No modifications to this levee are proposed as 
part of the FSP. 

(2) Rochester Park Levee: The R_ochester Park Levee is along the east bank. It was 
constructed between 1991 and 1993 at a cost of$12,738,000. It was built generally following the 
alignment proposed in the authorized plan. The levee currently provides protection from floods 
corresponding to a one percent probability of occurrence, with a confidence level of 63 percent. 
Modifications to this levee are proposed, as discussed below. 
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(3) Water Resources Development Act of I 996 Section 3 51: Section 3 51 modifies the 
authorized project to include the Rochester Park and the CWWTP levees and allow the costs to 
be included in the project costs, and credited against the non-Federal share, to the extent the work 
is compatible with the project and required for construction of the project as determined by 
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA(CW)). The draft GRR recommends that 
the CWWTP Levee and a portion of the Rochester Park Levee be included in the FSP, with credit 
granted accordingly. Part of the Rochester Park Levee is not recommended for credit because it 
is not necessary for the construction of the FSP. The creditable portion of the Rochester Park 
Levee is estimated at $8,900,000. 

c. New Levees: This plan would include construction of two new earthen levees, the Lamar 
Street Levee on the east bank and the Cadillac Heights Levee on the west bank. 

(I) Lamar Street Levee: The Lamar Street Levee would extend on the east bank from the 
existing Dallas Floodway East Levee to the Rochester Park levee, a distance of2.9 miles. This 
levee has an average height of 21 feet. About I, 000 feet of the existing Rochester Park levee 
would be raised about one foot. About 4,500 feet of the Rochester Park levee would be made 
unnecessary by the Lamar Street levee. The levee would provide protection from floods 
corresponding to a 0.2 percent probability of occurrence, with a confidence level of92 percent. 
Analysis has shown that the levee providing maximum NED contributions is larger than the LPP, 
as shown in the enclosed Figure 5-2 (as shown in the draft GRR). As per Planning Guidance 
Letter 97-10, no attempt was made to identify the larger levee which maximizes benefits. 

(2) Cadillac Heights Levee: The Cadillac Heights Levee would extend on the west bank 
from near Cedar Creek to the CWWTP, a distance of5,838 feet long (1.1 miles). The top-of
levee elevations would range from 412.5 to 416.3 feet. The average levee height is 5.2 feet, with 
a maximum height of 16.1 feet. A 400-foot long concrete floodwall would be constructed to 
protect the main structures of a meat packing plant located upstream of the Missouri-Kansas
Topeka railroad. This levee/floodwall system would protect against a 115,200 cfs flood with a 
one percent chance ofexceedance (JOO-year level of protection) at a 50 percent level of 
confidence. This height is considered to be the optimum height from an NED perspective, as 
indicated by the optimization curve shown in Figure 5-1 (as shown in the draft GRR). 

d. Environmental Impacts: The plan would eliminate about I 46 acres of mature bottom land 
hardwood forest, cause minimal fragmentation, and require the purchase of I, I 3 5 acres of 
mitigation land at a cost of approximately $4.0 million. 
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e. Costs and Benefits: The estimated economic flood control only project costs for the FSP 
are shown in the following table: 

Project Element 
Chain of Wetlands 
Cadillac (I 00-year) 
Lamar (SPF) 

Subtotal · 

NQn-Federal WQrk 
CWWTP 
Rochester (compatible) 

Subtotal 

Total Project 

CQnstructiQn 
$42,565,000 

2,203,000 
9 897 000 

$54,665,000 

$14,030,000 
8 144 000 

$22, I 74,000 

$76,839,000 

LERRD 
$13,469,000 

2,272,000 
8 116 000 

$23,857,000 

$ 190,000 
756 000 

$ 946,000 

$24,803,000 

Tu1al 
$56,034,000 

4,475,000 
18 013 000 

$78,522,000 

$14;220,000 
8 900 000 

$23,120,000 

$101,642,000 

The plan has a total investment cost of$105,482,000 for flood control only and a flood control 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.8 I. In addition to the flood control features, $5,542,000 is proposed for 
environmental restoration, and $7,318,000 for recreation. The total financial cost of the FSP is 
$118,490,000. 

7. LPP: City concerns about flood damage reduction in the Cadillac Heights area resulted in 
formulation of the LPP. The sponsor desires a level of protection greater than the FSP in this 
area. The City has requested that an exception be granted to include the Cadillac Heights Levee 
at a height that would protect against the SPF as part of the plan recommended for Federal action 
with Federal participation in the added height. Additional components/modifications to the FSP 
are detailed below: 

a. Raising the Cadillac Heights Levee: The LPP will provide a level of flood protection to the 
Cadillac Heights area that is consistent with the SPF level of protection provided upstream and 
across the channel. The length of the Cadillac Heights Levee would increase to I 1,891 feet (2.25 
miles), with top-of-levee elevations varying from 421.5 to 426.0 feet. The average height would 
be 14.9 feet with a maximum height of25.75 feet. The levee would provide protection from 
floods with a flow of201,000 cfs, which has an exceedance probability of0.2 percent (a 500-year 
flood), with a confidence level of 91 percent. Increasing the Cadillac Heights level of protection 
from the one percent exceedance level to SPF decreases the level of protection in the existing 
Dallas Flood way from a 900-year to 800-year level of protection, which are both rare, infrequent 
events. 
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b. Raising the CWWTP Levee: The City, after considering two options, elected not to pursue 
raising the CWWTP to provide SPF protection. One option, referred to as the "long option", 
included raising the entire CWWTP Levee to SPF levels. The preferred alternative, referred to as 
the "short option" and included in the LPP, involves raising only a portion of the CWWTP Levee 
to provide SPF protection to the Cadillac Heights neighborhood, but NOT providing SPF 
protection to the CWWTP. The City's decision to support the short option was based on several 
factors. The city's commitment to providing much needed protect:on to the people in the Cadillac 
Heights neighborhood was a driving force, and necessitated the inclusion of a levee in this area. 
The perception of many of the lower income, minority residents downstream of the existing Dallas 
Floodway is that flood damage risks to their lives and property were increased, due to the Dallas 
Floodway levees, in order to protect the businesses upstream. From an economic perspective, the 
"short option" provides greater annual benefits than the "long option". The "long option", while 
providing increased protection to the CWWTP, provides less protection in the upstream Dallas 
Floodway. Comparatively, the "short option" raises SPF flood elevations at the downstream end 
of the existing Dallas Floodway about 0.65 feet less than the "long option". The "short option", 
in conjunction with the Chain of Wetlands and the SPF Lamar levee, increases the protection to 
the CWWTP from the current 140-year level to about the 500-year level. Furthermore, in the 
event of a flood greater than about the 500-year frequency, the flooding of the CWWTP would in 
essence be a safety valve for the upstream Dallas Floodway levee. Comparatively, the "long 
option" would remove this safety valve and the critical low point in the levee system would be 
around the upstream Central Business District (CBD). In addition, since the "long option" would 
primarily benefit only the CWWTP, the incremental cost of this option over the "short option" 
was assumed to be entirely a non-Federal responsibility. The City did not deem this $3.5 million 
cost increase justifiable for an increase in protection from the 500-year level to the SPF level. 

c. Environmental Impacts: No significant incremental environmental impacts to critical natural 
resources, such as bottomland hardwoods and/or wetlands, have been identified for increasing the 
Cadillac Heights levee height to the SPF level. Mitigation requirements for the SPF levee are not 
expected to increase significantly over those required for the one percent levee height. 

d. Costs and Benefits: The estimated economic flood control only project costs for the LPP 
are shown in the following table. The LPP total project costs (financial) are estimated at 
$91,156,000 for construction and $32,003,000 for LERRD. The total cost is estimated at 
$123,159,000, which is $4,670,000 greater than the FSP. For the flood control features only, the 
total investment cost is $110,779,000, the average annual cost is $8,937,000, the average annual 
benefits are $13,051,000, the average annual net benefit is $4,114,000, and the benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.46. Raising the Cadillac Heights levee to provide SPF protection reduces flood protection 
upstream along the existing Dallas Floodway by $2,164,000 annually (primarily to businesses in 
the CBD) while increasing the level of protection behind the levee by $83,500 annually (primarily 
to residences in Cadillac Heights). 
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frQj~.;t El~m~nt CQnstru.;tiQD LERRD Total 
Chain of Wetlands $42,565,000 $13,469,000 $56,034,000 
Cadillac (SPF) 3,661,000 5,452,000 9,113,000 
Lamar (SPF) 9.897 000 8116000 l 8 013 000 

Subtotal $56,123,000 $27,037,000 $83, I 60,000 

NQn-Eederal WQ[k 
CWWTP $14,030,000 $ 190,000 $14,220,000 
Rochester (compatible) 8 ]44 000 756 000 8 900 000 

Subtotal $22,174,000 $ 946,000 $23,120,000 

Total Project $78,297,000 $27,983,000 $106,280,000 

8. Urban Flood Protection: Paragraph 5.17.c of ER 1105-2-100 states that the documentation 
required by Paragraph 5-17.a of ER I 105-2-100 is also required for seeking a granted exception 
for plans providing greater than I 00-year protection. The following subparagraphs describe each 
portion of Paragraph 5-17.a as it applies: 

a. Urban Area: Neither the FSP nor the LPP would leave urban areas within the post-project 
I 00-year flood plain, although the confidence limits applied to the protection of Cadillac Heights 
are rather low. The FSP does, however, leave a portion of the study area subject to flooding from 
major events above the one percent probability of exceedance, including the Cadillac Heights 
area. Other areas such as below White Rock Creek (Reach I) are still subject to flooding during 
rare events, but these are sparsely populated in comparison to Cadillac Heights. The LPP 
provides SPF protection to an additional major damage center. With implementation of the LPP, 
287 structures would no longer be at risk from the SPF event within the Cadillac Heights area. 
With the FSP, 207 structures would no longer be at risk from the 100-year flood within the same 
area, but 271 structures would be subject to inundation in SPF events (Note: I 6 structures would 
be removed from the SPF floodplain as a result of the chain of wetlands construction). 

b. Incremental Costs: Increasing the height of the Cadillac Heights Levee and modifying the 
CWWTP Levee would change the first costs, annual cost, annual benefits, and benefit-cost ratios 
for the flood control only features of the two plans as shown in the following table. Costs and 
benefits for other features, including environmental restoration and recreation features, would not 
change. As a total system, the FSP has net flood damage reduction benefits of $6,817,000, with a 
benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.81. Comparatively, the LPP has net annual flood control benefits of 
$4,114,000, with a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1.46. The average annual flood control net 
benefits would decrease about $2,700,000, or about 40 percent. 
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Benefit-Cost Comparison of Federally Supportable Plan and LPP 
Flood Control Only 

(October 1997 prices, 7. 125% interest, 50-year period of analysis) 

INVESTMENT 

Estimated First Cost 

Interest During Construction 

Cost ofNon-Federal Levees 

Investment Cost 

ANNUAL CHARGES 

$78,521,600 

$3,840,600 

$23,120,000 

$105,482,200 

$83, I 59,400 

$4,499,800 

$23,120,000 

$110,779,200 

$4,637,800 
.$659,200 

$0 

$5,297,000 

Interest $7,779,300 $8,169,900 $390,600 

Amortization $228,200 $239,700 $ I 1,500 

Operation/Maintenance ($/year) $441,000 $527,000 $86,000 

Replacements ==""""' $0 $0 $0 

~l■lttillail1itil iritlliill!l l~!i"■i i;■l\t 
ANNUAL BENEFITS 

Inundation Reduction 

Insurance Subsidy 

Existing Dallas Floodway 

$5,337,000 

$94,200 

$8,790,800 

$5,286,800 

$94,200 

$6,626,400 

($50,200) 

$0 

($2,164,400) 

IH-45 Proposal $1,043,500 $1,043,500 '""""'""""' $0 
lil&w~"l(ll'EWFJltS'.;rflkSi '; ul~$iS}lt5,SOii1 nu;osfiioot n11~a:&oo\V 
2::L:i&ijr.iniilN&Fl'fS2J;Rt*JW£ff!; £t1qsr;m11;000'. tt}r::s4t'li~;zo1r i;;;;rsz.i1oznooy;; 
f@hifBEN:E~lWfttOSTh:mtTi<J;trm;~Wd t#fWt¥MWffltW:i::J:;$J:::: N<M~~#fi\t&fi¥j:14;~j: :@\~¥*l!1~¥cltfS_$t: 

The costs shown include LERRD and mitigation costs. The prevailing Federal interest rate of 
7.125 percent was applied. A project life of 50 years was assumed. The total difference in 
investment cost of $5,297,000, or an increase of 5 percent, allows for a project to be constructed 
which stresses social equality for Cadillac Heights residents, compared to upstream existing 
reaches and also to those residing on the east side of the river. Furthermore, it addresses the issue 
of existing negative impacts in the study area being a result of project implementation upstream, 
while restoring flood protection back to original levels in the upstream reaches. 
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c. Cost Sharing Impacts: Tables 6-7 through 6-9, as shown in the draft GRR, present the 
cost apportionment calculations for the Recommended Plan and the LPP. Table 6-10 shown 
below ( extracted from the draft GRR) reflects the cost apportionment for the Recommended Plan. 
The total cost of this plan was estimated at $118.5 million. As shown, the Federal cost, prior to 
application of the levee credit, would total approximately $78.8 million (66.5 percent), while the 
non-Federal cost would equal approximately $39.6 million (33.5 percent) . 

• 

Table 6-10 
Cost Apportionment Data for Recommended Plan 

Flood Damage Reduction $71,584,000 $34,045,500 $105,629,500 

Environmental Restoration $3,602,000 $1,939,600 $5,541,600 

Recreation $3,659,200 $3,659,200 $7,318,400 

Sub-Total $78,845,300 $39,644,200 $118,489,500 

Percentage 66.5 33.5 100 

Credit for Compatible Non- $22,174,000 ($22,174,000) 
Federal Construction 

Total $101,019,300 $17,470,200 $118,489,500 

Uncredited Compatible Non- $0 
Federal Construction 

Table 6-11 (extracted from the draft GRR) shows the cost apportionment for the Locally 
Preferred Plan, should an exception be approved for full Federal participation in the 
implementation of the LPP. The total cost of the LPP was estimated at $123.2 million, a 
difference of$4.7 million compared to the Recommended Plan. With an approved exception, and 
prior to application of the levee credit, the Federal share was calculated to be approximately $80.0 
million (65 percent), while the non-Federal share was estimated at $43.1 million (35 percent). 
Table 12 ( extracted from the draft GRR) shows the cost apportionment for the LPP in the 
absence of an exception, and the additional incremental sponsor cost to construct the Locally 
Preferred Plan. The Federal share of the LPP in this scenario, and prior to application of the levee 
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credit, was calculated to be approximately $78.8 million (64%), while the non-Federal share was 
estimated at $44.3 million (34%). 

Table 6-11 
Cost Apportionment Data for Locally Preferred Plan -

With Exception · 

Flood Damage Reduction (FSP) $72,781,300 $37,517,900 $II 0,299,200 

Environmental Restoration $3,602,000 $1,939,600 $5,541,600 

Recreation $3,659,200 $3,659,200 $7,3 I 8,400 

Sub-Total $80,042,500 $43,116,700 $123,159,200 

Percentage 65 35 100 

Credit for Compatible Non- $22,174,000 ($22, I 74,000) 
Federal Construction 

Total $102,216,600 $20,942,600 $123,159,200 

Uncredited Compatible Non- $0 
Federal Construction 
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Table 6-12 
Cost Apportionment Data for Locally Preferred Plan -

Without Exception 

Flood Damage Reduction (FSP) 

Environmental Restoration 

Recreation 

Sub-Total for Recommended 
Plan 

Additional Sponsor Cost to 
Construct Recommended Plan 

Sub-Total for Recommended 
Plan 

Percentage 

Credit for Compatible Non
Federal Construction 

Total 

Uncredited Compatible Non
Federal Construction 

$71,584,000 

$3,602,000 

$3,659,200 

$78,845,300 

$0 

$78,845,300 

64 

$22,174,000 

$101,019,300 

$34,045,500 $105,629,500 

$1,939,600 $5,541,600 

$3,659,200 $7,3 I 8,400 

$39,644,200 $118,489,500 

$4,669,700 $4,669,700 

$44,313,900 $123,159,200 

36 100 

($22,174,000) 

$22,139,900 $123,159,200 

$0 

d. National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP): Flood prone areas within the I 00-year 
floodplain of the watershed were identified by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
in March I 984. The city of Dallas enrolled in the National Flood Insurance Program's Emergency 
Program since June 19, 1970, and the Regular Program since July 23, 1971, and currently holds 
2,833 flood insurance policies valued at $146,577,700. The LPP will not reduce non-Federal 
eligibility requirements for the NFIP, since both the FSP and LPP remove the same amount of 
structures from the I 00-year FEMA floodplain. 

e. Disaster Relief: The LPP has the potential to reduce future net subsidized reimbursements 
for flood losses, both insured and uninsured relative to the FSP. If flood events occur which are 
over and above the design level, the Cadillac Heights Levee, as formulated in the FSP, is subject 
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to flanking and overtopping. All structures being protected by the levee would be inundated, 
some by water levels at catastrophic levels. Disaster declaration would be a certainty, as would 
tremendous negative publicity against the Corps, and the city of Dallas. 

f. Local Planning Environment: It is unlikely that the LPP would significantly change the local 
planning environment relative to the FSP. Both plans would remove the restrictions usually 
reserved for areas which flood at recurrence intervals more frequent than the one percent chance 
flood. 

(1) With-project Residual Risk and Induced Damages: Annual residual damages in the 
Cadillac Heights Levee area are $ I 00,500 with the one percent levee and $17,100 with the SPF 
levee. Annual residual damages for the proposed project area are $6,025,700 with the one 
percent levee and $8,240,400 with the SPF levee. There are no changes in residual damages 
associated with modifying the CWWTP levee. 

(2) Floodplain Development: No changes in the floodplain development with the LPP 
relative to the FSP are anticipated. 

9. Residual Risk Reduction: Paragraph 5.17.c of ER 1105-2-100 states that the documentation 
required by Paragraph 5-17.b of ER 1105-2-100 is also required for seeking a granted exception 
for plans providing greater than 100-year protection. During major floods, residents typically 
have little warning, less than a day's notice, to evacuate. It is not uncommon for areas flooded to 
remain inundated up to a week or more. 

a. Features to Reduce Structural Failure: The Cadillac Heights levee in the LPP is less likely 
to overtop and fail due to its increased height relative to the FSP. The probability of exceeding 
the design is reduced from one percent to approximately 0.125 percent in any given year. 

b. Features to Reduce Hazard ofOvertopping: The 100-year Cadillac Heights Levee would be 
designed with the initial overflow area located along Cedar Creek, upstream of the protected 
reach. The area would be fully inundated prior to any overtopping of the levee structure. Thus, 
no catastrophic type failure would take place. The SPF Cadillac Heights Levee would perform in 
a similar manner, but at SPF levels. 

c. Non-Structural Measures to Reduce Residual Risk: There are no non-structural measures 
planned which would reduce residual flood risk. 

10. Special Conditions Which Remain Critical: This documentation is required by Paragraph 5-
17.c of ER 1105-2-100 to address special considerations that are critical and are not fully 
captured in the residual risk analyses. 
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a. Flood Characteristics: 

(I) Historical Floods: A number of major floods have been recorded in the study area 
prior to and since the turn of the century. The flood of record occurred in May 1908 and had an 
estimated peak discharge of 184,000 cubic feet per second at the Dallas gage. This flood caused 
the death of 11 persons and produced over $5 million (I 908 dollars) in damage. The following 
table present'.; the frequencies of floods since 1957. Frequencies for flood events prior to 1957, 
when construction of dams/reservoirs within the upstream watershed was completed, are not 
comparable to frequencies computed after this construction, and are not included in this table. 
None of these floods would overtop the proposed Cadillac Heights levee at either elevation. 

May 1957 75,300 28-yr. 

May 1966 42,100 6-yr. 

May 1969 67,000 20-yr. 

Nov 1981 37,400 5-yr. 

May 1989 58,700 15-yr. 

May 1990 82,300 35-yr. 

Dec 1991 62,200 17-yr. 

The flood of October 1981 sustained damages estimated at $15.2 million (1981 dollars). The flood 
of May 1990 damaged or destroyed about 200 homes and businesses in Rochester Park and 24 homes 
in South Dallas. Damages exceeded $30 million (I 990 dollars) in Dallas. 

(2) H&H Analyses: As extensive urbanization has taken place upstream of the study area, 
the stage versus frequency curve has continued an upward shift. Increased runoff due to the 
change in imperviousness, as well as reduced valley storage, are major causes of this upward shift. 
Increased roughness downstream has also contributed to the shift. Public perception, however, 
remains strong that upstream Corps projects are major contributors to the problem, and only 
equal protection will remedy the issue. 

The effect of future upstream development on increasing runoff over time was considered 
in the analyses. Future runoff was computed for the year 2050. For the Cadillac Heights Levee, 
the 100-year flood is estimated to rise 0.4 feet, and SPF is expected to rise 0.5 feet. 

13 



CESWF-PM-C 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas - Request For Exception 

(3) Transfer ofDamages: The completed Dallas Floodway project, which ends about one 
mile upstream of the proposed Cadillac Heights Levee, was designed to provide an SPF level of 
protection. The Dallas Floodway channels convey flood waters downstream more quickly and the 
levees confine flood waters which previously spread out over the upstream floodplain. Both 
factors have raised the downstream water surfaces and led to more severe flooding in the Dallas 
Flood way Extension area, including the Cadillac Heights area, when flood events occur . 

• 
( 4) Concentration of Damages: The proposed Lamar Levee (immediately across the 

channel) is justified at the SPF level. Implementing the Cadillac Heights Levee at a comparatively 
lower height would cause flood damages to concentrate in the Cadillac Heights area when flood 
events exceed the one percent probability of exceedance. 

(5) Flood Warning Times: The SPF hydrograph indicates an approximate 14-hour time 
difference between overtopping of a 100-year levee and overtopping of the SPF levee at Cadillac 
Heights. This additional time provided by the added levee height could be critical to evacuation 
procedures. Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, the public's perception of a levee 
project is generally that of"total" protection, with little understanding of the different levels of 
risk associated with different levee heights. The false sense of"total" security yields the potential 
for a higher risk ofloss oflife associated with the I 00-year levee. 

b. Characteristics of Protected Area: The Cadillac Heights levee protects an urban area with a 
mix of commercial, residential, and public infrastructure facilities. However, the primary 
beneficiaries of the increased flood protection would be local residents in the reach. The 
sponsor's commitment to providing equal protection to the residents is highlighted by their desire 
to pursue higher flood protection for Cadillac Heights, while electing not to pursue increased 
flood protection to the city-owned Central Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

c. Concerns of Others: 

(I) City of Dallas: This request for exception is critical to the sponsor, the city of Dallas, 
and its public involvement efforts. The sponsor is very concerned about the social inequity and 
public acceptability issues that construction of the FSP could generate. Social inequity is already 
an issue due to perceptions that the Dallas Floodway project shifted flood damages from the 
central business district to low-income and minority neighborhoods. Over the years, repeated 
flooding has caused losses of life and led to significant financial losses to residences, businesses, 
and infrastructure in the DFE area. Repeated flooding has created undesirable physical conditions 
within the area forcing some people and businesses to relocate from the area. Such conditions 
have also prevented economic growth and adversely affected community economic health. The 
Cadillac Heights area is a low income minority residential neighborhood and light industrial area. 

14 



CESWF-PM-C 
SUBJECT: Dallas Floodway Extension, Dallas, Texas - Request For Exception 

(2) Transportation Interests: The Texas Department of Transportation initiated a Major 
Investment Study of the traffic congestion in the Dallas area in June 1996. This study 
recommends improvements estimated to cost in excess of$ I billion, including a roadway (Trinity 
Parkway Reliever) within the existing flood way and extending southward, utilizing a portion of 
the proposed Dallas Floodway Extension project. Construction of the SPF levee around the 
Cadillac Heights area would protect existing roads, as well as any new improvements, from 
catastrophic flood events. 

11. Options: 

a. Construct LPP at I 00 Percent Non-Federal Cost above FSP Level: Constructio_n of only 
the FSP would open up the City and the Corps to severe criticism from local citizens as well as 
National organizations such as the NMCP. The social inequity issue is so strong that the 
sponsor has acknowledged it will be forced to purse the LPP without regard to cost sharing 
differences. The total cost difference to the sponsor, with exception versus without an exception, 
is $1, I 97,200. To the sponsor, this may be a small additional price to pay in order to avoid the 
potential problems. There is some concern by the City that the FSP may not be an implementable 
project. 

b. Construct LPP at Full Federal Cost Share above FSP Level: Given the data provided 
above, and acknowledging that the FSP would be extremely difficult to implement, this option has 
many reasons for being selected. Other than maximizing benefits, all other goals and objectives 
are being full achieved with this project. Emphasis is being placed on lives, people, equality, and 
implementability. 

12. Recommendation: Based on the compelling evidence provided, I recommend that the request 
.for exception to the FSP be granted, and that the LPP be constructed at full Federal cost share 
above the FSP level. 

Encl 

CF: 
CECW-PC 
CECW-AR 

15 



5. Clarifications and Supplemental Data Needs. 

a. A good clear map showing existing project and the various features of the extension 
project. Need to show the chain of wetlands and each levee element of the project, with names. 

Response: See maps sent by Federal Express. 

b. Some sort of table or list which shows the design discharge and level of protection of 
the original project as authorized; flow capacity (discharge) and level of protection that the 
system deteriorated to over time (current conditions); flow capacity (discharge) and level of 
protection that the system would continue to deteriorated to over time (say in project year 50); 
design discharge and level of protection is for the Federally Supportable Plan (FSP); and design 
discharge and level of protection for the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP). If the levels of protec
tion are different for the various levees, please provide that infonnation for each levee. Trying to 
find out how conditions changed, how they change with the FSP and LPP, and how they change 
when we add the Cadillac Heights levee. 

Response: The requested data is provided in the table below. This should be sufficient to 
develop a general understanding of the changing conditions. Some additional clarification 
is needed regarding the Cadillac Heights addition. As a last added element, the Cadillac 
Heights levee only changes conditions in the reaches upstream of the area, and this occurs 
only for the LPP height, i.e., the FSP causes no adverse impact to upstream design water 
surfaces. 

Dallas Floodway Extension 
Flow Capacity and Level of Protection 

for Various Scenarios 

Scenario Flow Capacity Level of Protection 
(cfs) 

Dallas Floodwav (1960) 226,000 design SPF 
Authorized Extension Proiect 270,000 design SPF 
Current Conditions 212,000 550-vr I Floodwav onh 
Year 2050 without Proiect 192,000 400-vr I Floodwav onh 
Year 2000 with FSP Cadillac Remainder Cadillac Remainder 

115,200 269,200 100 SPF 
Year 2000 with LPP 269,200 SPF 

c. lnfonnation on the level of confidence on the various levees. The Fort Worth District 
memorandum provides data on the discharge, level of protection, and "level of confidence" of 
some of the levees. Need similar data for the levees in the FSP and the LPP. Over the phone the 
other day you said the Cadillac Heights levee in the Federally Supportable Plan (I 00-year) has a 
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48% confidence level. Some of this data may be in Paragraph 3b of the Fort Worth District's 
memorandum. 

Response: Two tables have been extracted from the DFE draft report, and are provided 
below. The reaches corresponding to the numbers are: (1) Five Mile Creek to White Rock 
Creek, (2) White Rock confluence area, (3) Rochester Park, ( 4A) Lamar Street Area, ( 4B) 
Oakland Channel, (5) Cadillac Heights, (6) Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, (7) 
Dallas Floodway East Levee, and (8) Dallas Floodway West Levee. 

Please note that table D-34 shows the level of confidence for passage of the 100-year event is 
only 34%, and not the 48% as stated in your comment. Also, the tables provide no 
confidence levels for the SPF. The model used for the computation, HEC-FDA, does not 
provide this information primarily because the SPF varies in frequency from watershed to 
watershed. 

Table 0-34 
Project Perfonnance by Reach For 

Chain of Wetlands with SPF Lamar and 100-Year Cadillac Levees 

Expected Annual 
Target Stage 
Exceedance 

Long Term Risk Conditional Non-Exceedance Probability 
(Years) by Event 

Probability 
Target stage Median Expected 10 25 50 10% 4% 2% 1% .4% .2% 

395.70 0.193 0.201 0.8935 0.9963 1.0000 0.0521 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

401.88 0.042 0.049 0.3977 0.7185 0.9208 0.9480 0.4314 0.1153 0.0093 0.0012 0.0001 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0027 0.0068 0.0135 1.0000 1.0000 0.9999 0.9958 0.9805 0.9313 

levee 0.001 0.001 0.0098 0.0243 0.0481 1.0000 1.0000 0.9992 0.9799 0.9257 0.8004 

levee 0.007 0.010 0.0956 0.2222 0.3950 1.0000 0.9876 0.8835 0.5022 0.2639 0.1041 

levee 0.010 0.014 0.1317 0.2974 0.5063 0.9998 0.9630 0.7739 0.3360 0.1446 0.0472 

levee 0.002 0.003 0.0334 0.0815 0.1563 1.0000 0.9996 0.9904 0.8812 0.7082 0.4699 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0036 0.0090 0.0179 1.0000 1.0000 0.9999 0.9945 0.9759 0.9165 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0045 0.0111 0.0221 1.0000 1.0000 0.9998 0.9926 0.9679 .8952 
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Table 0-35 
Project Performance by Reach For 

Chain of Wetlands with SPF Lamar and Cadillac Levees 

Expected Annual 
Target Stage Long Term Risk Conditional Non-Exceedance Probability 
Exceedance (Years) by Event 
Probability 

Target Stage Median Expected 10 25 50 10¾ 4¾ 2% 1¾ .4¾ 

395.70 0.197 0.204 0.8977 0.9967 1.0000 0.0461 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 . 
401.88 0.042 0.049 0.3977 0.7185 0.9208 0.9480 0.4314 0.1153 0.0093 0.0012 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0026 0.0065 0.0130 1.0000 1.0000 0.9999 0.9952 0.9780 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0032 0.0079 0.0157 1.0000 1.0000 0.9999 0.9952 0.9783 

levee 0.007 0.010 0.0956 0.2222 0.3950 1.0000 0.9876 0.8835 0.5022 0.2639 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0034 0.0085 0.0170 1,0000 1.0000 0.9999 0.9940 0.9732 

levee 0.002 0.004 0.0402 0.0975 0.1855 1.0000 0,9993 0.9854 0.8421 0.6424 

levee 0.000 0.000 0.0022 0.0055 0.0110 1.0000 1.0000 0.9996 0.9884 0.9526 

levee 0.000 0.001 0.0068 0.0168 0.0333 1.0000 1.0000 0.9996 0.9884 0.9518 

d. Need to know if the levels of protection claimed for the plans are based on current 
hydrology, future hydrology (50th year), or some average over time. Need to understand what 
we are saying on the levels of protection and are we consistent among the individual levees. 

Response: All levels of protection cited in the request for exception are based on Year 2000 
hydrology. For the report, Year 2050 hydrology was used only in the development of 
Average Annual Equivalents. The LPP will provide essentially the same level of protection 
(SPF) to all reaches except reach 6 (Central Wastewater Treatment Plant). The FSP also 
provides roughly the same level of protection to all reaches except reach 6 and reach 5 
(Cadillac Heights). A slight drop in confidence levels to reaches 7 and 8 occurs if the LPP 
is constructed (a drop from approximately 90 percent to 86 percent for the 0.2 percent 
event). 

6. Additional Areas of Possible Federal Interest. 

a. The FSP claims that the Cadillac Heights levee will provide a I 00-year level of 
protection. On the phone the other day I was told that the levee of confidence in this level of 
protection is only 48%. How does this level compare with the level of confidence we are 
providing in the existing project and at the other levees for the FSP and LPP? How does this 
level compare with other projects in the Fort Worth District or Corps-wide standards? 

.2¾ 

0.0000 

0.0001 

0.9243 

0.9244 

0.1041 

0.9101 

0.3973 

0.8586 

0.8555 



Response: If the 10O-year Cadillac Heights levee were constructed, it would be the only 
urban flood levee within the Fort Worth District to have a design level lower than SPF. 

b. If the Cadillac Heights levee only has a confidence level of 48%, does the area still need 
to have flood insurance. My understanding is that protection against the I OO-year flood with 
only a 48% confidence level would not meet risk based standards for claiming the area does not 
need flood insurance. If the area really does not have JOO-year protection then getting to that 
level, reducing non-Federal eligibility requirements for the National Flood Insurance Program, 
and reducing future net subsidized reimbursements for flood losses would be in the Federal 
interest. It has been a factor in other NED exceptions. What would be the levee height that 
would meet FEMA standards? Is it the LPP levee or some other levee height? What would that 
levee cost? 

Response: The 100-year Cadillac Heights levee was derived during the optimization 
process, without regard to the FEMA certification requirements. For the Cadillac Heights 
levee to meet FEMA's requirements, it would have to be approximately 3 feet higher than 
formulated for the FSP. Additional analysis would be required to accurately estimate the 
additional cost of a levee of this height. 

c. In looking at Cadillac Heights should we really be looking at it like it is a separable 
decision? I know we look at projects this way. Formulate making economic decision on each of 
the parts. But is Cadillac Heights a separable element? It seems to me that based on all that I 
have heard about what the affect this levee has on upstream hydraulics and protection, or what 
has been said about upstream levees making conditions worse at Cadillac Heights, that the 
Cadillac Heights area can't really be separated out the way we have done the analysis. I would 
like to make sure that we really do not have a case where the other levees ( either upstream or as 
part of the Dallas Floodway Extension) cause the flooding problems at the Cadillac Heights area 
to get worse, and that we really have a case of mitigation for the effects of other elements of the 
project. 

Response: It is the District's belief that the Cadillac Heights levee is a separable element 
from an economic and hydraulic perspective. The Cadillac Heights levee is not being 
constructed for.mitigation of other elements. In fact, the area actually receives benefits 
even with no levee being constructed. This is a result of the increased conveyance achieved 
by the chain of wetlands element. However, the question of its political separability is 
viable. Public comments examined at this point indicate a strong public belief that the 
lower (10O-year) Cadillac Heights levee, as proposed in the FSP, was designed as a safety 
valve to protect the Central Business District and the north side of the Trinity at the total 
expense and sacrifice of the minority population in the poorer Cadillac Heights 
neighborhood. 



September 3, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr 
Project Manager, ATTN: CESWF-PM-C 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300, 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Dallas Floodway Extension Project: Cadillac Heights 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

As you requested, the following is demographic information regarding the Cadillac Heights 
neighborhood as it compares to the overall City, including Cadillac Heights. The numbers 
represent 1990 Census Bureau statistics with the following exceptions. Questions #1 and 
#7 represent North Central Texas Council of Government figures that are approximately 
one year old. Questions #2 and #3 represent Dallas County Appraisal District figures that 
also are about one year old. 

CADILLAC CITY 
HEIGHTS OF DALLAS 

1. Number of homes? 416 479,622 
2. High and low for the price of the homes? $53,5001$3,960 $11,949,900INA 
3. The average appraised value of a house? $17,500 $64,700 
4. Percent homeowners? 51.5% 44.1% 
5. Percent single-family units? 64.9% 47.5% 
6. Percent multi-family units? 31.0% 50.4% 
7. Number of persons? - - - - 1,168 1,052,300 
8. Percent persons under 18 years of age? 35.5% 25.0% 
9. Percent persons over 65 years of age? 6.8% 9.7% 
10. Total percent hispanic? - - - 58.0% 20.3% 
11. Total percent black? 40.9% 29.5% 
12. Total percent white? 1.0% 47.7% 
13. Total percent without a high school degree? 73.4% 26.5% 
14. Total percent unemployed? 9.1% 7.4% 
15. Average income? - - - $15,089 $27,489 
16. Percent households on public assistance? 35.4% 5.7% 
17. Number of persons below poverty level? 46.6% 17.8% 
18. Other Federal assistance? NIA NIA 

The City is strongly committed to providing the same level of flood protection for the 
economically depressed minority neighborhood of Cadillac Heights as we are providing 



for neighborhoods across the river and upstream. The City does not want to further the 
social 
Dallas Floodway Extension Project: Cadillac Heights 
September 3, 1998 
Page2 

and economic inequities that would result with a 100-year Cadillac Heights levee. I 
appreciate the continued efforts to gain full Federal cost sharing support for the Locally 
Preferred Plan (LPP). 

Sincerely, 

Peter H. Vargas 
Director, Trinity River Corridor Project 

c: Gavino Sotelo, Interim City Manager 
Ryan Evans, Assistant City Manager 
Mary Suhm, Assistant City Manager 
David Dybala, Director of Public Works 



PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON 
DRAFT GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DALLAS F.LOODWAY EXTENSION 

COMMENTS FROM 
1. Environmental Protection Agency 
2. Vincent Hendricks 
3. D.J. Young 
4. Linda Pelon 
5. Charles Briner 
6. Charles Allen 
7. Anna Albers 
8. Campbell B. Read 
9. J.D. Meyer 
10. Tim Dalbey 
11 . Cleal Watts 
12. Official Transcript• Public Mtg. 
13. James B. Blackburn 
14. Edward C. Fritz 
15. TCONR, Sierra Club, Audubon Society 

& Dallas Historic Tree Coalition 
16. TCONR, Sierra Club, & Audubon Society 
17. Roy Williams 
18. Richard Guidi 
19. James D. Flood 
20. Joanne Hill 
21 . Loyal Gordon Bassett 11 
22. Ralph G. Yoas, P.E. 
23. Vincent Hendrick 
24. Kelly, Hart and Hallman 
25. James Costello 
26. Roy A. Hudson 
27. Dallas City Packing, Inc. 
28. League of Women Voters 
29. James D. Flood 
30. Texas Parks & Wildlife Department 
31. U.S. Dept. of the Interior 
32. State·of Texas & Bureau of Econ. Geol. 
33. Zonneke Cross 
34. Save Open Space 
35. League of Women Voters 
36. Vincent Hendricks 
37. American Institute of Architects (Dallas) 
38. William Henning 
39. Robert Croysdale 
40. Campbell B. Read, Ph.D. 
41 . Joe Stokes 
42. Raymond H. Davis 
43. Lisa Black 
44. Sandra Youngblood 
45. Steve Houser 
46. Michelle & Kor Knijnenburg 
47. Paul Parker 
48. Texas Trails Network, Inc. 
49. Trinity Improvement Association 
50. Joe Wells 
51. Crty of Dallas 
52. Michael M. Daniel, P.C. 

N · 1 

DATE 
Aug 5 
Aug 12 
Aug 14 
Aug 8 
Aug 12 
Aug 13 
Aug 14 
Aug 2 
Aug 14 
Aug 14 
Jul 17 
June 26 
Aug 23 
May 11 
May30 

July 9 & Aug 11 
Jun 9 
Jun 9 
Jun 9 
Aug 10 
Undated 
Aug 11 
Undated 
July 9 
Aug 13 
Jun 25 
Jun 16 
Jun 9 
Aug 13 
Aug 10 
Jul? 
Jun 25 
Jul8 
Aug 13 
Jun 29 
Aug 14 
Aug 14 
Jun 16 
Undated 
Jul 12 
Aug 5 
Jul? 
Jul 11 
Jul20 
Jun 12 
Undated 
Jun 10 
Aug 14 
Aug 10 
Jun 9 
Aug 12 
Undated 

PAGE 
N-2 
N-13 
N-14 
N-15 
N-18 
N-21 
N-29 
N-66 
N-68 
N-70 
N-159 
N-164 
N-233 
N-281 
N-284 

N-285 
N-316 
N-317 
N-318 
N-319 
N-321 
N-322 
N-324 
N-325 
N-331 
N-336 
N-338 
N-340 
N-343 
N-345 
N-348 
N-353 
N-355 
N-356 
N-359 
N-375 
N-376 
N-378 
N-379 
N-380 
N-381 
N-382 
N-383 
N-384 
N-385 
N-386 
N-387 
N-389 
N-392 
N-393 
N-395 
N-400 



1. 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION6 

Colonel James S. Weller 
DistrictE,,gi,-
Fort Worth District 
U.S. Army, Corps ofEnainwa 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102--0300 

Dear Colonel WeUer: 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS. TX 75202•2733 

AtlG 05 9B 

In accordance with oor responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing NEPA. the U.S. EnvironmerttaJ Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 
office in Dallu, Texas, hu completed its review of the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and 
Draft Environm,ntal Impact Statment (DEIS) for the Dallu Floodway Extffllion, Trinity River 
Buin, Dallu County, Toxu. The Fort Worth District Corp, of Engineen (COE), in cooperation 
with the City ofDallu, hu pr,pared this report and DEIS to addreaa proposed activitieo to 

· provide flood damage reduction, environmental restoration. and to investigate recre.ationa1 needs 
and opportunities within the Trinity River Basin. 

Our review and comments are limited to the acope of the NEPA analysis related to this 
Congressionally authorized Federally assisted flood control project. We undentand that other 
problems and needs, aoch u tran,portatation planning, are not put of the authorized plan. Flood 
control is not dependent upon transportation needs. However. all Federal agencies have an 
obligation to fulfiJl their NEPA responsibilitica for actions significantly affecting the environment 
and are required to coruider and conduct appropriate NEPA analysis when such actions are ripe 
for public review and commmt. Therdb<e, implementation of Ill)' aubaequent Federal 
transportation project affecting the Dallu Floodway Extension should be fully evaluated under 
NEPA prior to alternative plan selection and construction. 

The Draft GRR and DEIS document the results of the reevaluation of a previously 
authorized flood control project within the Dallas Floodway Extension floodplain of the Trinity 
River Basin in the southeu city limits ofDallu, Texas. The Dallas Floodway Extension is one of 
five local flood protection projecta authoriud in 1965 for Standard Project Flood (SPF) levd 
construction u part of a basinwide plan of improvement for the Trinity River and its tnl>utariea. 

N-2 

1. Text within the Final GRR/EIS has been supplemented to further clarify that other 
agencies are developing proposals that might ultimately effect the planning area. 
We concur that other work proposed in the area is independent of flood control and 
that transportation proposals within the area would be subject to separate NEPA 
analysis 



2. 

3. 

2 

The DEIS contains infonnation pertaining to several plans that have evolved over time, 
and hm: bem OY1lualed apin,t ooch otber to produce. lie,. • J.,d Plan. The -
Plan i1 the Fodonlly SupporUble Plan (FSP) with the additicaal lnlenlale HiahwaY (IH}-45 river 
clrmnol ..,.li~ project added u a component to the final action,. The llecommended Plan 
'""'be interpreted to be the Prdiirred Alternative under NEPA. An environmenatal mitigation 
plan for the Recommended Plan is also included and would involve acquisition of I, 13 S acret in 
additional project lands COIIIUlll1g of gtlllland ~ COIMll'lion of gruslsnd to 
bottomland hardwood areas, and habitat irnprovc,nmt in matina boltomland hardwood areu. 

EPA l'ltel tlil propoted action u "EC·2, • i.e., EPA bu •:tavlroamenu.l Co11cera1 a.ad 
Reqaau Addllioul uronutlo■ la the Flaal EIS.' AJthouah the DEIS appears to be 
compreh<mive. tlloroop. and to adoqllllely addreu the impacta ulOCi•tod 'Wh the prefenod 
action and the alternative,, we hm: identified ,even! oaw-.al concerm that Mod to be 
included in the Fmal EIS (FEIS) to complement and to more fully iruure compliance with the 
requirements of NEPA and the CEQ r,gulations. Our classification will be published in the 
Federal Register acconling to our rapo11S1bility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to 
infonn the public of our view, on proposed Federal actionl. 

Detailed comments ■re enclosed with thi• letter wrach more dearly identify oor coocerm 
and the infonnational needs requested for incorporation into the FE!S. Jfyou have any 
questions, please contact Mike Jan■ky ofmy 11111T ■t (214) 665-7451 for wistance. 

EPA appn,ci■te■ the opportunity to review the DEIS. We n,que■t that you ■end our office 
five copie■ of the FE!S ■t the ■ame time that it is ,ent to the Office of Federal Activitie■, EPA, 
401 M Street S.W., Wuhington, D.C. 20460. 

Sincerely youn, ~*.,..._ __ _ 
Office of Planoing and Coordination 
Compliance A■lurm:e and Enforcement Division 

Enclosures 

N 

2. Concerns have been addressed as indicated by response to detailed 
comments. 

3. The copies will be provided as requested. 



4. 

5 

6. 

7. 

DETAILED COMMENTS 
GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT (GRR) AND 

DRAFl'ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT(DEIS) 
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TEXAS 

Bacqrouad 

The GRR and DEIS prepared by the U.S. Army COlpt of Engineers (Corps), Fort Worth 
District, in cooperation with the City ofDallu, docwncntl the results of the reevaluation of a 
previou~y authori7.ed flood control project within the Dallu Floodway Extension floodplain of 
the Trinity River Buin in the ooutheul city limill ofDallu, Texu. The Dallu Floodway 
Extension is one of6ve local flood protection projects authoriz.ed in 1965 for Standard Project 
Flood (SPF) level coOJtruction u part of a buin wide plan ofimprovernent for the Trinity River 
and its tributaries. The DEIS contain, infonnation pertaining to several plans that have evolved 
over time, and have been evaluated against each other to produce a Recommeoded Piao. The 
Recommeoded Piao i1 the Federally Supportable Piao (FSP) with the additional 1nt«1tate 
Highway (111)-45 river channel realignment project added u a component to the final actions. 

The Recommended Piao can be interpreted to be the Preferred Alternative under the 
National EnvironrnallaJ Policy Act (NEPA) and includel: I) an excavated chain ofwetlanch; 
2) flood control IWalea, meuuring 400 and 600 bottom foot widtha reapectfully, to minimize tbe 
environmental impacll on locol foreated areu; 3) a SPF levee protecting the Lamar Street area; 
4) a l00-year levee protecting the Cadillac Heighll uea; 5) non-Fedenl leveea identified by 
previoul project.I, to be wed u credit towards project costs under the Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) of 1996; 6) vegetative planting& u environmental restoration features, 
u well u the inclu,lon of several rocreation facilitiea; and 7) Trinity Riv« channel realignment at 
lli-45. 

An environmental mitigation plao is included for the Recommended Piao and involvea 
acquisition of 1, 135 acrea in additional project lands. and would consist of grusland presezvation, 
convenion of grau1and to bottomland hardwood area, and habitat improvement in existing 
bottomland hardwood ueu. 

Spedllc Commonla 

I. EIS Coottnts 

Reference, Genmll: Appeooices to the GRR and DEIS ,hould be designated as part 
of the EIS where relevant. Under the designation system that the document employs, nooe of 
the app,,>dka ue inclialocl u port of the EIS (not,d with an asterisk). Appendices A, C, F, 
G, H, I, and J appear to be relevant to the EIS analym. Please correct this deficiency in the 
Final EIS (FEIS). 
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4. The recommended plan is the FSP which, after further review, has been 
determined to be the plan identified as the Locally Preferred Plan in the Draft EIS. 

5. Environmental or "ecosystem restoration" includes the excavated chain of 
wetlands and vegetative plantings adjacent to the wetlands. As noted in response to 
comment # 4., after further review it has been determined that the recommended 
plan includes SPF protection for the Cadillac Heights Levee also. Additional tree 
and shrub plantings on 1179 acres are proposed as part of lhe environmental 
mitigation plan requirement for riparian/bottomland hardwood forested losses, 
including forested wetlands. caused by the project. 

6. The FSP is currently the recommended mitigation plan consists of 1,179 acres of 
mitigation. 

7. Concur 
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2. EIS Alwmll,,. Dedp•Hm, IJld Desalpllon 

Rel-, Gemnl : The DEIS'• dcscriptioo of multiple alternatives and sub-options, 
many of which ■n, not under conlidenlion 11111 wen, not evalualtd in the EIS, has the potential 
to cont"u,e memben of the public. This silllation is compoond<d by the confusin& format of 
the document. It may be very difficult for the public to detcrntine exactly what actioos an, 

being proposed, and the probable environmental impacts of these actions. At a minimum, the 
FEIS should provide a time line of the various plans, clearly identify active alternatives for the 
purposes of NEPA analysis, indicate a Preferred Alternative, and maintain consistent 
terminology throughout the document. For example, summary !ables (such as Table 4-23) that 
compare sub-altcmalives to the altcmalives in which they are included are unnecessarily 
confusin&. Pleue ■ddms this concern in the FEIS. 

3. Trinity Rive, Channel R,aJipment Hydraulic Effects 

Reference, p. 4-71, IJld Appendix A, pp. A-25 to A-26: The document states that 
9. · realignment of the Trinity River channel at lll-45 "would have no hydraulic effect" on the 

10. 

11. 

propo,ed projects but does not provide any analytical evidence to support this statement. 
Appendix A analysis should be rumed IO in dilcuuln& pot,ntial hydmulic effects. Please 
discuu in the FEIS. 

4. Emeqeat w-
..,_ p. 4-12, p-4-74: The proposed "dependable water ,oun:e" for the Chain of 

Wetlands is effluent from the Centllll Wastewater Tmitment Plant. Potential impacts to 
created emergent wetlands (e.g. water quality, flora, fauna) associated with the u.,e of 
wastewater effluent as a water oource should be discussed. The FEIS shoold aho ..idross 
impacts to existing for<Stcd wetlands that would result from rnalion of the Chain of Wetlands 
-.,at-■acls. 

5. Aquatic Resource, 

Reference, p. 4-74: Realignment of the Trinity River at lll-45 would ....it in a loss 
of 8 acres of existing river channel. AIIIKMl&h the DEIS statel that impacts on aquatic 
r<SOUrces due to coostruction of the Trinity River channel JOaiignment will be temporary, it 
does not provide specific details or analysis of what thc,e impacu will be. Potential impacts to 
downstream iaources (both temporary and longer term) should be addJessed. The FEIS 
should address any pot,ntial impacts on p,e-ai,tin& uses of Trinity River water. These 
concenu should be incorpontcd in the PEIS. 

6. Watt< QualllJ 

Reference, p. 4-77: The DEIS states that an increase in Biological Oxygen Demand 

N 

8. Although the heart of the analysis is the comparisons of impacts associated with 
the alternatives, we believe that it is important to indicate the impacts associated 
with each of the features as well. The Table 4-23 has been modified to distinguish 
alternatives from sub-alternatives or measures. 

9. Agree. Appendix A has been referenced. 

10. Additional discussion has been added to paragraph 4 of page 4-77 of the 
document to indicate the potential impacts of the wastewater treatment water on the 
proposed wetlands. Impacts to forested wetlands from the Chain of wetlands (and 
other features) is clarified in Table 4-23 and discussion was added to the first 
paragraph of draft page 4-79 to indicate the impacts to forested wetlands 
attributable to the chain of wetlands. 

11. Details of temporary impacts locally and downstream have been added. 
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15. 
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(BOD) will be a t,mpora,y impact only durin& corutruction activities. There would also be 
temporary turbidity impacts duri111 <X111struction of wuland outflow point.,, Additionally, high 
BOD impacts oo the Trinity River are expected durinJ heavier flow discharge from the crtated 
wetlands into the Trinity. The frequency and severity of these impacts, at a minimum, should 
be described and analyzed. The potential impacts oo aquatic habitat and fisheries as a result of 
water quality impoctJ lhould be more fully addresaed in the PEIS. 

7. Bottomland Hardwood Fofflll 

Referentt, p. 2-16: The document describes the Great Trinity Forest in the 
Environmenlal Settin& oection but does nol delineate how much of the impacted bottomland 
hardwood acreaae and Iott acreaae are part of the Trinity Porat, if any. It ii no1 clear 
whether or nol the Grtat Trinity Fote31 ho!lomlanda will be impacted by the preferred action. 
If none of the bottomland hardwoods within the Trinity Fore,t are to be impacted, thi, should 
be considered a positive and beneficial feature of the project and documented in the FEIS. 

Ref....,.., pp. ~ to 4-35: The discussion of proposed project impact., to 
bottomland hardwood forestJ indicate, the number of aaes of forest that would be impacted 
(154.6 acres, p.4-83), but nol the typea of impacts that are expected (clearing, g!lding, filling, 
etc.). An indicalioo of the total amoont of atffil covered by bottomland hardwood tree ,pecies 
within the project area ii abo nol p,,oented, although the document indicate, a pe,centa&e of 
forest saved a, compared to the National Economic Development (NED) Plan. The document 
,hould describe and analyze potential impacts of the proposed levees on bottomland hardwood 
forestJ. In particular, the removal of water source, (overbank flow,) from areas behind the 
levee, could affect any bottomland hardwood forelll that may occur behind theoe levee,, The 
FEIS should al,o acknowledge that a high pe,centa&e of the bollomland hardwood forest, 
would be considered juri,dictional wet1andJ and potential impacts woo1d ffiiuire additional 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Sectioo 404 analysis. Plea,e addres5 this concern in the FEIS. 

S. Bottomland Hardwood Foffll Fish and Wildlife 

Referontt, p. 4-14: The DFJS provides limited diSCUlsioo of impacts to hottomland 
hardwood forest wildlife. A spocific analyail of the typea of impacts wociated with the 
project on fish and wildlife lhould be incorponted in the PEIS. Impact analyail provided by 
the U.S. Filh and Wildlife Service (USFWS) !hould also be provided in the PEIS. 

9. Threatened and Endaniered Specls 

Ref....,.., p. 2-20, Table 2-4; p • .a7; Appendla L: The listing of thrtatened and 
endqered ,pociel found in Dollu County ii incooliRent between p.2-20, Table 2-4, the 
di,cussion on pqe 4-87, and the Appendix L com,pondence from the USFWS. Please 

. com:ct thi, in<X111si,u,ncy and clarify in the PEIS. 
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12. Additional analysis related to frequency and severity of operational impacts of 
the wetlands has been added. 

13. Impacts are discussed in Chapter 4. All forest impacts delineated occur within 
the defined limits of the "Great Trinity Forest". 

14. The impacts discussed are those related to the actual removal of forest due to 
clearing and grading for all proposals except the NED plan. The NED plan also 
includes impacts due to diminishment of values to wildlife due to breaking up the 
forested area of the White Rock Creek floodplain into two separate areas. This 
type impact would not occur with the recommended plan. Total forested area and 
other existing conditions are described in Chapter 2. Additional discussion of 
impacts to levees, particularly, those from separation from mainstem river 
overbank flooding has been included. Wetland impacts have been fully explained 
in the revised report. No additional Section 404 analysis is required. 

15. Clarification of impacts to wildlife have been incorporated into the FEIS. 

16. Table 2-4 includes a more complete list of threatened or endangered species 
that might temporarily inhabit the Dallas County area. Information on page 4-87 of 
the draft EIS, discusses only those species that are known to nest or occupy 
suitable habitat within the County on a more permanent basis. This information is 
identical to that provided by the USFWS in their draft Coordination Act report. 
Clarification has been added to draft page 4-87. 
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10, Impacts Analysis -G<olo&Y md Soils 

R,lerence, pp, 4-74 throulh 4-U: This resource area is not evaluated in the 
document. In puticular, erocion issues should be addre.ucd. Please discuss in the FEIS. 

11, TnmportatlonlmpldlAIIIIJlk 

Reference, p. 4-74 throulh 4-U: This impact is not fully evaluated in the DEIS. In 
particular, potential impacts due to channel realignment at nus should be add!0&1Cd. Please 
ad<IJa, this c:oocem in the FEIS. 

ll. Land u .. lmpllcta AllaJy,k 

Refermao, pp. 4-74 throulh 4-U: This ~ area is not clearly evaluated in the 
. DEIS. Existing land use and ownemiip should be fully de&cribed. In particular, land use in 

rive, bank ...., and bcltomland hardwood tracts should be addressed. The ownership and 
SlatUI of landl propo,od for acqui,ition, u well u ownenhip and nw,agem,nt after 
acqui,ition, !hould be deocribed. The FEIS 9hould oho state whelher the lands propo,ed for 
acqui,ition will be mnoved u potential commercial or resid<ntial development areas. The 
DEIS acknowledges that increa5ed development in the area of the propo,od new levees swales 
is likely but does not analyu whether this will impact additlooal hardwood resources. Please 
addres.1 this concern in the PEIS. 

13. Noise Impa,ts Analysis 

R,lerence, pp. 4-74 lhroulh 4-U; p. 6-11: This impact needs to be more fully 
evaluated in the document. In particular, noise from coollruction during project 

20· implementation, and changes in existina noise cootoon and ab,orption due to new structur<s 
(i.e. levees) should be addressed. Please ad<IJa, in the FEIS. 

21. 

14. Vlsuahnd Ae'1Wlc Impact Analysis 

R,lerence, p. 4-74 lmwp 4-U: This impact is not evaluated in the DEIS, The 
potential visual and -..ii<: impocll due to propo,ed new !lructurel (e.,. levees) !hould be 
evaluated. Plea,e add..., in the FEIS. 

15. Utllltles Impa,ts Aualysll 

Mermce, pp. 4-74 llinup 4-11: This implct -is io be more fully evaluated in 
the DEIS. Analysis of potential impacb on utilities should be ldchased in the main body of 

22. the document. The numerouJ impacb 10 utility - (on sewe, lines, storm draim, water 
· lines, electric transmissioo towe, rdocation, liba optic cables) should be doowed explicitly 
as part of the NEI' A. analysis. The potential impacts of utility rdocations and changes should 

N 

17. Erosion issues have been addressed in the FEIS. 

18. Transportation impacts would not occur as a result of the channel realignment at 
the 1-45 bridge; however, allowing the threat to the major transportation corridor to 
continue would ultimately result in substantial impacts to use of the bridge. Also, 
other alternatives considered such, as strengthening the piers or refurbishing the 
bridge by shifting structural support locations, would result in extensive periods of 
time when the structure would be unusable. 

19. Land use impacts have been more fully discussed in the FEIS. 

20. Discussion has been added to FEIS to elaborate on potential noise impacts. 

21. Visual impacts have been added to the FEIS. 

22. Discussion on impacts to utilities has been incorporated more fully into the FEIS. 
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be analyzed as part of the FEIS. Please incorporate this impact analysis into the FEIS. 

16. Hazardous Material lmpada Analysk 

Ref.._., pp. 4-74 throup 4-U: The analysis for hmnfous mataials is limitrd. 
Hamdous mataials data is conblined in Appendix l, but shoold also be di,cus,ed in the main 
body of the FEIS. Pl<ase lddreu this issue and incorporate into the FEIS. 

Reference, p. 2-12 and Appendix J: The number of hawdous material sire. within 
the project area is inronsistently statod. P,ae 2-22 listJ nine (9) "mas" of pot<ntial 
contamination while Appendix l lists 14 mas. Pl<ase axrect this di>=pal!Cy in the FEIS. 

Reftffll<e, Appendls J, p. J-1: Dall for ,ome of the areas indicatrd in the document 
· is said to be insufficient to determine ext<nt and types of conwninant.,. Th= mas should be 

more fully analyzed. Some of the docum<nt's oonclusions arc unsubstantiated. For example, 
p. J-8 de,cribing Area 2 stat,s that "all remaining soils arc clean and can be u.,ed u fill" but 
does not provide analysis !hat supports this conclusion. Another example is for Area 10 
(p. l-13) in which the COl))I n:achel the conclusions !hat soils will be mildly contaminatrd and 
di,pooed u Ow I Non-hazardous WIiie, but oo ssmplm& was conducted at !his site and a 
Pba,e I site investiptioo wu not complek:d. These areas nood stmlitherun&, Full discwsion 
on these concerns should be incorporatrd in the FEIS, 

17. FIii Material Dlopoal Siu 

Reference Appendix B, Prqjttt LocalJon Map followlna p. M: The refe=ccd 
map indicates a "proposed disposal site for exoeu excavated mataial. • This site is not 
=tioned or evaluated anywhere ebc in the docum<nt. Please clarify in the FEIS. 

ti. Rt,,i,ed Allpment 

Ref......, p. 4-36: According to the DEIS, within the swale would be cnated a Chain 
of Wetlands designed to aeate fish and wildlife habitat in the swale. This section states !hat the 

27 alignment would impact 280 acres ofbottomland hardwood,. However, this does not match any 
alternativ .. listed in Table 4-25. The relationship of the "Revised Alignment" to the other 
alternatives should be made clear. Please clarify in the FEIS. 

1,. briroameatal Rffloratio■ 

Reference, p. 4-37: A=rding to the DEIS, ~ iJ prnposed that the Chain of Wetlands 
be managed u moist soil uw to optimize fish and wildlife habitat. The plan would aeate 123 

· acres of emergent wetlands. This would involve pumping water from the Central Wutewater 
Treatment Plant to provide a dependable source of water at all times of the year. The wetlands 
would be flooded and drawn down at variowi times of the year. We do not object to this idea as 
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23. HTRW impacts on project and impacts of proposed project have been 
incorporated into FEIS. 

24. Discrepancy has been addressed on number of known HTRW sites. 

25. HTRW discussions have been updated to indicate rational behind conclusions 
drawn and documented at this phase of planning. 

26. Proposed disposal site discussions were added to the main report text. 
Although the local sponsor is responsible for securing a disposal site, the tentatively 
identified site for disposal of surplus clean material was discussed in the 404 (b)(1) 
analysis in Appendix F. 

27. The acreage referenced on page 4-36 was based upon preliminary analysis 
early in the planning stages. The information was further refined after completion 
and reconfirmation of mapping and final design of project footprints. The acreage 
and impacts shown on Tables 4-23 and 4-25 represent our best estimate of impacts 
to resources identified. 
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it would have many benefiu. Our only concern is long-term management. This will require 
installing and maintaining pumps and controlling the water levels in the swalc. We understand 
the City ofDlllu would be responsible for this on-going management. There may be need to 
develop a written aar- betwoen the Corpt and the City to ..,.i,tiu, clear commitments for 
the logistical, technical, and financial upecU of the Iona-term--· Pleue- in the 
FEIS. 

20. Wedaodt 

Rd'tm1u, Appeadls C: The detailed drawina, of the Chain of Wetland& show gradual 
~opes for the wetland benchea adjw,nt to each pond. Thia llhould create good quality wetlands. 

. To further increase habitat divenity, we recommend creating micro-relief in these wetland areu 
by making irregularities or ffllAll shallow depressions a few inches deep and a few feet in diameter. 
F'ive or ten such depreuio01 per acre coold be pll£0d II irregular intervals where it is feasible to 
do so. Grading could be done II the IIITIO time the owale are COOllructed. If the wetlands need to 
be kept free of woody veptation for cooveyance purpo,ea, then mowing should be minimized 
( annually or le11 ). Planting or ,eeding of desirable species llhould be done to ensure high 
diversity. Various native species of caric sedge ( Carn spp. ), flatsedge ( Cn>t"" spp. ), spikerush 
(Ekochari• spp.), and anwtweed (Polygonum spp.) are recommended. 

21. NEDPla■ 

Rd'enau, p. 4-,t: The original NED plan would impact over SOO acm, ofbottomland 
hardwoods (Bl.JI), 147 of which would be the "high quality" pecan-oak BLH. This would also 
cause significant fragmentation of the riparian forest on the eut side of the rivo,. We are pleued 
that thia altemalive "wudeerned unfavoroble by the local sponsor." 

22. Summar, 

Reftrtau, p. 4-91 aad p. 4-49: The DEIS state, that the "Chain of Wetlands Plus 
Levees Plan" would impact about 600 acres of environmental resources ... " It i1 not clear what 
this means. We cannot find where the report detailJ theae impactl. Please clarify in the FEIS. 

23. ,.- Mitiptlo■ Plu 

Referoau, p. 4-16 aad F-31: The DEIS indiellea that three alto,nllive, for 
compensatory mitigation are proposed. Plan C would include 208 acres of conversion of 
grassland to bottomland hardwoods and enhancement of 756 acre, offomt. Thia ii the only 
alto,nllive that would adequllely compemate for implelt, and i1 the one we recommend. We 

· have no concen11 for planting bare root seedlinp (300- and I SO shrubs per acre) instead of 
containerized trees and lhrub1, since the colt wowd be much leu. Tho,e lhould be IIIIIUal 
monitoring of survival for at !wt five years. After five yean, tho,e u,ould be II leut 100 -
and 50 shrubs per acre surviving in good health, or replanting llhould be requir,d. Causes of any 

N 

28. A statement has been added that indicates that a management plan would be 
required to be developed and agreed to by City of Dallas for the ecosystem 
restoration and mitigation proposals. 

29. The basic design of the wetlands as shown in Appendix C woulrl provide 
substantial benefit to moist soil vegetation, wetland plants and the organisms that 
would utilize the complex. During development of the grading plan during later 
planning stages, the additional features suggested would be incorporated where 
feasible. In addition, the operation and maintenance features would be incorporated 
into the management plan addressed in comment 28. 

30. The Federally Supportable Plan, the Locally Preferred Plan and the combination 
Non-structural Plan would all result in significantly less impact to bottomland 
hardwood forest area and values associated with this important resource. 

31. Page 4-91 of the Draft EIS has no discussions about acreage of impacts. The 
information shown on page-49 was preliminary as indicated in response to comment 
27. Detailed analysis of the final array of alternatives is discussed and displayed in 
Tables 4-23 and 4-25. 

32. The criteria indicated for establishment of the bottomland hardwood forest are 
reasonable and consistent with those that would be necessary to assure long term 
establishment of a forest environment that would mitigate projected losses. 
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excessive mortality should be determined (e.g. beavers, Oood, drought, etc.). Seedlinp thould 
planted at irregular spacing. not in lttligh~ even row,. Hard mut tne, (oab, pecan, walnut) 
should account for 50'/o of the tRe3 planted. The goal lhould be to achieve muimum divmity of 
native trees and shrubs suitable fur the ,oil and moilllUre rqpme of the mitigation area. Pleue 
address this concern in the FEIS. 

2S. Mitiptio■ Loutio■ 

The location of the propolOd mitigation mu with re,pect to the implct sit,s i, very good 
(within Dallas County, along the Trinity River). On-lite compensation io preferable to off-lite 

33· . because the wetland functions will be replaced in nearly the wne ... u they w,re lost. The 
Trinity River riparian corridor below Dallas will be more continuOUI and better protected with the 
on-site propoul. 

34. 

35 

26. Water Quality 1111d Retrutlo■ 

Reference, Appendht I (Recreation): The FEIS should include a section on fishing, as 
~ hu done for varioua other C&tegoriea of recreation. The FEIS should recognize that the West 
Fork of the Trinity i1 under a fish ton1W11ption ban. i.e., penona are prohibited from possession of 
any opeciel offilh from Beach Street in Fort Worth to I-20. Thi, oituation is not expected to 
change in the near future. although it !hould improve over the 1ong~term. The lituation is not 
likely to change with the proposed project. This ia an important consideration in temu of the 
proposed emphasis on improving recreational resources in the project area. Appendix J presents a 
variety of data and information related to toxic MIi,_ within the project ma. Some 
portion, of the study area appear rtlllivdy contaminated, and notations ue made that the uea 
will be avoided. However, a dioalllion i1 needed tying all of the data together and weosing 
cumulative effecu oftoxico on the project area, including those contributed through nonpoint 
source pathways, particularly lead contamination. Cumulative impact analysia ohould be included 
in the FEIS. 

27. Cloaa Wat,r Ad (CWA) Section 404 

Rd-, Appendb: F, p, F-41, IUld pp. F-52 to F-59: The Recommended Plan 
n,,quim CW A Section 404 analysis due to propooed dr<d&e and fill activitiea. Althou&h the 
Corps of Fngineers does not issue itself 404 permits, it must meet the Jcga1 requirements of the 
CWA. Aa:onlin&ly, a Section 404 (b)(I) analysis was completed, It is noted that theze are 
'unresolved iuues related to Trinity River realignment at IH-45" that are not dcscnoed . 

. Please identify in the FFlS. 

21. Tho National Jll&torlc -■tloa Ad, Sedloa 18' 

Reference, p.4-87 and Appendht H: The DEIS indicatea that 8 ,i"" within the 
project area are eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRllP) listing. 

N • 10 

33. We concur that unavoidable impacts should be mitigated as close to the 
location of the losses as feasible. 

34. This section has been amended. 

35. The issues have been resolved and the notation about the unresolved issues 
has been removed. · 
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• 
Conapondence from the Teus Hisoorical Commission (Texas SHPO) indicates that a 
Programmatic Agreement is necessary due 1X> the 1ar&e number (190+) of total potential sites 

36. in the project area and immodiale surroundings. The DEIS notes that the Texas SHPO did not 
concur with the Corpl findin& of 8 efi&ible sites, and rocommcnda a comprdtemive testing 
prog12111 to determine efi&ibility. The DEIS states that consultation with the SHPO is ongoing 
and •would continue throughout the project" (p. 4-88.) Consultation should be completed 
prior to the issuance of the FEIS and documentation incorporatal in the FEIS. Please address 
this concern in the FEIS. 

37. 

. 29, Envlroameat.11 Jwtiu Aulyut 

Over the put two decadca, then hu been inacasina concern over environmental impacts 
in minority and low-income population,. To addreu ti- """""'111, Pmideat Clinton tigned 
Executive Order 12S98, "Fedenl Actions to Address Environmental Justice (El) in Minority 
Population, and Low-Income Population,• (hereafter, EO) on F<lmwy 11, 1994. 

NEPA ll1lltdates that Peden! ag,,ncica ftJl1y consider environmental factors when 
propolina ICtivitieo, Jll'OIP'lffll, and policiel which have the potential to significantly affect the 
hwnan environment. Although social and economic impacts have alway, been a consideration in 
NEPA rcviCWJ, the Executive Order highlights the necessity to better integrate the consideration 
of human health, oocia1, and economic effect& into the NEPA proceu. The EO call, for collection 
and lllalyli1 ofinfonnation on race, national oriain, income lev<I and other appropriate 
infonnation for..., lllm>Ullding projects that ha .. expeclOd cnvironmcntsl, health and economic 
effect on those populati0111. 

According to the DEIS, the project area does include minority populations. The DEIS 
document states that "the proposed project would not result in disproportionate adverse impacts 
to minority or low income populations" (pp. F-42-43.) The flood control ,hould provide a 
beneficial effect to community cohesion and public safety. However, the,e is not detailed 
decription of how the lllalysis wu conducted. We have enclosed a copy of the EPA Final 
guidance on NEPA implementation of the EO. Pleasc doc:umail your EJ lllalysi1 in the FEIS. 

N-

36. Memorandum of Agreement documenting how cultural and historic issues 
would be addressed prior to and during any construction has been prepared and 
agreed to by the State Historic Preservation Office, local sponsor, and the Corps of 
Engineers. A copy of this MOA and documentation of concurrence by responsible 
parties has been added to the final EIS . 

37. Written Corps of Engineer policy has not been formulated to address 
Environmental Justice issues; however, the discussion of Environmental Justice has 
been reviewed for compliance by higher level review. A more detailed discussion of 
Environmental Justice including how the analysis was conducted was included in 
Chapter 6 of the GRRIEIS than was provided on pages F-42 and F-43. 



August, .... ~770 

Mr. Gene Rice 
Project Manager, Dallas Floodway Extension 
U.S. Anny Corps ofEngineers 
P.O. Box 17300 ·. 
Ft. Worth, Texas 76!02-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice, 

Enclosed are a number ofindividual reports commenting on the Draft Trinity River General 
Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement. I am hand-delivering the 
following reports on August 14, 1998 from: 

• Vincent Hendricks, 6827 Coronado, Dallas, Texas, 75214; 
DJ. Young, 3600 Fairl'ax, Dallas, Texas 75209; 
Linda Pelon, 3015 Nutting Drive, Dallas, Texas 75227; 
Charles Briner, 8924 Capri Drive, Dallas, Texas, 75238; 

• Charles Allen, 615 South Montclair Avenue, Dallas, Texas, 75208; 
• Anna M. Albers, Charles Miller, Vijay Barnabas, 201 N. Edgefield Avenue, Dallas, Texas 

75208; 
• Campb(111 Read, 5839 Monticello, Dallas, Texas, 75206; 

JD. Meyer, 4502 Gaston, Apt 321, Dallas, Texas, 
Tim Dalbey, 2719 Santa Cruz, Dallas, Texas 75227. 

Please contract me if you have any questions at (214) 942-7852. 

Sincerely, 

~m,~ 
Anna M .. AlberJ 
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Dept. o~ tho Army 
Ft. Worth District. 
Corps of ~ineers 
Greetings: 

Vincent Hendricks 
6827 Coronado 
l}e.ll&S, Texas 
7521.4 
August 12, '98 

I find a good many surprises in the Draft Gtneral Re
evaluation Report and Environmental Impact StateMent, some 
major. Elsewhere in the world there is a change in the thrust 
of flood protection, away from structural to non-structural. 
This is not adequately considered tor areas of Dallas in the 
noodplain where tlood.ing has been a continuing problem, e.g. 
cadillac Heights neighborhood and business strips behind the 
levees. The EIS does not take into account the effect or in
creased structural protection ~or the areas that are so rlood

prone on the risk of flooding in the central BUsinees District. 
If this coat were put into buyout of these properties and re
location then this expense would be more realisticly stated. 
As it is Cadillac Heights is still not protectod IIJ1¥1f&y since 
the levees protecting Iamar St. are slated to be raised to the 

' 800 year level, but those protecting(?) Cadillac Heights are 
only to the 100 year level, and don•t go around the whole area, 
so flood water would go over and around them. How could this 
be considered real protection? 

I know the Trinity River is much smaller than the llississ
ippi, and no doubt the Yangzee River, but the disasters there 
are-_certainly attesting to the unpredictability of swollen 
r1ver9--'ff.t a horrendous cost in damages and restoration, not 
to mention the much greater cost of human lite and health. 
Factoring these considerations in reveals that the bottom line 
in any flood control and environmental project is much more than 
ju~~ co~t ~igurcs, a~ i~ wou1d bo .in more p~odi.o~~1e projects. 

S¥!cerely..;. /,; J _ .,. L 
.:::;1~ ~ 

Vincent Hendricke 
(214) )24-8723 

P.S. I am ~amiliar with the positions o~ the Texas Committee on 
Natural Resources, the Sierra Club, the Audubon Society, and the 

· Dall&s League·or Women Voters and concur. with and support them. 

N 

1. The Corps of Engineers evaluated removal of structures within the study 
area and determined this solution to be uneconomical. thereby eliminating 
this option from further consideration by the Corps. Furthermore. the 
Dallas City Council stated in October 1996 that the buy-out of structures 
within the Cadillac Heights area would not be considered further 

However. in the final array of alternatives presented in the General Re
evaluation Report/Environmental Impact Statement (GRR/EIS), a 
combination structural/non-structural plan was investigated to determine 
the feasibility of a buyout of the Cadillac Heights neighborhood in 
conjunction with a chain of wetlands and a Lamar Levee. The results. 
shown in table 4-21 of the GRR/EIS, show that a buyout of 7 structures in 
the 10-year zone and a maximum buyout of 24 structures in the 25-year 
flood zone would be economically feasible; however, these plans do not 
provide the maximum annual net economic benefits of all plans (structural 
and non-structural) investigated, and would therefore not warrant Federal 
participation. 

2. Construction of the DFE project would provide a greater levei of 
protection to the Central Business District than is currently provided. The 
effect on the water surface elevation at the downstream end of the existing 
Floodway. with implementation of the Federally Supportable Plan, would be 
a decrease of approximately 1.4 feet. (Plates A-25 through A-38 in 
Appendix A present water surface profiles for various plans investigated.) 
Therefore, no additional cost for flood protection is anticipated in the 
existing Floodway due to the DFE project. 

3. After the release of the draft GRR/EIS, the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army (Civil Works) determined that the plan providing Standard Project 
Flood (SPF) levels of protection to both the Lamar Street and Cadillac 
Heights areas. denoted as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) in the Draft 
GRR/EIS. should be the Federally Supportable Plan (FSP), and therefore 
the Recommended Plan. The final GRR/EIS reflects this decision. 

4. Floods certainly have the potential to cause horrendous damages in 
terms of both economic cost and human life and health. Although it cannot 
be predicted at what date in the future flooding might occur, current 
hydrologic and hydraulic modeling techniques can provide statistical data 
to predict the level of flooding for a given rainfall event. Federal law 
requires analyses utilizing economic costs and benefits to determine the 
feasibility of proposed projects. 

5. Your concurrence with these organizations is noted. 
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14 August 1998 

tk. Gene T. Rice. Jr. (CESWF-PM,C) 
U. S. Afrnf Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 17300 
Ft. Worth TX 76102-0300 

Re: Environment Impact Statement, Danas Roodway Extension, Tnnity RiVer Basin 

Dear t.t. Rice: 

I have many concerns about the EIS from the US Afrnf Corps of Engineers.· It appears to be a 
study of a plan, rather than acttessing the Environmental lfT'l'ad of the Trinity River as well as the 
contiguous land and its residents. 

Just a few of the issues the EIS does not adequately adctess: 

The Greal Tonjty Forest Your report appears to have down-siZed the largest urt>an 
ha"™l<Jd forest in the country. Page F-2 states 'Air quality is dosety related to trees'. page F-4 
states 'Bottomancls serve several functions', yet there is no true rritigalion for the trees to be 
removed dunng the project. Habitat for \\il<Sife \\iTI be destroyed for which there is no rritigalion. 

Hazardous Toxlc & Radoloqjca! waste The EIS ad<nowedges the possibility of such 
waste in the tinfield Landfill. It is an uncontrolled landfin. consequently, there could be 
'surprises' requiring substantial excavation and waste relocation. The statement does not 
contain acceptable stucies of landfiRs that \\ill be cistulbed. 

Umrtream project irmJfcations Addtional levees to the north and a tottroad OO'M'ltown 
between the existing levees is not mentioned. These projects would surely change the water 
levels all along the Trinity River. even raising the levels. Are you sure that this plan v,;th all of rts 
contingencies \\ill not exacerbate flooclng in the Dallas area? 

Non-'S1ructural solutions. An around the country non-struciural solutions are being studied 
by Corp. of Engineers as an alternative to levees. Why does this statement not indude such a 
study? A voluntary buy.out and relocation program should be adctessed. 

These concerns and many others about the Tnnity River Project could be rernecied \\ith more 
emphasis on non-structural solutions. Floods cannot be controlled. They can only be managed 
and mnimized \\ith effective, modern projects Move people and property out of Harm's Way. 

Your:Jr 
D. J. Young ~j 
3600 Fairfax 
Dallas TX 75209 
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1. The GRR/EIS documents the investigations required to identify water 
and water related land resource needs within the study area, and 
presents the plan formulation process used to determine the most 
engineeringly, economically, and environmentally feasible solution to 
these needs. The Environmental Impact Statement has been integrated 
into the document in accordance with 33 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Parts 230 and 325. 

2. The "Great Trinity Forest" was described within the EIS, as defined by 
the city of Dallas. The value or importance of the forest or individual 
trees was not downsized or underestimated within the study area. 
Proposed mitigation for forest land includes avoidance of impacts to 
almost 1,200 acres that would be cause by implementation of the 
National Economic Development (NED) Plan. The levees were located to 
minimize impacts to the forested areas to the extent practicable, and a 
plan to fully mitigate unavoidable losses was developed in coordination 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), who is the recognized 
Federal authority on fish and wildlife habitat values. The Coordination 
Act Report developed by the USFWS supports the proposed mitigation 
plan and is included in Appendix G of the GRR/EIS. 

3. At the time the Draft GRR/EIS was released, additional testing was 
occurring in the Linfield Landfill. This testing is complete and the results 
are included in Appendix J of the Final GRR/EIS. Further testing of sites 
will be scheduled during the next phase of design should the project be 
approved. If such tests reveal HTRW contaminants, the first course of 
action will be to seek avoidance of the identified sites. 

4. Preliminary analyses provided to the Corps by the Texas Department 
of Transportation (TxDOT) regarding the proposed tollway indicates that 
no increase in water surface elevations are anticipated in the DFE area. 
Impacts of construction upstream of the study area will be reviewed and 
minimized by the Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) process and 
the Record of Decision (ROD) signed in 1987. 

5. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 
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Lind.a Pelon 
Parkdale HeiOhts N. A. 
3015 Nuttmv Dr. 
Dallas, Tes.as 75227 

August 8, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Riee, Jr. 
Projeet Hana9C" 
U. S. Anny Corps of En¢neers 
Fort Worth District 
CESWF-PM-C 
P. 0. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Te][U 76102-0300 

I>aar Mr. Rice: 

Tham are many troubling issues in the General Reevaluation Report and 
Integrated Environ.mental Impact Statement (April 1998 Draft) for th• Dallas 
f1oodway R][tenston in the Tnnity Rlver Basin. The purpose of th1a latter is 
to ~reu lconce:rn a.bout i&aues involvtno cultural resources, environmental 
resources, and s.condary impacts. 

Queations regarding impact of the floodway ez:tansion on Lower White Rock 
Creek have been asked tn most public rt1eetin9& by many indlflduals 
repreNnting organttattons concerned with the fate of this INICtion of the Gnat 
Trinity Foraat. This area cont&lns a wealth of environmental and. cultural 
fHtures wbiCh ere considered protected ruourcas. It wu the ~us of 
the Economic Development Cotmmttee of the TRCCC to preserve this .area and. 
develop ecot:ourtsm and bi&todc tourlam pro.jects as the engine for economic 
nvt~t1on of the south.eni .. ct.or communitiu shilrlng tblS area (Pla4mont-
5cyene, Pe;r;kdale, Urbandala,. PUlberton Hill, Rochester Park, and .Joppa). 
Coa:ununity leaders ware given the aenw: vague answer ea.ch tune we u>tad 
about impacts on Lower White Roek Creek. We vere told "the impact will be 
mlmmal". . We requested: & definitkin of "minirnel" •t City Coundl open mike• 
and at TRCCC qu.arlady rneet:ln9a. This issue waa never addreuad. 
Argu.-bly, concerned cittuna and conununt.ty leaden were atonewallad on t.h1s 
issue. We '1\0'lot ece: from. the EIS map labeled Fi9l,ttll 2-1, Wat:Ar Reeourcee 
Project, that an authorized COE p:oject of tho Dallu Ftoodwily Extension 
inelude.s this area. We deeply reaent the deliberate withholding of thi& 
information from dttzen. most coneuned. about t:hia area. Wo are otttc:lally 
nquestlng- a written response addruslnq .n known h'npaci:S, 1ncludlno 
aecondary impacta, on Lower White Rock Creek from Scyenet Road !IOUth to the 

N 

1.While the original authorization for the Dallas Floodway Project 
included considerable construction within the lower White Rock 
Floodplain, under the FSP, the only project proposal being considered is 
the possibility of conducting some of the environmental mitigation on a 
25 acre site near the confluence of White Rock Creek with the Trinity 
River. 
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confluence of White Rock creek with the Trinity River. This lnch.tdes the 
areas of Joppa, Rochester Park, and Pemberton Hill. We are under the 
impression that it was illegal for tho City of Dallas and the Corps of 
EnQin.e,ers to 'Withhold thia information which COulC have dramatically iinpaetecl 
the result of tbe bond el6ct1on until after tha vote. In fact, it was our 
underatandinCJ that th.er~ was a legal obligation to make the EIS available for 
review for several weeks prior to the vot:a on the levee issue. Pleue provide 
a wrltt;en reeponae to thia import.ant 1PUe. 

Tbent are ~ concarnA that the BIS doetl not adequately inventory 
envirOrunantal ruourcu tbreatwleO by this flood.way exwnsion projeet. The 
Dallaa Hbtoric Tree Coalition ia developing the Great Trtnlty Forest Hlatoric 
Tree Trail. Most of th• trees nominated as historic treea for this traU are Jn 
the project area. These include The Trinity River Burr Oak near the Lamar 
Street Brld.ga, The BGlle Starr Outlaw Hitching Poat Tree near Prairie Creek, 
The Freedman Post Oak Grove 1n Jappa, and The Beeman Pecan Grove located 
at tha Grover Koeton Golf Course. The impact on these important 
environmental nta0urces was not evaluated :In the EIS and no attempt WQ 

made to identify other trees worthy of h1.stortc tree •t.atus. In addition, it 
appears your inventory of wetland.a: ts :lncotnplete. A tour ~ be arranged to 
halp you recognize these resources end Include them on your ma.pa. 

There are many concuna regarding cultural resources. It is alarming to note 
that many archeolog:1ca1 stt.es were not evaluated because of a. lack of a.cceu. 
It ls your re•ponsibllity to a,c;:quire the acceA necessary to complete your 
evaluations. Some very tmport:ant sites, aucb ae Pemberton Hill, are easily 
accessed ~ca the, City of Dallas has easements for a aewer interceptor line 
crossing the property. It is my underst:anc!Sng from talking with Mr. Bill 
Pemberton that prehistorlc mounda. were discovered on his Pemberton Hill 
property during the required Investigations for the sewer mtercaptor line. 
Tha.H mounds are not documented in the flood.way e.tenalon EIS. 1n 
additton, the biatorlcel importance of the spring at Pemberton Hill 11 not 
docwnented 1n the EIS. This spring was identified by histortans u a place 
where Sam Hau.aton camped on the Jomney to Bird's Fort t.o nagotiata a trea:ty 
wtth Tu::aa Indiana. A h1atorlc walnut tree near the ■prlng bu a mat.al stzllte 
in the trunk which marked the water level of the Gnat Flood of 1908. Th18 
tree ii- elt.g:U,le for th• Great Tdnlty Forest Historic Tr .. Trtdl. Th• lack of 
effort 'Invested in fully investigating the Pemberton Hill Sita may be used u 
a bencbmar)( for the effort you have invested in evaluating protected 
I"BIIJOllrC .. In harm's way. Many pruervation.g find. thia soctton of the EIS 
inc<>mplete _and unac:cep-le. 

Finally, as we dlacussed 1n our conversation on July 30, 1998, the Comanche 
Nation ahoul4 be includ.ed in thO process of ident1fyln.9 and. evaluating 
cultural 1:9aources. A rujor Comanche tra.ll S.. shown cro.5mg: the Trlnity 
ju.st eouth of the project -itr&& in northern EUJ.s county. A 1997 proclamation 
by th.a Comanche Nation for the det1lcatton of tbe IndJan Harker Tree 
(G.illt:away Park on i.ow.r White Rock Creek) recognized the Unportance of this 

_:z;:z:::. 
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2. The National Economic Development Plan as identified would 
significantly impact resources of the Lower White Rock Creek area; 
however, the FSP would have no direct, negative impacts on the White 
Rock Creek area. Environmental mitigation, as currently proposed, 
would require the conversion of about 25 acres of existing 
grassland/shrubland located near the confluence of White Rock Creek 
with the Trinity to bottom land hardwood forest through extensive tree 
planting and management. It is also estimated that the FSP, if 
implemented, would result in the reduction of the extent of the 100-yr 
floodplain in this area by approximately 60 acres. These areas are 
located along the extreme fringes of the existing 100-yr floodplain, 
primarily along tributaries draining residential and business development 
on the West side of the floodplain. 

3. The Grover Keeton Golf Course is located at least 1.5 miles from the 
closest feature of the proposed project. The Trinity River Burr Oak lies 
midway between the proposed wetland/swale and the Trinity River and 
at a sufficient distance that it would not be directly or indirectly impacted 
by the project. Neither that tree nor any other oak tree within the vicinity 
of the Lamar Street Bridge would be removed or indirectly impacted by 
the proposed project. The post oak groves located in the Joppa 
Community are located on high ridges that would not be impacted by the 
proposed project. A wetland delineation was completed and wetland 
acreage for the proposed project area was included in the report. Tables 
have been clarified to show extent of wetlands. 

4. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recognizes that there are a large 
number of archeological sites located within the area identified as the 
area of potential effect (APE). While some of these archeological 
properties were not accessible, the Corps of Engineers is not dismissing 
their potential significance. The inclusion of the large APE and the 
identification of archeological properties within that area is a required 
step in identifying which specific properties could be impacted by the 
project undertaking. Because the majority of the archeologicat 
properties are outside of any direct impacts by the planned construCtion, 
and the overall project will have no identified effect on these properties, 
there is no compelling reason to conduct additional assessments or 
testing on these particular archeological properties. We have therefore 
initiated a systematic testing of the identified archeological properties 
within the project area which potentially could be impacted, to determine 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 60) eligibility. 

5. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers welcomes the comments of the 
Comanche Nation and those of other Native American tribal groups. We 
have previously informed the Native American groups with a historic 
association to the region about the planned project and actively sought 
their comments and concerns. We continue to welcome their 



am u · a ;;~f~ed c-~~~h;~-~~;,;:···Th;-f~r c~~· TJCJ 
Chairman, Wallace Coffey,. and the currant Acting T:dbal Admin11rtrator, 
.Juanita Pahdopony, have visited this area and expre&Md interast in its 
Signlficance to their cultural heritage. Correspondence With the Comanche 
Tribe should be addressed to Ms. Pahdopony. 

Your attent1on and quick napOPANI: to these ts•uea 18 appreciated. Please 
ccontact me at (214) 381-9324 to arrange tours of mi.docwtumted resources or 
tor aasist.ance with accessing- some of the pn,pertlea you have been unable to 
acceu for evaluation. 

Linda Pelon 
Vloe President, 
Envtronmental Iuues 
Park.Sole He!9ht& N. A. 

Enclosures: 
I 

COll\anehe Proclamatson 
Dept. of Inte.:dor map of hietorical transportation corridor& 
Reflectiona on Comanche-Tesas Relattona, A paper by 
Bill Neelay, Comanche 'l'rlbal Hiatorian 
Pecana and. Prehistory by Dr. Grant Hall, Archeologtat (Texas Tech) 
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participation and input into the identification of resources of significance 
to tribal values which are within our project area and could be impacted 
as a result of this project. This comment provided two maps to indicate 
a historic presence and attachment to the project area. However, the 
Comanche trail shown on one of the provided maps is actually showing 
a trail identified as "Indian Trail" crossing the Brazos River somewhere 
north of Abilene, Texas. The second trail on the same map is shown as 
a fort trail between old Fort Worth and Fort Washita. Neither are within 
the project area. The other map was part of the National Park Service's 
Common Heritage Corridors project to recognize historic transportation 
routes such as expedition, stage lines, railroads, and former Native 
American Indian trails as part of the system for transporting humans 
across the landscape. The Comanche Trail shown on the NPS map 
indicates a trail to the south of Dallas County and again, outside of our 
project area. 
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Date: August 12, 1998 

To: Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Ft. Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300, Ft. Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Attention: Gene T. Rice, Jr., P.E, Project Manager GRR/EIS Dallas Floodway 
Extension Project 

From: Charles Briner 

Subject: 

8924 Capri Drive, Dallas, Texas 75238 
Phone 214-348-3339 

Comments on draft GRR/BS Report, Dallas Floodway Extension 

My comments on the General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Dallas Flood.way Extension Project for the Trinity River Basin, Texas, dated 
April 1998, follow: 

1. The most stgniflcant shortcoming of the Dallas Floodway F.xtenston Draft Reevaluation 
Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement is that it fails to consider economic 
and environmental effects of the toll road which almost certainly will be constructed inside 
the levees of the existing Dallas Floodway. For example, the fill and the flood walls where 
the road goes under the existing low bridges would likely restrict flow of flood waters at 
the bridges despite partially compensating Jakes elsewhere, thus raising flood levels 
upstream and perhaps restricting the flow downstream. In that case the flood reduction 
benefits to reaches 7 and 8 which do much to cost Justify the project could well be reduced 
making the pr{>Ject economically unsound (BCR les.tJ than 1). Therefore the whole project, 
including the toll road. must be studied as one entity to get an accurate financial 
justification for a Floodway Extension. It is basically one project though different agencies 
are performing different portions of it. 

2. The Report does not clearly state the flood frequency protection level or the extant 
Dallas Floodway levees, neither as of 1998 nor after the project is completed. Surely the 
flooding of the Dallas CBD would be an environmental impact. The only obvious dear 
statement is found on page 5-1 where it states in reference to the Cadillac Heights 100-year 
levee: • A key engineering constraint limits the levee from any further increase tn height 
without11dverse impacts upstream." "Hydraulic analyses indicate that a higher levee in the 
Cadillac Heighf.6 area begins to cause an increase in the upstream SPF profile, which is the
design profile for the existing Dallas Floodway." That implies that Cadillac Heights is a 
safety valve to be flooded to save the CBD from an SPF. In the future a'> Cadillac Heights 
undergoes industrial development resulting from the levee the potential damages from an SPF 
will rise creating demands for higher levees there in the future, which will in turn create a 
demand for higher levees in the existing Dallas Floodway to maintain present flood 
protection. If the locally preferred alternative levee for Cadillac Heights is approved then this 
need for increased protection in the Dallas Floodway would probably be needed now if the 
above quotation ts true. 

3. In the cost benefit section no costs seem to be included for the loss of thousands of 
trees, while another S(>Cfion quantllies tbc amount of pollution reduction provided by the 
trees. In a non-attainment area such as Dallas decreased pollution does have significant 
value which is lost when levees and swales or chains of wetlands are constructed. This 
value ts not accounted for. (Perhaps the mitigation lands would make up for this. However 
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1. And 2. See response to comment #4 on page N-14. Additionally, 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has concurred, in the 
second paragraph on page N-2, that the DFE flood control 
components are not dependent upon transportation needs, and that 
the Environmental Impact Statements for future projects will assess 
the impacts of those projects on the DFE area. The Final EIS for DFE 
has been revised to include cumulative impacts of the tollroad and 
other reasonably foreseeable proposals to the extent possible, with 
known design information. 

3. See response to comment #2 on page N - 13. The proposed 
project performances (FSP and lPP as identified in the draft EIS) are 
presented in Tables 0-34 and 0-35 in Appendix D, which show the 
annual non-exceedance probabilities by reach. See response to 
comment #3 on page N • 13 for clarification that the draft plan lPP is 
currently the recommended plan. For clarification, the following table 
is provided. 

East levee SPF WSEl • at Downstream 
Plan Breach Elev. End of Existing Floodway 

Baseline 423.0 426.0 
FSP 425.2 .. 423.5 
lPP 425.2 .. 424.6 

• WSEL = Water Surface Elevation 
•• The higher breach elevation for the TFSP and LPP is due to the tie
in of the proposed SPF Lamar Levee to the East Levee of the existing 
Floodway and consequential abandonment of the existing East Levee 
Floodwa/1, which represented the breach point under existing 
conditions. 

As shown, under baseline conditions, an SPF event would dvertop the 
existing East levee by 3 feet. However, with implementation of the 
lPP, for example, the SPF event would be contained within the 
existing Floodway. 
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we have no assurance that the mitigation will even be near the urban area which needs the 
pollution reduction.) Furthermore it is assumed that the trees in the project area would be 
lost anyway if the project were not built - not necessarily true because many of these trees 
could be in a State Park. or city recreational areas. The Forrest Service has a formUla for the 
valuation of trees which gives substantial value to trees, particularly hardwoods, and 
particularly in urban or recreational areas. 

4. The Nonstructural Analysis of Cadillac Heights in Table D-26 shows a BC ratio of better 
than one for Cadillac Heights buyout for 5096, 2096 and 10% flood zones. Thus these buyouts 
would be economical Why is not a combination plan studied whlch would buyout the 
property in those zones and place a levee further back from the river. This levee on higher 
ground would have less height and be cheaper to construct. By widening the river between 
the levees more conveyance of flood waters would be provided and the flood crest 
upstream in reaches 7 and 8 could be reduced The vast majority of the flood reduction 
benefits come from reducing flooding in the Dallas CBD or reach 7, so it seems reasonable 
that this would be beneficial. Perhaps the increase in benefits to reach 7 and 8 would more 
than compensate for buying out Cadilac Heights to the 4% zone. 

Table D-26 also does not seem to make sense because the annual benefits for the buyouts 
of the 196 and 296 zoneS are less than the benefits for the buyout of the 496 zone even though 
many more structures are removed from flood damages by the 1 and 296 zone buyouts. 

5. In the Nonstructural Analysis of Cadillac Heights Page D-38 states that the Cadillac 
Heights levee plan would provide 90 percent of the benefits of the evacuation of the 10 
percent ACE flood frequency zone. However when comparing the net benefits shown in table 
D-26 the levee plan benefits of S96,600 are only 52% of 10% zone buyout plan benefits. Thus 
the buyout pl~ would seem much more beneficial 

6. The construction of levees results in an increase in the level of SPF and 196 floods down 
stream due to the loss of valley storage, which violates the rule against such increases. 
There seems to be no calculation of how much, if any, the swales or chain of wetlands 
increases downstream floods by moving water downstream faster. 

7. There appears to be no allowance in the plan for decrease 1n flood protection due to 
accumulation of silt in the wetlands. Past Wstory indicates that the City of Dallas seldom 
finds funds for the maintenance of flood.ways. Thus it would seem prudent to design in 
adequat~ safety factors. 

S. Jn p$llc hearings on the project we had been told by the COE that the chain of wetlands 
would reduce the SPF level by 3.5 feet in the existing floodway. Th.is was significant because 
the original cause for concern was that present levees were significantly below SPF 
protection and the central business district could be flooded resulting in truly catastrophic 
damages. The chain of wetlands alone would have given SPF protection to the CBD of Dallas. 

Next we were told that the proposed levees would negate much of the CBD flood protection 
for an SPF. The figure mentioned was that only slightly over one foot of added protection 
would be provided, and this would not be up to SPF protection even without the freeboard 
usually desired. 

The difference between these two alternatives is about two and one+half feet, which implies 
massive differences 1n damages suffered by the CBD in an SPF event. That ts the existing 
fioodway would be overtopped in the latter case. 
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4.The air quality projections were made with the presumption that the 
environmental mitigation would be located near the location of the 
proposed project impacts. The assumptions made during the study 
were that forest size and quality would increase over time without the 
project for the very reasons you stated and because of the public 
interest in preserving the flood plain forests in the area. We are aware 
of different methodologies that can be used to provide economic 
valuation of existing forest lands; however, we performed our 
evaluation using non-monetary methods developed by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, which is the recognized federal authority on fish 
and wildlife resources impact assessment and ecosystem mitigation 
development. The Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures provides 
an accepted means to evaluate impacts and develop appropriate 
mitigation. 

5. Buyout of the 50%, 20%, or 10% zones would not result in a linear 
evaculation sufficient of levee construction. Additional buyout, as 
well as utility relocation and HTR W concerns were also constraints 
used to obtain the most practical and efficient levee alignment. 

6. Table 0-26 has been revised to properly report the costs and 
benefits for the 50-year and 100-year floones. · 

7. Referenced text has been revised to clarify the feasibility of the 
various plans. 

8. As stated on page 6-12 of the document. the downstream water 
surface elevation would increase by approximately 0.15 feet(< 2 
inches) for the 1 percent (100-year) flood and 0.3 feet (<4 inches) for 
the SPF flood. Comparatively. the SPF flood depth, under existing 
conditions, would be approximately 50 feet. or 35 feet above normal 
elevation of the river. Therefore. the DFE project would be adding less 
than 4 inches to this depth of 50 feet. Additionally, the Dallas 
Floodway Extension was authorized in 1965 as a part of a system of 
basinwide Trinity River Projects. Other projects contained in the 
authorization which have already been constructed include Joe Pool 
and Ray Roberts Lakes. While DFE, as a single element of the 
system, may cause an increase in downstream peak discharges, it 
must be viewed as part of the overall system. Shown below is an 
estimate of the SPF peak discharge below Five Mile Creek (near IH-
20) for three scenarios: 
a. without projects authorized in 1965 -- SPF= 283.600 els 
b. with Joe Pool and Ray Roberts (current) -- SPF= 264,700 els 
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In inspecting the benefits analysis in table 4-15 the annual benefits shown for reach 7 
(including the CBD) is only 596 less when the SPF levees are added to the chain of wetlands. 
TWs small decrease in the new levees case does not appear to be correct if what we were 
told about the SPF overtopping the CBD levees is correct. 

How much do the new Lamar and Cadillac Heights levees really increase the flood levels 
compared to the chain of wetlands alone and where do the annual benefits for reach 7 really 
come from? This is very important because benefits in reach 7 is the main reason that the 
project is feasible. 
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c. with reservoirs AND DFE -- SPF = 271,800 cfs 

As a system, the Trinity River projects authorized in 1965 actually 
reduce the estimated SPF peak discharge by 11,800 els, or 
approximately 4%. 

The calculation of increased fiow velocities with the chain of 
wetlands in place results in the lowering of peak fiood water 
surfaces. This lowering of water surfaces results in the 
reduction of valley storage and is combined with the reduction of 
valley storage due to blocking of fiood storage by levees. Both 
valley storage reduction factors are accounted for in the 
computation of the increased peak fiood water surfaces 
downstream. 

9. As the non-Federal sponsor, the City of Dallas assumes the 
responsibility of operation and maintenance of the project. The 
Corps assures that proper maintenance is being performed 
through a comprehensive inspection program. Inspections are 
performed annually by Corps personnel, with detailed 
inspections performed every 5 years. 

10. As shown in table D-17 the low point for the existing 
fioodway levees will effectively be 2 feet higher due to 
connection of the Lamar Levee in the alternative plans. 

11. Using the Standard Project Flood as a baseline for 
comparison, the water surface elevation at the downstream end 
of the existing Floodway, with the chain of wetlands only, would 
be approximately elevation 422.5, with a critical breach elevation 
of 423 -- a difference of 0.5 feet. For the locally preferred 
alternative, the SPF water surface elevation is increased to 
elevation 424.6. However, the critical breach elevation is also 
increased to 425.2. This is due to the fact that the Lamar levee 
is essentially a continuation of the East levee, thus eliminating 
the fioodwall at the downstream end of the East levee. The 
annual benefits attributable to Reach 7 is a result of increased 
protection to the Central Business District. 
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August 13, 1998 

In the interest of protecting the valuable assets of my homeland, where my ancestors 
are buried, and in the interest of future generations yet to come, I submit the 
following comments. · 

The Draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) should not be combined with the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Combining these reports has created a 
physically unwieldy document and served to obscure the pertinent details. Separate 
reports should present the project development in a GRR and the current final version 
of the proposed project in an EIS. Why was the document not available for review 
before the May 2nd bond election in the City of Dallas? Was the timing of the 
document's release only two weeks later only a coincidence? This did not allow the 
citizens of the City of Dallas a proper opportunity to educate themselves concerning 
the proposed project before casting their vote. I can only suppose that an ignorant 
electorate served the purposes of the Corps of Engineers better than an informed 
citizenry did. The syllabus of the report should be cross-referenced to the report itself 
and the appendices, and the report should cite references and use footnotes 
throughout where necessary. The specific permits required from the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
(TNRCC) should be included in detail, not merely referred to at most. 

Non structural flood damage reduction methods were eliminated from consideration 
far too early in the planning stages, and were never seriously considered as a real 
alternative system of achieving the multiple objectives of flood damage control, 
economic development, environmental protection and recreation. The construction of 
the Cadillac- Heights and Lamar Street levees would constrict the floodplain, 
canceling whatever benefits in conveyance that might result from the proposed swale 
excavations. This does not add or restore flood protection to the Dallas Central 
Business District, and actually reduces the effectiveness of existing protective 
measures. The loss of valley storage represented by these levees contradicts the 
original intent of the North Central Texas Council ofGovernni.ents (NCTCOG or 
COG) Corridor Development Certification (CDC) process, which is to not encroach 
upon or fill in the one hundred-year floodplain. If the City of Dallas, which receives 
more benefits from the CDC process than other participating entities, directly 
contravenes the floodplain regulations of the CDC, other participants will be 
encouraged to ignore the CDC process, negating its benefits altogether. These 
benefits are significant for the City of Dallas, and should not be sacrificed for the 
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1. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14. 

2. The Fort Worth District did not withhold the release of the draft 
GRRIEIS. The release was delayed due to revisions determined by 
higher Corps authority to be needed for clarification before the 
official release on May 15, 1998. However, the report was available 
in the Dallas Public Libraries and Public Works departments for 
review prior to the May 2 election. Additionally, the text of the main 
report was made available on the Internet and notices were sent to 
2000 people prior to the bond election. 

3. The format used follows Engineering Regulation 200-2-2. 

4. As stated in the report on page 6-9, the proposed project would 
require compliance under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. A 
Section 404 (b)(1) evaluation has been conducted. Since the project 
report will be sent to Congress, the project meets the requirements 
of Section 404 (r) which obviates the need for water quality 
certification from the State of Texas. The Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) has been informed of this 
through written communication as indicated in Appendix L -
Correspondence. The TNRCC has also informed the Corps that a 
Conformity Analysis for air quality need not be performed for the 
project as proposed. Prior to any construction, an evaluation will be 
conducted to determine whether a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan is required or whether compliance with terms of Section 404 are 
sufficient. The sponsor would be required to obtain from TNRCC any 
water rights permits necessary to utilize the existing effluent water 
from the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant within the proposed 
wetland restoration project. · 

5. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

6. See response to comment #2 on page N - 13 and #10 on page N 
- 20. 

7. The CDC process allows that variances from the common permit 
criteria may be issued for public projects deemed to be in the overall 
regional public interest, as determined by the jurisdiction's policy 
making body. This project certainly represents the overall regional 
public interest in providing a very broad scope of flood damage 
reduction benefits, environmental diversity, and recreational 
opportunities in light of a very minor increase in flood water surfaces 
downstream of the project. 
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sake of this project. The report should not tout the benefits of a regional floodplain 
management plan while detailing the ways in which that plan will be ignored. The 
proposed Lamar Street levee as designed would have a low spot near 145 and Hatcher 
Street requiring the City of Dallas personnel to lay sandbags to close the gap in the 
levee in the event of a flood situation. This is an expensive, extensive levee which is 
only as effective as a pile of sandbags which may or may not be placed in a timely, 
effective manner. Other areas require numerous floodgates, subject to mechanical 
failure, which must be closed in a timely and coordinated manner prior to high water 
events to avoid flooding. These floodgates, if closed in time, will interrupt vehicular 
and railroad traffic in much of the project area, and if not closed, will flood much of 
the project area. The lowest portion of the proposed levee system, designed to be 
overtopped first in a flood event, is near the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(CWTP). Overtopping in this area would interrupt wastewater treatment for much of 
the City of Dallas, would require expensive repairs to resume wastewater treatment 
and would cont~inate the river and surrounding areas with raw sewage. 

' The full extent of the hazardous and toxic waste contamination in the project area is 
not fully known, but much more contamination is expected to be found. The actual 
cost of the necessary clean up, which will be paid for by the City of Dallas, has been 
underestimated and may well exceed the funds available. The disturbance of these 
areas to excavate swales and rechannel the river will expose buried contaminants and 
redistribute these contaminants in the local environment to the detriment of public 

· health. Further, the use of these contaminated soils to build levees will distribute the 
contamination more widely, the transport of excess contaminated soils will spread the 
risk to public health over a greater area, and the disposal of contaminated soils will 
necessitate the creation of additional hazardous and toxic waste sites, the proposed 
location of which has not been disclosed. These contaminated soils can be spread as 
air b0?1 dusts during excavation, transport and disposal. The contaminated soils 
exposed in-the swale excavations, rechanneled river section and levees will be acted 
upon. by rainfall, water percolating through the exposed soils and by the river itself, 
allowing toxic substances to migrate throughout the local area and into the river. 
This puts local health at risk and will negatively affect water quality in a river that is 
already seriously impacted. Specifically, excavating through the Linfield landfill will 
expose an unknown but significant quantity of hazardous and ·toxic wastes which will 
not be adequately contained by proposed slurry barriers. 

This project will have a negative effect on air quality resulting from the loss of 
oxygen producing capability and capacity to remove carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere due to forest destruction and removal within the project area. The 
percentage of trees in the City of Dallas which would be destroyed by the proposed 
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8. The proposed Lamar Street Levee would not have a low spot 
requiring the use of sandbags on the levee. As described on pages 
A-21 and A-22 in Appendix A of the GRR/EIS, some of the 
floodplain area north of U.S. 175 (Central Expressway and C.F. 
Hawn Freeway) would remain subject to the SPF at elevation 414.8 
because of Trinity River flood water ponding back into this area from 
the lower portion of the White Rock Creek drainage basin, and due 
to the alignment of the downstream end of the existing Rochester 
Park Levee. Because some low-lying areas are below elevation 
414.8, the Hatcher Street underpass at Central Expressway would 
be subject to the SPF. The approximate street level at this 
underpass is elevation 413.0; therefore, sandbagging would be the 
most appropriate method of closure for a height of 2 to 3 feet. 

9. In the event of a flood of such a magnitude as to require closure 
of the floodgates, vehicular and railroad traffic will be interrupted 
regardless of whether or not the proposed project is built. 

10. Two SPF levee options were considered regarding the 
CWWTP, as described on page 4-49 of the draft GRR. One option 
(Long Option) was to encircle the CWWTP and provide SPF 
protection to the entire plant. The other option (Short Option), was 
to raise only the corner of the levee at the plant entrance. The short 
option, in combination with the chain of wetlands and the SPF 
Lamar Levee, would provide approximately 500-year protection to 
the CWWTP, compared to the current 140-year level of protection. 
Due to the increased cost of the Long Option, and the decreased 
benefits which would result in the existing Dallas Floodway, the city 
chose to support the short option. 

11. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. The City of 
Dallas is aware of their sole financial responsibility for cleanup of 
identified HTRW materials, as seen in a letter from the City dated 
March 9, 1998, which is included in the GRR/EIS in Appendix J. 

12. Extensive coordination with the Texas Natural Resources 
Conservation Commission and the EPA have been pursued and will 
continue through any construction to ensure adherence to all 
applicable laws and regulations regarding excavation, transport, and 
disposal of hazardous and toxic materials. 

13. Implementation of the proposed FSP would include mitigation 
for the loss of trees. Overall impacts of the project to air quality 
would be insignificant. 



project is significant, whether it is three percent or one percent, because our area is 
already failing to meet public health standards for air quality and we cannot afford to 
make it worse by any percentage. The proposed mitigation does not even begin to 
offset the loss of atmospheric amelioration provided by the existing forest until near 
the end of the project life span, and this is totally dependent on the success of the 
mitigation measure, about which success there are serious doubts. 

14. The proposed swales are designed to be watered with wastewater effluent from the 
Central Wastewater Treatment Plant (CWTP). Swales C, Band A are designed to 
flow to the northwest and empty into Cedar Creek. Swale D would empty into the 
outfall of the CWTP, while Swales E, F and G would empty south into Honey 
Springs Branch. The pollutants present in the wastewater effluent would contaminate 
an even larger area than it does at present, settling in the swales as toxic sludge, 
contaminating Cedar Creek and Honey Springs Branch, and increasing the area of 
river already negatively affected by wastewater effluent. The effluent would also 
leach out contaminants as it moves through the swale excavations, adding to the 
pollutants discharged at the swale outfalls. The effects on Cedar Creek and Honey 
Springs Branch would be to impose a toxic banier between aquatic life upstream in 

15. the tributary and aquatic life in the river itself. Also, water quality will be negatively 
affected by allowing a livestock barn to remain inside the proposed levees. The 
livestock will deposit nitrogenous wastes in the floodplain, which will seep into the 
groundwater and be washed into the nearest body of water and the river itself, 
affecting local and downstream water quality. 

16. The first comment on the sections of the report dealing with environmental resources, 
mitigation and restoration must be that this material is spread throughout the massive 
document and its appendices, making it very hard to find out exactly what is actually 
in the..report. I can only attribute this to gross incompetence on the part of the 
preparers, which I find difficult but not impossible to believe, or to a conscious desire 
to obscure this information and make it as difficult as possible to understand. What is 

17. the ratio of land affected by the project to mitigation lands, and what is the basis for 
using that ratio to determine how much mitigation land is necessary? Why is the 

18. egret and heron rookery on Rector Street not included in the analysis of 
environmental resources within the project area when the Corps has been aware of its 
existence for years and the rookery is located right where a proposed levee is planned 
to be built? Why is there no comprehensive documentation of vertebrate and other 

19. animal species actually to be found within the project area? Why are endangered and 
20. threatened species of plants and animals besides birds not mentioned or listed in the 

report? Why is yaupon included as a plant species to be used for environmental 
21. restoration when it is not an original native species of the project area? What 

L 3 

N 

14. The effluent from the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant is 
permitted for discharge into the Trinity River based upon meeting 
specified criteria. The use of the water for the wetlands would not 
reduce the criteria. While the upstream discharge into Cedar Creek 
at the confluence with the Trinity River would result in an additional 
reach of river being effected by the water from the treatment plant, 
a toxic barrier would not be formed. The effluent water currently 
flows through a lake and discharge channel prior to emptying into 
the river. Fishermen observed using the lake claim to catch 
largemouth bass and catfish from the current system. Prior to 
development of the wetland swales, any contaminants within the 
soil would be removed, thereby negating the potential for leaching 
of contaminants. 

15. The meat packing facility currently lies within the flood plain. 
The facility is currently operating under intense rules to protect the 
integrity of the food products it produces. The proposed project 
would protect all of the facility except a temporary animal holding 
area. Animal wastes would be tended to daily as they would be in 
the future. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected to be 
caused to the groundwater or adjacent water bodies by the 
provision of protection to the meat packing facility. 

16. The environmental information in the Draft EIS was 
conspicuously located in various Chapters of the report as 
referenced in the Table of Contents and the Index. There was no 
attempt to confuse the reader. 

17. Habitat mitigation was determined by use of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures. The method does 
not rely on "ratios" but rather quantifies habitat values, based upon 
measurable habitat structural features lost as a result of the project 
and evaluates mitigation alternatives for their potential to offset 
impacts. The proposed mitigation plan by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service was reviewed and was modified to use fewer numbers of 
containerized trees and more bare-root seedlings within the habitat 
management areas that would be acquired. There would be less 
cost to follow this mitigation procedure including the acquisition of 
an additional 25 acres of land that would be necessary to obtain the 
same overall habitat output as would be obtained with the Services 
plan. 

18. The report has been modified to include reference to the 
location and importance of the rookery. The rookery has been 
known to be in the area for several years and in fact the information 
was used to align the portion of the proposed levee in that area to 
avoid the rookery. If favorable tree growth occurs and the rookery 
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23. 
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25. 
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guarantee exists that the local sponsor will be able to fulfill the extensive mitigation 
maintenance responsibilities and requirements when the sponsor has not been able to 
maintain its mitigation efforts near the CWfP? The trees planted near the CWfP 
sumps, which are erroneously termed wetland cells, as mitigation for the wooded 
areas destroyed for the creation of those sumps have been allowed to die from lack of 
maintenance. Is this cavalier attitude on the part of the local sponsor acceptable when 
the proposed mitigation for this project will require extremely extensive maintenance 
efforts? What consequences would result from the local sponsor's inability to 
maintain the mitigation measures other than the failure of those measures? Do any of 
the proposed mitigation lands contain unacceptable features such as landfills? The 
proposed artificial "wetlands" will never function as well in an ecological fashion as 
natural wetlands, which have not been fully documented in the project area. The field 
surveys of ecological resources were incomplete, which is quite inexcusable 
considering the length of time spent in preparing this report. Excessive reliance on 
literary sources of information and inadequate efforts to document the actual 
ecological resour,ces has resulted in a flawed an inaccurate report. 

The actual recreation plan is not immediately identifiable. Out of date reference 
material of the most general nature and other material that is not part of the actual 
recreation plan obscure the actual plan, which seems to be some miles of trails, some 
pavilions artd parking areas. Where are the actual locations of the trails, pavilions 
and parking areas? This project should be coordinated with the local sponsor's plan 
to build several canoe launches, which include parking areas, to develop multiple 
purpose "nodes" or !railheads in order to avoid duplication of efforts and to minimize 
the harmful effects of construction in this environmentally sensitive area. The 
identification of recreational needs does not specifically include paddlesports, only 
hiking, biking and equestrian pursuits. The ten and twelve year old reference 
materi_al in the report does not reflect recent trends and increases in interest and 
participation in paddlesports on a local, regional and national level. The Corps is 
aware of myself and my company, Trinity River Expeditions, which provides canoes, 
equipment and both guided and unguided canoe trips in the project area, and yet I was 
never contacted by the Corps and no mention was made in the report of my ongoing 
commercial recreational activities on the river. In fact, my company provides one of 
the major organized recreational activities along the river in tlie project area, 
commercial or otherwise. I have over 20 years of personal and professional canoeing 
experience on the Trinity River, and it would only seem reasonable for the Corps to 
take advantage of the unique source of information which I represent. 

The report states that several sites that may have cultural and historical significance 
were not sur:veyed because they were located on the river and access was not 

expands into the area of the proposed levee prior to c~ .. otruction, 
efforts would be made to further limit impacts to the rookery. The 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has recommended that should 
construction impacts impinge on the rookery, that construction be 
conducted during the no-breeding season to avoid violation of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and to reduce impacts to the rookery. 

19. It has been determined that a general listing of species that 
are known to occur as permanent or temporary residents adds little 
information that is used in the ultimate decision process. It was 
determined that the wisest use of economic resources available 
was to map or otherwise determine extent of important resources 
that the species would utilize, conduct habitat evaluations with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and devise an appropriate mitigation 
plan so that use of the area by species that would be expected in 
the corridor would continue into the future. 

20. Listing of federally listed threatened or endangered species 
was based upon information provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. No federally listed threatened or endangered plants, 
amphibians, mammals or reptiles are known to inhabit t~e study 
area. 

21. Yaupon, /lex vomitotia, ls a plant native to Texas that is 
recognized for its fall and winter fruit bearing capacity. As such it 
provides much needed food for resident and migratory birds during 
the cooler months. The plant was recommended by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service as one of many other fruit bearing shrubs and 
trees to be included in the overall environmental mitigation plan. 
Final selection of species to be used would be made during final 
planning for the project. 

22. Prior to construction of a Federal project, the sponsor must 
sign an agreement to provide operation, maintenance, repair, 
rehabilitation and replacement (OMRR&R) for the project after 
completion. Periodic inspections are performed by the Corps to 
ensure adherence to the OMRR&R requirements. Numerous 
factors effect the initial survival of planted trees. The CWWf P 
mitigation effort has been hampered by both drought and floods, 
however, the sponsor has diligently pursued correction of the 
mitigation efforts. In addition, mitigation as part of the proposed 
federal project would be jointly implemented by the Corps of 
Engineers and the sponsor. The mitigation areas would not be 
turned over to the sponsor for long term operation and 
maintenance until successfully established. The Corps would also 
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4 provide at least annual inspection of the mitigation areas and 

deficiencies would be documented and the sponsor would be 
required to correct. 
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23. Known landfills were not considered for potential 
environmental mitigation lands. Prior to acquisition of any lands for 
mitigation, a preliminary assessment screening would be 
conducted to ensure that wildlife would not be enticed into 
contaminated areas. 

24. While it is likely that "artificial" wetlands would not perform 
every ecological function on the same level as natural wetlands, 
much about design and operation of wetlands has been learned 
during the last 20-30 years. Results of this research as understood 
by representatives of resource agencies was utilized in the design 
of the chain of wetlands proposed. The system would contain 
sufficient water control structures to allow modification of 
operational procedures as experience with the system evolves 
over time. The use of adaptive management procedures would 
result in development of as much ecosystem benefits as possible 
within the wetland complex. As a further matter of clarification, the 
chain of wetlands were proposed to be built to restore wetland 
losses caused by previous modifications in the Upper Trinity River 
basin. These emergent wetlands are not proposed as part of the 
environmental mitigation for losses that would result from the 
currently proposed Dallas Floodway Extension Project. Ecological 
resources of the project area were determined from literature, 
information provided by the public during scoping and on-site field 
investigations. 

25. A Value Engineering (V.E.) study is scheduled to be performed 
prior to final design of this project. This study will address all 
aspects of the proposed recreation features to determine the 
optimum plan which can be implemented. 

26. See response to #25 above. Canoe launches have been 
determined to be stand alone items which do not warrant Federal 
participation. Canoe launches would be a 100% non-Federal 
expense. 

27. See response to #25 above. 

28. The Corps is aware of your company, and the study may have 
benefitted from your expertise. We believe that the most current 
data available was used for the analysis. 



29. possible. Again, the Corps is aware of my company, which offers access to most 
areas situated along the river, as I have been attending the Environmental and 
Recreational Advisory Committee (ENRAC) meetings for some years now. The 
Corps cultural resource personnel should have informed the subcontractor who 
performed the pertinent surveys of my company's services. My company can 
provide access on a regular basis to sites such as the remains of the navigation lock 
near McCommas Bluff A canoe survey of the river would seem a most reasonable 
way to view the river and riparian areas in the project area, and would reveal 
information, which would not otherwise be apparent. For example, there is a 
concrete structure on the east bank of the river upstream ofl-45 which I have 
observed for many years and estimate at some 40 to 80 years in age, and which may 
have some historic significance. This structure was not mentioned in the report, and 
it is inexcusable that this and other historic cultural resources in the area were not 
inventoried. The railroad trestles in the project area have significant architectural 
value along the river and White Rock Creek. The impact of the proposed project on 
the many known _iind expected archaeological sites spanning some 10,000 years of 
human activity in the project area would be detrimental in the extreme. Prior 
excavations near the CWTP, similar to the planned swale excavations, were 
conducted without proper monitoring and documentation of the archaeologically 
significant artifacts uncovered, which may have included human remains. The 
proposed ptoject may well have similar consequences, and valuable information 
about our area will be lost or rendered useless to future generations. There is no 
specific plan to address the loss of these resources, much less to conserve or prevent 
that loss altogether. 

30. The proposed plans for rechannelization of the river beneath I-45 would create a 
significant obstruction to navigation of the river. My business, Trinity River 
Expeditions, conducts guided and unguided canoe trips on this section of river 
beneath !--4;; on a regular basis. No provisions were made in this plan for portage 
routes or other means of altering the effects of this safety hazard and impediment to 
navigation-, and no accounting was made of the financial losses to my business as a 
result of this obstruction. 

31. The proposed diversion of the river charmel beneath I-45 is not justified, and the 
alternatives listed do not seem to have the accurate costs presented. I have personally 
inspected the piers supporting the bridge in the river channel and I cannot find any 
structural problems with them. The report says that damage may occur to the bridge 
at high river levels, yet there is no visible evidence of any effect on the bridge from 
all of the previous high river levels since the bridge was constructed. The report 
states that part of the bridge was damaged and had failed some years back, but the 
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29. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers took into co,._ -cration 
the numerous remnant structures along the Trinity River and 
made a careful consideration of any potential historical 
significance or associations for these resources. We also 
considered the potential for the planned project to impact these 
resources and if the particular resource met the criteria the 
criteria for evaluation as provided in 36 CFR 60 (National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)} and as discussed in National 
Register Bulletin 15 (How to Apply the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation) (U.S. Department of the Interior, 1995). We have 
consulted with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer and 
have determined that the majority of these structures do not 
demonstrate significant associations with major events, are not 
associated with important historic persons, not of significant or 
unique architecture or engineering design, not the work of a 
master, and do not represent a significant amount of information 
or data which would be lost as part of the proposed project. 
Several structures are considered to be possibly eligible for listing 
in the NRHP but are either not within the project construction 
area or will not be impacted by the project's undertaking. The 
structures noted by the commentor have been added to our 
inventory and addressed for NRHP eligibility and potential 
impacts. The archeological properties noted by the commentor 
are being assessed further with regard to NRHP eligibility. We 
have no knowledge of previous excavations at the Central 
Wastewater Treatment Plant and cannot provide a reply. 

30. Proposed construction of the realignment of the Trinity River 
at the IH-45 crossing would begin at the downstream end of the 
new channel and continue upstream to the tie-in point with the 
river. No obstruction of the existing channel would be necessary 
during this construction period. Very minimal delays to navigation 
might occur only during the initial diversion of the river to the new 
channel. 

31. The final sentence of the first paragraph in the "CHANNEL 
REALIGNMENT PROPOSAL AT IH-45 BRIDGE" section, page 4-
69 of the draft GRR/EIS, states the location of the damage. " ... a 
1984 flood event .... precipitated a fracture in one of the bridge 
columns supporting the section spanning the river." The 
investigation was performed to determine whether a structural 
reinforcement of the columns or realignment of the river would b'e 
the most effective way of protecting the bridge, and thereby 
reducing the risk of catastrophic failure. 



32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

location of the damage was not dtsclosed 1n the report, implymg oy uuu u1::,"'1u::,....._..., 

that the failure had not happened anywhere near the river. Where did this damage 
and/or failure occur and why was this location not stated in the report? If the bridge 
is somehow threatened, weakened or damaged near the river, why is there no mention 
in the report of any plan to repair the damaged or weakened part of the structure? 
The least expensive way to protect the piers from possible damage in the future 
would be to reinforce or "armor" the existing piers, not to dig an entirely new channel 
through an ecologically sensitive riparian bottomland hardwood area containing 
known archaeological sites requiring extremely expensive mitigation efforts to 
attempt to offset the consequent environmental and archaeological damage and loss. 
It is beyond belief that digging a new channel would be the least expensive 
alternative as is presented in the report. The costs are given as lump sums, not broken 
down or explained so that a reader could determine what the components of those 
costs are. Evidently there is no memorandum of understanding or agreement between 
the Corps and the Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT), or if there is, why 
was it not included in the report? Indeed, why is the Corps undertaking a project that 
should he the responsibility of TXDOT alone? 

The economic analysis of the proposed project is seriously flawed. No economic cost 
is placed on the loss of environmental value, loss of air quality, loss of climatic 
amelioratiob, loss of water quality, and the environmental damage that will be among 
the consequences of the proposed project. The economic costs of the threat to public 
health from the disturbance of contaminated soils were not analyzed while the annual 
economic benefits of the recreation plan are greatly overestimated. An example of 
the flawed analysis is the estimate of the number and value of vehicles per housing 
unit that would be affected by a flood event. The assumptions of the analysis are 
based on Metropolitan Statistical Area figures, with the smallest statistical unit being 
an entire county. Some areas within each county, and within Dallas County, are 
economically depressed or disadvantaged and would not correspond with a 
countywide average of vehicle numbers, age and value per housing unit. The actual 
depreciation of the existing vehicles in the project area is certainly more than the 
fifty-percent assumed in the report. It is an unreasonable assumption that each 
housing unit in the project area will have a vehicle that is actually worth seven 
thousand dollars as is stated in the report, especially considering some housing units 
are unoccupied. The most useful part of the economic analysis reveals that the 
overall net debt of the City of Dallas is too high. The only means of financing greater 
per capita debt such as will be incurred by participation in this project would be a tax 
increase, which is not a likely political scenario. 
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32. As shown in the GRR/EIS beginning on page 4-69, armoring 
of the piers was investigated as an alternative to the channel 
realignment. The environmental impacts of the channel 
realignment alternative are included in the "ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES" section, beginning on page 4-
74. 

33. There is no memorandum of understanding or agreement 
between the Corps and TxDOT. The realignment of the river at 
the IH-45 crossing, as described beginning on page 4-69 of the 
draft GRR/EIS, was investigated following a request by TxDOT 
during the EIS scoping process. The realignment proved .to be 
economically feasible and was added to the Federally 
Supportable Plan and the LPP and will be cost shared between 
the Federal government and the non-Federal local sponsor, the 
City of Dallas . Any agreement between the sponsor and TxDOT 
as to funding of the non-Federal share for this work effort is 
outside the jurisdiction of the Corps. 

34, 35. The project was evaluated using the most current 
effective and proven methodologies and available. Not all 
damages can be adequately assessed an a monetary basis. The 
COE recognizes the significance of non-economic based impacts 
and incorporates these into the plan formulation process using 
other methods. 

36. As stated in the Residential Vehicles section of the 
Economics Appendix, the relationship between the structure 
value and the vehicle value is not proportional. The objective is 
to develop a method that mimics a plausible trend based on the 
region and not the neighborhood. The formula used employs a 
very conservative approach to account for anomalies such as the 
probability of the vehicle's presence during a flood. Further, the 
baseline value is assumed to be 10 percent of the structure as 
opposed to the commentor's claimed 50 percent. This 
conservative approach allows the formula to be used in studies 
throughout the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex and prevents the 
overstatement of damages and benefits. 

38. Thank You for your opinion on the financial capabilities of 
your city. 



39. Finally, I offer the comment that all studies concerning the river, flooap,am anu 
tributaries should be coordinated. The effects of all the flood damage reduction 
projects, highway and other projects currently under study are cumulative in their 
effects of the floodplain hydrology and ecology. Certainly the effects of the Trinity 
Tollroad Extension into the Dallas Floodway Extension project area should be 
considered concurrently, as should the plarmed projects in the Dallas Floodway 
proper, the Elm Fork project, the West Fork Corridor Transportation Study, the 
Northwest Corridor Transportation Study and the Loop 12/l-35E Corridor 
Transportation Study. The segmentation of these studies and projects does not 
consider their cumulative effects and gives the wrong impression that they are not 
connected, when in fact they are all dealing with aspects of the same watershed and 
floodplains. · 

These comments are submitted with the intention of preserving the valuable assets of 
my ancestral homeland. If! didn't care so much about my home river, I wouldn't go 
to this much troul;>le. 

Sincerely, 

d+-j ctl(_ 
Charles Allen 
Owner-Operator, Trinity River Expeditions 
615 South Montclair Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75208 
214-941-1757 

Board Member, Dallas County 
Save Open Space Organization 

Committee Member, City of Dallas 
Trinity River Corridor Citizens Committee 
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39. Appropriate coordination has occurred between Federal, 
State, local government entities, and the public. Analysis of 
potential future impacts of any proposed road constructions 
remains the responsibility of the proponents of such 
construction. The FEIS includes discussions of cumulative 
impacts related to reasonably foreseeable project proposals. 
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Review of Draft Trinity River General Reevaluation Report and 
Integrated Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Points of Concern for Draft EIS Da11as Floodway Extension 

1. Not enough time to review; request 90 day extension. 
2. The modeling based on out-dated topographical and FEMA flood maps. Topographic 

map prepared 1977. Some FEMA flood maps were updated in 1986. No FEMA maps 
have been updated to reflect massive illegaJ and legal filling along tributary streams. 
including White Rock Cree~ Hwy 310, Southern Dallas, and Trinity River. 

3. COE leaving about a 1 mile break in levee at downstream end of western Flood way and 
new proposed levee will flood Moore Park and the low lying neighborhood across 8th 
Ave and neighborhood below Townview Magnet School. adjacent to existing levee. This 
break will apparently act as safety valve. However, this wiU cause low-lying 
neighborhoods to flood that have not flooded in past. 

4. In addition to the break in levee. COE leaving low spot 600 feet below DART bridge so 
will have controlled overtopping if have catastrophic flood. Leaving low spot at Hatcher 
and Lamar under 175 bridge that will have to be sandbagged assuming work crews can get 
to spot during flood. In 1997, severe rainstorm flooded Hatcher, preventing rescue 
vehicles from leaving Firehouse. 

5. COE plans call for only constructing I 00 year levee around Cadillac Heights, and not 
extending levee to connect to high ground southwest of Cadillac Heights. Acknowledge 
that Cadillac Heights will be flooded at southwest end if more than 100 year flood but 
state tha't this flooding would act as warning so can evacuate neighborhood, and this 'will 
happen even with an 800-year levee. Plans do not remove flood damages. Instead, if 
more industry moves into Cadillac Heights will cause greater flood damages because 
industries built behind the levees will assume they are "protected" behind levee. 

6. CWWTP and Rochester Park levees will not be raised to SPF levels. These levees will be 
overtopped if have more than 140 or 110 year floods. These areas are being used as the 
escape valves for floods greater than 140 or 110-year floods. During the campaign, voters 
were told that these levees would be raised. 

7. c-0nstruction of swale with Lamar levee and short levee at Cadillac Heights will reduce 
flood prOtection to downtown by ___ ft. 

8. Absolutely no hydraulic or hydrologic studies to determine effect of building more levees 
on neighborhoods along 8th St, downriver such as Joppe and Floral Farms, Pleasant 
Grove and tributaries. 

9. There has been no discussion of impact of building tollway inside levees on flood levels 
downstream, upstream, etc.~ Dallas County Open Space Parks, tributaries. The tollroad 
issue is scarcely mentioned in the report. 

ei~6.bk 

A comprehensive analysis on the combined affects of building channels, levees and a 
tollway must be done now, since the City Council has voted to place the tollioad inside 
the levees. The City of Dallas should know now the effect of building these structures 
that will result in a reduction of flood storage capacity. 
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1. Following a number of requests to extend the time period 
for public review, the comment period was extended to a total 
of 91 days from the time the Notice of Availability was printed 
in the Federal Register. 

2. The Hydrologic and Hydraulic modeling is based on 1991 
topographic data, as discussed on page A-13 of the GRR/EIS 
and is currently used throughout the Upper Trinity River 
system. No FEMA maps were needed or used in the 
preparation of the GRR/EIS. 

3. The Recommended Plan will provide a small increment of 
flood benefits for properties along Cedar Creek that. are subject 
to flooding from the Trinity River. A potential levee placed 
across Cedar Creek to provide a high level of flood protection 
from the Trinity River is impractical due to the size and 
configuration of the Cedar Creek drainage basin. Such a 
levee, while protecting properties along Cedar Creek from 
floodwaters of the Trinity River, would also prevent runoff from 
the Cedar Creek drainage basin from entering the Trinity River 
during a flood event. The result would be worse flooding on 
Cedar Creek since sufficient space to store the required runoff 
volume is not available. Alternatives to extend the proposed 
levees between Cedar Creek and the damageable properties 
along Cedar Creek are impractical due to the close proximity of 
these properties to the creek. 

4. See response to comment #10 on page N - 20. Access to 
the Hatcher Street underpass can be made from S.H. 175 
under flooding conditions due to the raised level of the 
highway. 

5. Subsequent to the release of the draft GRR/EIS, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) has determined 
that the plan providing SPF levels of protection to both the 
Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights areas, denoted as the 
Federally Supportable Plan in the draft GRR/EIS, should be 
the Federally Supportable Plan, and therefore the 
Recommended Plan. Revisions to the GRR/EIS have been 
made to reflect this decision. It is imperative, however, that 



10 . There is no discussion or acknowledgment of location of sumps and detention ponds along 
new levees. 

11. Environmental restoration was not approved in original authorizing legislation~ must get 
approval from Congress. 

12. Purchase and location of mitigation land not specified~ purchase must be specified by 
Congress. 

13. Water quality section omits lead, chromium, other heavy metal contamination. and other 
pollution that has been found in Trinity river water and channel soil Also, there is 
nothing in the EIS about EPA ban on eating fish caught in Trinity River. A number of 
additional HWfR sites omitted. Apparently, the costs to clean up this pollution are not 
estimated or included in the EIS. See previous Trinity River committee's report. 
The COE has not sampled any sites immediately adjacent to and upwind (northeast) and 
along and in the River channel, of the now closed Dixie Metals and Exide Industries, or 
the operating chromium recycling plant for lead, mercury, chromium, arsenic pollution. 
Since lead, chromium, and other pollutants have been found, the COE must do tests to 
determine the extent of pollution in the areas, so that alternate routes can be selected if the 
proposed levees are built. 

14. Locations of historical, cultural and archeological sites not fully detailed or included in 
analysis .. 

15. EIS not required if tollroad built and so no future modeling of effect of tollway on 
flooding. May do Environmental Assessment which is much less rigorous. So far, not 
know if one done for George Bush Tollway, even though this will affect Trinity River 
flood levels downriver, within the City of Danas. 

16. No documentation of how the EIS complies with Environmental Justice Act or other 
requirements. 

17. No acknowledgment of effects of new levees planned for Southern Dallas County or 
around McCommas Bluff Landfill. 

18. EIS incorrectly states that the City of Dallas has begun repairing slumping levee wall, in 
Dallas Flood.way. No money for maintenance in bond passed. 

19. Does not address upgrade of Dallas ozone to "severe" category and effect on building a 
tollway inside the levee. Underestimates amount of air pollution forest removes and did 
not inclttde herbaceous vegetation in analysis. 

20. Size of Great Trinity Forest understated by several thousand acres; it is much larger that 
area City of Dallas adopted. 

21. The EIS does not address all the issues raised at the public scoping meeting. 

Syllabus 
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The City Council approved the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) that includes the Chain of 
Wetlands plus Levees, the included Standard Project Flood (SPF) levees protecting Lamar 
St. and Cadillac Heights, and recreation facilities. 
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flood control measures, such as levees, be designed so that if 
the design capacity is exceeded, a safe and controlled 
inundation of the protected area is assured. This applies to any 
level of protection for which the levee is designed. A gradual 
and controlled inundation insures that a catastrophic failure 
similar to a dam breach does not occur, which could produce 
high velocity flows and result in much greater damages to the 
flooded area. Early warning of a potentially damaging flood 
event will not be by the actual flooding, but by the flood crest 
forecast provided by the National Weather Service's River 
Forecast Center. 

6. A short length of the existing Rochester Park Levee will be 
raised slightly at the juncture of the proposed Lamar Street 
Levee and the Rochester Park Levee. The remaining portion 
of the existing Rochester Park Levee downstream of the 
Union Pacific Railroad bridge will not need to be raised, but 
will become an integral part of the Lamar Street Levee and 
provide SPF protection to the Rochester Park area as well as 
the Lamar Street area as explained on page A-21and shown 
on Plate A-33 and Plate A-34. The Central Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Levee will not be raised. Both the CWWTP 
and Rochester Park levees will realize an increase in flood 
protection due to the lowering of the flood peak elevations by 
the chain of wetlands combined with the proposed levees. 
This can be seen by comparing the 500-year flood profiles on 
Plate A-30 and Plate A-34. 

7. Selection of the SPF levee option, as recommended in this 
final report, will reduce the SPF profile by 1.4 feet. The critical 
breach elevation is increased by 2.2 feet. resulting in a 
cumulative effect of 3.6 feet. 

8. There are insufficient flood damages in those areas to 
support such action from a Federal perspective. 

9. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 

10. A discussion of the interior drainage analyses has been 
added to the report, beginning on page 4-49. Additional 
information has been added to Chapter 6. 

11. Correct. Environmental or ecosystem restoration was not 
an authorized project purpose in 1965. Congressional 
legislation adding restoration as a project purpose will have to 
be passed prior to implementation of restoration measures. 
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12. Mitigation was authorized by previous law. The Corps 
supports the location of the mitigation lands close to the source of 
the impacts as identified in the recommended plan. 

13. Water quality section addresses known water quality 
constituents of concern that could be influenced by this proposed 
project.. Texas Department of Health closed Segment 0805, 
0806,and 0841 to consumption of fish in 1990. This information 
was also added to discussions on water quality. 

14. Routinely, archeological site specific locations are not included 
in reports or documents made available for general public 
distribution for reasons of site protection and preservation. An in
depth discussion of all identified and currently unidentified 
properties, and those historic properties previously identified as 
having potential NRHP significance, was the subject of a cultural 
resources study to support the DEIS and was made available to 
the State Historic Preservation Office. 

15. Any road construction that might be proposed would require 
modification to existing flood damage reduction projects, affect 
navigable waters or result in fills in waters of the United States and 
would be reviewed for potential to adversely increase flooding on 
the Trinity River within the study area. Further, the Corps will not 
allow any modification to the existing floodway or proposed 
floodway extension that would decrease the existing flood damage 
reduction benefits or threaten the integrity of the system. 

16. Compliance with Executive Order 12898 was discussed 
thoroughly on pages 6-10 and 6-11 of the Draft EIS. 

17. McCommas Bluff Landfill has been modeled as completed, as 
discussed on page 3-8 and on page A-14. 

18. Phase I improvements to the existing Dallas Floodway levees 
and channels are described on pages A-11 and A-14. 

19. The change in status of the areas compliance with ozone 
criteria has been changed in the final report. The proposed project 
does not include the tollroad. Identification of impacts to air quality 
associated with future road construction would be incumbent to the 
agency proposing the construction. Modeling of beneficial effects 
of forest on air quality was applied appropriately. Herbaceous 
benefits are not known sufficient to model; however, the 
contributions of vegetation other than by trees would ultimately 



22. 

23. 

Instead, according to the Draft EIS, an 800 year levee will be built along Lamar SL, and 
only a 100 year levee will be built partially around Cadillac Heights. The incremental 
difference in cost to build an 800 year levee around Cadillac Heights, unless the COE 
approves an exception, will be borne by the Dallas During the bond election campaign. 
the voters were told that these levees would be the same size and made no mention of the 
taxpayers paying additional costs. 

This appears to be a clear ex.ample of environmental racism, since the l 00 year levee, if 
built, would be overtopped that the 800 year Lamar Street levee. How much is the 
difference in cost? Is conducting a voluntary buyout in Cadillac Heights and the tower 
Lamar area and providing 5 years of flood insurance less expensive than paying for the 
difference of building an 800 year levee? 

COE Cost Calculations 

24. A brief analysis of costs on this page finds that the costs do not add up, and are difficult to 
understand. Total first (construction) costs for the Federally Supportable Plan and Locally 
Preferred Plan Seem to be overstated and costs are not clear. Total first costs for the 
Locally Preferred Plan are not stated. Also, the total costs~ after deduction of approved 
credit for part of Rochester Park and CWWTP levees, for each plan do not agree. These 
costs should be the same~ the only changes appear to be the allocation of the percentage 
of federal and local costs. 

I 
Unresolved issues: environmental restoration~ hazardous waste clean-up, recreation mitigation 

25. 

26. 

27. 

Issues dealing with Congressional authorization to purchase mitigation land and the clean
up of hazardous wastes in the levee and channel footprints need to be resolved as soon as 
possible. This is especially needed so that people whose homes and businesses are going 
to be displaced by levees, sumps (detention ponds) channels and roads can be notified as 
soon as possible and take appropriate action. A1so, since Dallas taxpayers are going to 
pay all bazarrJous waste clean-up costs unless the route is changed, these costs should be 
determined up-front as much as possible. This is especially crucial since communities like 
Joppe may be directly affected if the COE and the City decides not to go through the 
Linfield Landfill and re-route through the Joppe community. 

The COE has said that actions would be taken to mitigate ( off-set) clear-cutting forest and 
environmental damage caused by building levees and the swale/chaitt of wetlands. 
Apparently the cost of environmental restoration was not approved in the original 
authorizing legislation, and Congress must approve an amendment to the original 
authorization and funding before any restoration can take place. Action should be taken 
as soon as possible to resolve this fundi98. 
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show even less impacts to air quality because the proposed 
project area would be coverd with some vegetation. 

20. See response to comment #2 on page N - 14. 

21. Significant Issues raised during National Environmental 
Policy Act public scoping for this proposed project were 
taken into consideration during plan formulation and impact 
assessment. Not all recommendations provided by the 
public could be incorporated in the proposed project although 
they were considered. 

22. The Federally Supportable Plan (FSP) identified in the 
FEIS has been defined to be the plan which includes SPF 
levees along Lamar and Cadillac Heights. and is the desired 
project of the local sponsor, the City of Dallas. The levees 
would provide equal levels of protection. 

23. The total difference in cost between the Tentative 
Federally Supportable Plan (TFSP. which includes the 100-
year Cadillac Heights Levee) and the LPP which has been 
designated the Federally Supportable and Recommended 
Plan in the FEIS would be approximately $4.7 million. The 
question of whether or not this cost difference is more or less 
expensive than a voluntary buyout and flood insurance 
acquisition plan, however, is not the only consideration in 
choosing between a structural and non-structural plan. 
According to current regulations, the economic benefits are 
not calculated in the same way for these two types of 
alternatives. Application of the "Benefit Methodology", as 
presented on page 4-6 of the draft GRR/EIS, to stand alone 
non-structural plans results in infeasible solutions. 

24. The costs presented in the Syllabus are consistent with 
the costs shown in Chapter 6 of the Final GRR/EIS. 



28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

Costs seem to vary io different sections of the report. In the syllabus, the mitigation plan 
calls for acquisition of 1,135 acres of additional costs for recreation areas, including 
bottomland forest, grassland preservation, conversion of grassland to bottomland 
hru;dwood areas, and habitat improvement at a cost of$4.4 million. 

Who will pay? The proponents of the bond election campaign implied that the federal 
government wouJd pay for environmental restoration and mitigation. Will the Dallas 
Taxpayers have to pay this cost or will any be done at all? 

The extent of HfR W (hazardous wastes) contamination and the clean-up costs are 
unknown at the time of this report. However, this is a non-federal responsibility and the 
City of Dallas is completely responsible for the costs of cleaning up whatever 
contamination is found. If further testing this summer finds more hazardous waste sites, 
including Linfietd Landfill, the first consideration will be realignment of the project areas. 
and if that is not feasible, the City of Dallas will be required to clean the site prior to 
project constru~on. Additional HTRW sites may be found during construction, and the 
City will be re~ponsible for those clean-up costs as well 

Instead of purchasing land in southern Dallas along the Trinity River for recreation area to 
mitigate environmental damages, the COE is considering purchasing land at a remote site, 
such as Lake Livingston. If the city decides to purchase land closer that might be more 
expensiye, the federal share would be the lesser of the cost of purchasing land at the 
remote Or closer site. The City of Dallas should purchase mitigation and recreation land 
as close as possible to the areas directly affected. One possible site is the Pemberton Hill 
area. 

These issues of determining the extent and cost of HTR W sites, a new swa1e/levee 
alignments due to contamination, restoring and mitigating for loss of habitat and for 
recreation need to be resolved and specified in the EIS. 

32. Although the study criteria and land-use changes have been updated to a certain extent, 
and the topographical maps last updated in 1991, the models used do not reflect current 
on- the-ground conditions, and consequently, any hydraulic, hydrologic, and economic 
calculations based on that data are incorrect. Hundreds of structures and at least a 
thousand acres of trees have been removed from throughout the study areas, not just from 
Roosevelt Heights and Floral Farms, and this is not addressed in the modeling. The 
models also do not consider the tremendous growth in adjacent suburbs, or the conversion 
of thousands of acres of rural land to urban/suburban areas. 

33. An updated on-the-ground survey of every structure throughout the study areas needs to 
be done, as does an actual survey of the area of forests cut down to make way for utility, 
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25. We understand the importance of resolving the issues 
discussed in the most expeditious manner. However, 
complex projects such as this one require significant review 
by higher Corps authorities and Congressional interests to 
determine conformance to applicable policies, regulations 
and laws. 

26. See response to comment #2 on page N - 14. 

27. See response to comment #25 above. 

28. Due to the integration of the General Reevaluation 
Report and the EIS, the document contains the plan 
formulation process required by current planning regulations. 
Therefore, costs presented in the "Initial Screening of 
Alternatives" sections in Chapter 4 were not developed to 
the same level of detail as the costs presented in Chapter 6, 
which presents the final Recommended Plan. 

29. Environmental restoration would be cost shared on a 
65% Federal/ 35% non-Federal basis. Environmental 
mitigation would be cost shared in the same ratio as the 
flood control measures. The non-Federal cost share for 
flood control is a minimum of 25% and a maximum of 50%, 
and is dependent upon the costs for lands, easements, 
rights of way, relocations, and disposal areas (LERRD), 
which are non-Federal responsibilities. In other words, if the 
costs for LERRDs are less than 25% of the total cost of flood 
control measures, then an additional non-Federal cash 
contribution would be required. Conversely, if the costs for 
LERRDs are greater than 50%, then a reimbursement to the 
non-Federal sponsor would be required. If the costs for 
LERRDs for flood control are within the range of 25% to 
50%, then no adjustments are required. 

30. Resource agencies have recommended that the 
mitigation area be located as close to the source of the 
impact as reasonably possible. The mitigation proposal 
outline by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service meets 
that criteria. During advanced design studies, the 
development of the final mitigation plan would be reviewed 
to make adjustments based upon availability of land, its 
ability to be managed for fish and wildlife mitigation and 
other factors. If additional or substitute lands are necessary, 
the suggestion to consider additional floodplain lands in the 
White Rock Creek basin near Pemberton Hill would be 
evaluated. 



r 
sewer. and other easements, and along the straightened river channel. beginning at the 
Corinth Street Bridge and continuing approximately south of the Central Waste Water 
Treatment Plant along the CWWTP swales. 

34. Additionally, the COE needs to survey all flood plain fill sites in the I 00 year floodplain 
within the City limits to determine whether the City is complying with federal floodplain 
and wetland regulations. The COE, the North Central Texas Council of Governments 
(NCTCOG). or their designated agents, also need to survey all floodplain areas filled since 
1993 to since determine if the appropriate area governments are complying with the 
Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) process. The NCTCOG and a number of 
Metroplex cities adopted this process in 1993 to control development in the 100-year 
floodplain along the Trinity River. 

Chapter 2 

35. 

36. 

37. 

The report state!I that the Trinity watershed drains a 17,900 sq. mile area, but that it only 
addresses the Hstudy area" between the confluence of the Trinity River and the confluence 
of Five Mile Creek. near the Trinity River and I-20, and the downtown end of the existing 
floodway. This study area for the Dallas Floodway Extension is artificially set, and should 
be integrated and comprehensive to include the conditions and government and other 
plans for the Upper Trinity study are~ and to include tremendous development 
throughout the Trinity River watershed that is converting thousands of acres from rural to 
urban ar~as. and is removing large areas from storing flood waters. This issue is not 
addressed in the report. 

The COE's economic, hydraulic and hydrolic models need to been adjusted to account for 
the tremendous development along the upper Trinity River watershed, including around 
the towns of Gainesville, Nacona, Muenster, St. Jo, Carrolton, Denton, etc. A hydraulic 
analysis reflecting the integrated plans need to be completed. 

AlJditionally, it appears that the levees planned by the City of Dallas in far south Dallas, 
close to The waste water treatment plant or the levee extension planned around the 
McCommas Bluff landfill are not considered in the EIS. These levees must be considered 
as they will remove more area from the floodplain and back up and raise flood waters 
when constructed. Another area within the 100 year floodplain that must be factored in is 
the Floral Farms area where the City is planning to fill at least SO acres in the 100 year 
floodplain in the old Floral Farms neighborhood. The City began buying out this 
neighborhood in the 1980's because of flooding. and it is about 1/4 mile east of the 
Simpson Stuart and Hwy J IO intersection and about I mile south from Loop 12 and the 
Trinity River. A hydraulic study needs to be conducted to determine how these fillings 
will affect the swales and levees. 

Existing Rochester Park and Central Wastewater Treatment Plant (CWWTP) Levees 
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31. See response to comment #3 on page N -14. 

32. The current hydrologic and hydraulic models were 
approved for use in this study by the Upper Trinity River 
Feasibility Study (UTRFS) Executive Committee in January 
1996. The model was also reviewed and approved by the 
city and their consulting engineers. While the models were 
developed in the mid• 1990's, conditions used were forecast 
the the Baseline Year 2000. 

33. An updated topographic survey is being scheduled for 
the next phase of detailed design, scheduled to begin 
following approval of the GRR/EIS. 

34. Determination of compliance with CDC process is a 
local responsibility. 

35. The entire drainage area of the Trinity River watershed 
is approximately 17,900 square miles. For purposes of this 
study, roughly the upper third of the overall watershed 
(about 6,275 square miles), extending from its headwaters 
near Olney, Texas, to the confluence of Five Mile Creek in 
southeastern Dallas was addressed in detail, with regards 
to hydrologic conditions. However, direct and significant 
impacts of the proposed project would not extend beyond 
the quoted "study area" between the downstream end of 
the existing Dallas Floodway and the confluence of Five 
Mile Creek. 

Of the 6, 275 square miles of applicable watershed area 
addressed in this study, 1,970 square miles are situated 
upstream from Eagle Mountain Dam, 429 square miles are 
situated upstream from Benbrook Dam, 232 square miles 
are situated upstream from Joe Pool Dam, 1,660 square 
miles are situated upstream from Lewisville Dam, and 695 
square miles are situated upstream from Grapevine Dam. 
The latter four of these impoundments, which impact 3,016 
total square miles of the watershed (48 percent of that 
applicable to the Dallas Floodway Extension study) are 
designed to provide significant flood control benefits. 
Although it is not operated primarily as a flood control 
project, Eagle Mountain Dam, which impacts 31 percent of 
the watershed applicable to the Dallas Floodway Extension 
study, provides for a significant degree of rare-event flood 
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control. Hydrologic conditions in the immediatP -•, 1dy area 
are controlled by the portion of the watershed ,d 
downstream from these major dams, about 1, uare 
miles of watershed, primarily within the Metrop,. 

The expected impacts of both future urbanization and future 
losses of presently available valley storage were evaluated 
in significant detail during this study, especially regarding 
the portion of the watershed situated downstream from the 
major dams. Future growth in the areas upstream from 
those projects would gradually have a measurable impact 
upon operation of those projects; however, it would 
not be reasonable to assume that the anticipated expansion 
of urbanization in these "headwater" areas would have a 
significant impact on the magnitude of rare-event flood 
discharges in the foreseeable future, in the immediate study 
area in south Dallas. 

36. Runoff from the towns of Gainesville, Nocona, 
Muenster, St. Jo, and Denton (except that which progresses 
northward into the Red River) is collected within Ray 
Roberts Lake, and subsequently within Lewisville Lake, both 
of which effectively "control" the rare flood events_. Over 
long periods of time (several decades) it may become 
necessary to make minor alterations in the operation 
procedures at these projects, in order to maintain the 
desired degree of flood control. Again, however, it would 
not be reasonable to assume that the anticipated expansion 
of urbanization in these "headwater" areas would have a 
significant impact on the magnitude of rare-event flood 
discharges in the foreseeable future, in the immediate study 
area in south Dallas. 

Future urbanization in the vicinity of Carrolton would have a 
measurable hydrologic impact within the immediate study 
area, since runoff from that area is fully "uncontrolled". 
These expected impacts were evaluated in signifitant d_etai1 
during this study. 

37. See response to your comment identified as # 17. The 
city of Dallas supplied the Corps with a location map and 
description of permitted fill sites within the study area and 
these have already been considered in the analyses. 



38. The EIS states that the Rochester Park levee, built to a standard of SPF water surface plus 
4 feet, now only provides approximately 110 year flood event protection, and the 
CWWTP levees provide 140 year protection. Reasons for these declines need to be 
stated, and measures specified that will prevent any these and any future levees• protection 
from declining. Additionally, the EIS needs to specify who will be responsible for 
restoring and maintaining flood protection structures, including these, and any future 
structures. 

39. Also stated in the EIS is that a COE study finds that the areas east of the underpass at 
Hatcher Street and South Central Expressway will be flooded before the Rochester Park 
levee is overtopped in a 100 year flood event. Measures to remove people from this area 
prior to and after proposed levee construction is completed need to be specified in the 
EIS. 

Air quality 

40. Although air quality is briefly mentioned, the EIS does not address the future upgrade of 
Dallas non-corhpliance with federal ozone standards to «severe," which Region 6 
Environmental Protection Agency and City staff say will happen within the next two years. 
Therefore, the air pollution reduction qualities of the forests and herbaceous vegetation is 
understated. Also, calculations by an expert, , find that the forest removes 
______ of air pollution in Dallas. Further, in ----~ the U.S. Forest Service 
conducted a study of air pollution reduction in Chicago. Ill., and found that the urban 
forest provides $42 million in air pollution reduction each year. Chicago's urban forest is 
much smaller than the urban forest in Dallas. 

Water Quality 

41 . The EIS does not address Trinity River water quality sufficiently. and minimizes water 
po11utants, and should be revised to reflect current water quality conditions. Absolutely 
no. mention is made of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ban on eating fish 
caught ti-om the Trinity River. This ban results from Trinity River water pollution 
including chlordane and lead. The EIS only reports on pollution generally attributed to 
Sewag~ discharge, fecal coliform, into the Trinity and it's tributaries~ and lawn fertilizer 
components, including nitrite-nitrate, orthophosphorus, and total phosphorum, are 
mentioned. 
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No mention is made of heavy metals, chlordane, PCB• s or other pollutants found in the 
Trinity river. although water quality testing has found these substances, or leachate 
draining into the river and tributaries from closed or active landfills, especially those 
containing toxic substances. Screening levels. and actual values. whether or not the 
pollutants exceed the screening or criteria, must be reported and used in detennining river 
water quality 
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38. The Rochester Park Levee was designed and 
constructed prior to the completion of the current hydraulic 
and hydrologic models. As stated on pages A-9, A-10, 
and A-11, the Rochester Park Levee was designed using 
data from the previous study based on use of the LRD-1 
hydraulic model and floodplain conditions from the 1960's 
which was the most up to date information available at the 
time the levee was designed. The current study indicates 
significantly higher water surface elevations for the 
various flood frequencies than the older study. This is due 
primarily to increases in runoff characteristics in the upper 
drainage basin and increased hydraulic roughness due to 
the growth of dense vegetation in the floodplain. The 
recent improvements made to the CWvVTP levee by the 
City of Dallas was designed using current data as 
described on page A-12. See response to comment # 22. 
On page N - 33. 

39. The existing Rochester Park Levee would not be 
overtopped in a 100-year flood event. The 1 OO~year ( 1 
percent chance ) flood event floodplain areas for with and 
without the Recommended Plan (LPP) are shown on Plate 
A-41. 

40. Existing and future air quality conditions are 
addressed in the EIS. 

41. Existing water quality was addressed sufficiently to 
allow necessary analysis of potential impacts of the 
proposed project. 



42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

The water quality section omits lead, chromium, other heavy metal contamination,- and 
other pollution that have been found in Trinity river water and channel soil. Also, there is 
nothing in the EIS about EPA ban on eating fish caught in Trinity River. A number of 
additional HWTR sites omitted. Apparently. the costs to clean up this pol1ution are not 
estimated or included in the EIS. See previous Trinity River committee's report. 

The COE bas not apparently sampled any sites immediately adjacent to and upwind 
(northeast) and along and in the River channel, of the now closed Dixie Metals and Exide 
Industries, or the operating chromium recycling plant for lead, mercury. chromium, arsenic 
pollution. Since lead, chromium, and other pollutants have been found, the COE must do 
tests to determine the extent of pollution in the areas, so that alternate routes can be 
selected if the proposed levees are built. 

No mention is made of the impact on water quality when water pollutants are «stirred up" 
and displaced during construction of levees, sumps, sump pumps, or other structures, 
including buil~g highways or to11roads inside the levees. 

No mention is made of the impact on stonnwater and water quality from the constructed 
highways and/or tollroads inside the levees and related traffic users, including automobiles 
and tractor trailers. Pollutants emitted will include oil, antifreeze, gasoline and others. and 
will wash off the tollroads/highways into the Trinity River. How much will this 
stormwater runoff and increased pollution increase storm water fees paid by Dallas 
taxpayers and the City of Dallas? How will this stormwater runoff affect fish and wildlife 
resources? 

The EIS does not address the actual impact of the Corridor Development Certificate 
program on floodplain development~ mitigation for loss of valley storage, or assess the 
functioning of that program. 

Vegetati"!' Quality 

4 7. Although the Dallas forest is about 8,500 to l 0, 000 acres in size, the EIS greatly 
understates the size of the urban forest and wetland areas in Dallas at only 5,456 acres 
forest, and 500 acres of wetlands. It is not known what this acreage is based on. The 
actual size of the Dallas urban forest and wetlands, not just that included in the Great 
Trinity Forest, must accurately surveyed and used in determining federal and local 
mitigation and recreation actions. Dallas has the largest urban forest in the United States, 
which is bounded on the north by Scyene and 1-30, Hwy 31 0 to the west, Jim Miller to the 
east

7 
and extends across I-20 in the south. The Dallas City Council needs to reevaluate 

the resolution and increase the size of the «approved" forest and wetland areas to the 
actual acreage. 
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42. See response to comment #13 on page N - 32 .. 

43. See response to comment #3 on page N • 14. 

44. Water quality impacts are discussed in the body of the 
EIS within the Section 404 (b) (1) analysis. Hazardous 
wastes would be handled to prevent introduction to 
uncontaminated areas. Toil roads are not proposed in this 
project. 

45. Tollroads are not proposed in this project. 

46. The Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) Process 
aims to stabilize flood risk along the Trinity 
river. The CDC process does not prohibit floodplain 
development, but ensures that any development that 
does occur in the floodplain will not raise flood water 
levels or reduce flood storage capacity. Under the CDC 
process, local governments retain ultimate con_trol over 
floodplain permitting decisions, but other communities 
along the Trinity River Corridor are given the opportunity 
to review and comment on projects in their neighbor's 
jurisdiction. See response to comment #7 on page N -
21. 

47. See response to comment #2 on page N - 14. 



48. The purpose of the Vegeutive Quality Map, Figure 2-5 is unclear and does not appw- to 
accurately reflect the actual forests, wetlands and other features. Also, is this figure a 
photograph or an artist's rendition? What is the basis for the information reflected in the 
figure? Why are some urban areas colored in and others not? Was a topographical survey 
conducted and what was the date of the survey. The map does not accurately reflect the 
high quality forest in Rochester Park, and other areas along the Trinity River and 
tributaries. 

49. Nothing mentioned in the EIS of the U.S. EnviroMtental Protection Agency regulations 
regarding filling in wetlands, and other permits from other agencies that the COE must 
obtain before channelizing the river, filling in wetlands, cutting down forests, reducing 
valley storage, and other requirements that must be met before levees, chonnels and lakes 
can be constructed in the existing and proposed Floodway Exteosion. 

Fish and Wtldlife Resources 

50. This section m.ittimizes the disruption offish and wildlife resources that will occur during 
construction of the channel, wetlands, levees, sumps and sump pumps, and lakes. 

51. No mention is made of the impact on stormwater and water quality from the constructed 
highways and/or tollroads inside the levees and related traffic users. including automobiles 
and tractor trailers. Pollutants emitted will include oil, antifreeze, gasoline and others, and 
will w"'lt off the tollroads/highway,, into the Trinity River. How much will this 
stonnwater runoff and increased pollution increase storm water fees paid by Dallas 
taxpayers and the City ofDallas? How will this stom,water runoff affect fish and wildlife 
resources? 

52. No mention is made of the loss offish and wildlife habitat that will be lost and is directly 
attributable to the construction of sumps (detention ponds) and sump pumps on the city 
aide of the levea. 

Threatened andjindangerod Species 

53. No details are given about how these species will be identified and protected, or bow plans 
for levees, sumps, sump pumps, highways, "wetlands," or other flood damage reduction 
structures will be modified to protect identified species. 

Cultural Resources 

54. 
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List of affected archeological, cultural, historical sites appw-s incomplete. Although a 
description of sites is included. however, no mention is made of how plans for levees, 
sump pumps, detention ponds, '"Wetlands" or other proposed strucrures will be modified 
to prot~ cultural resources in the path of these llluCtuniL 
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48. Figure 2-5, VEGETATIVE COVER MAP. depicts the vegetative cover of !he 
portion of the study area that would be directly impacted by the alternatives 
evaluated. The classifications was performed by combining satellite imagery and 
field visits as described in Appendix F, pages F-6 and F-7. The vegetative and land 
use cover types are overlain over a map of the area which includes roadways to 
assist in interpreting the locations of the mapped areas. The background road matrix 
also has a purple tinge to reflect that it part of the urbanized area. The blank areas 
on the map were not verified for land cover because they are outside of the area of 
potential impact. The study area was mapped from aerial photography flown in 
February 1991 as described on page 3-8 of the Draft EIS. Extensive multi-agency 
field efforts combined with review of photographs and satellite imagery were used to 
determine vegetative cover types. Based upon information collected, !he high quality 
forests were mapped accurately. 

49. Steps for compliance with environmental regulations were discussed in Chapter 
6 pages 6-9 and 6-10 of the Draft EIS. 

50. The referenced section is included in Chapter 2, "DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW', 
which presents a description of existing conditions and is not intended to present the 
impacts of various alternatives. The plan formulation and evaluation process is 
included in Chapters 4 and 5 of the document. 

51. See response to comment #50 above. 

52. See response to comment #50 above. The existing resources described in this 
Chapter included the areas that would be impacted by the proposed levees including 
sumps necessary for them to function properly. The impacts determined and shown 
in Tables 4-25 and 4-26 include not only the levees but their associated sumps. 

53. See response to comment #50 above. Threatened and Endangered species that 
might migrate through the area were identified in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. It was also determined that neither of these species woufd be . 
adversely impacted by the proposed project as discussed on page 4-87 of the draft 
EIS. 

54. See response to comment #50 above. See also Response 4 on page N - 16 with 
regard to a complete list of archeological, cultural, and historical sites. 



Hazardous, Toxic, and Radiological Waste 

55. List of hazardous, tox.ic and radiological waste appears incomplete. No mention is made 
of how public health will be protected when these sites are identified and cleaned-up. 
What will happen if and when construction begins and contaminated landfills and other 
hazardous waste sites are found? Will all work be halted until these sites are cleaned up? 
How much additional cost will be created because of delay to clean-up these sites? Who 
will pay the aaditional costs? 

Recreational Resources 

56. How will recreational resources, ahady in short supply in this area, be affected and how 
will loss of these resources be mitigated? Mitigation lands need to be purchased with 
Dallas on the Trinity and/or tributary streams. Linear corridors along streams and the 
Trinity, that the City of Dallas needs to identify and preserved for recreational use, must 
be protected from harm during any construction process for flood damage reduction 
structures. Non-structural solutions including habitat restoration along these corridors 
must be integr~ part in reducing flood damages. 

Chapter 3 - ldcotificatlon of Problems and Needs 

Historical Flood Data 

57. Although the draft EISIGRR reports that continued urbanization throughout the 
watershed is a significant factor influencing current and future flood problems, it does not 
address how this urbanization will be controlled to reduce flood damages. This program., 
called the Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) program was agreed to by a number 
of area cities to control development along the Trinity River. Development is continuing 
virtually unchecked throughout the watershed, and it appears that a flood plain 
development certificate program is not being adhered to by member cities. This program 
does not consider the thousands of acres of farmland that have been converted to urban 
areas, and thus is not reliable. 

58. 

59. 
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The report states that FEMA identified flood prone areas within the 100-ycar flood plain 
in 1984. Because of the tremendous development in the Dallas area and Trinity 
Watershed., these maps are seriously outdated and do not reflect current on-the-ground 
conditions. Arly studies based on these maps is therefore incorrect. FEMA officials have 
stated that the floodplain maps are out of date. 

Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-5 and 3-6 appear based on out-<lated topographical and economic data, 
including properties that have been bought and demolished by the City ofDallas for 
flooding or code--enforcement or other reasons, and buildings that are not in use or 
abandoned. Therefore, any economic model or estimates of expected annual damages or 
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55. Additional HTRW testing will be conducted prior to final design of project 
features in order to determine the nature and extent of HTRW materials which could 
be affected by construction. Should these materials be found, the first course of 
action will be to realign and/or redesign the features to avoid these areas. If HTRW 
material is discovered during construction, work at the affected site will be halted 
until clean-up of the material has been accomplished by the local sponsor. It is 
anticipated that several construction efforts throughout the project will be conducted 
simultaneously so that overall project delays can be minimized. 

56. The project recommended for implementation would result in an increase in 
recreation features throughout the project area, as described in Appendix I and on 
pages 6-7 and 6-8 in Chapter 6. Furthermore. the acquisition of environmental 
mitigation lands in the immediate study area is recommended in the Final EIS. 

57. The Regional EIS, published by the Corps in 1988, identified the increase in 
flood levels along the Trinity as a two fold problem-· (1) loss of valley storage due to 
placement of fill within the floodplain, and (2) increased runoff due to urbanization. 
The Corridor Development Certificate process was implemented by nine cities along 
the Trinity River Corridor. Local Floodplain Ordinances were modified to place strict 
controls on the placement of fill within the 100-year floodplain along the Trinity River 
corridor. The CDC process does not, however, address the urbanization aspects of 
the problem, nor does it pertain to tributaries with drainage areas less than 100 
square miles. 

58. FEMA is currently reviewing the updated floodplain mapping that is based on 
the same data as the analysis presented in the GRR/EIS. 

59. Use of property can change rapidly. The values presented are representative to 
a specific moment in time during the study. While some may have been abandoned, 
others have been restored and occupied during the recent past. Although a building 
is not in use it no less represents an improvement to the land and is taxed as such. 
Abandoned buildings are evaluated as vacant structures without contents. 



60. 

61. 

62. 

64. 

benefits based on these out-dated conditions overstates the number and value of structures 
and benefits throughout the reaches in the study area. 

The hydrologic and hydraulic models have not been updated to reflect current conditions 
along the river channel south of the existing Dallas Floodway. The EIS states that these 
models are based on 1991 topographical maps. Beginning in 1994, the City of Dallas cut 
down about 500 to 1,000 acres of forest and destroyed wildlife habitat in these areas along 
the river for a variety of utility easements and because, supposedly, the forest just south of 
Corinth posed a "health hazard." These areas which have been clear-cut include the area 
immediately east of the DART bridge to the Martin Luther King bridge extend from 
Corinth to about 1 mile south of the City of Dallas Waste Water Treatment Plant. The 
models do not reflect these conditions. 

Regarding the models themselves, no information is given about the models beyond stating 
which ones were used. It is not stated when the models were last updated and reviewed 
or provide other related information to reflect on-the-ground conditions in the study area. 
Apparently. acCOrding to the EIS, the topographic models were updated to reflect the 
1977 conditions. and then updated to reflect addition of two city landfills completed after 
1977. Apparently, a separate HEC-2 model for the confluence of White Rock Creek and 
the Trinity River including the low-lying residential areas around Rochester Park were 
created. It is unclear whether these models were run as the resuJts are not stated to 
determine the amount of the flood waters these areas store. These model acronyms need 
to be defined and the models explained more clearly. 

Although it appean that the hydrological and hydraulic models for the Upper Trinity 
Feasibility Study were used to model conditions in the proposed Dallas Floodway 
Extension area. models using current, on-the-ground conditions were not done. Models 
used are outdated, and need to be updated to reflect current, 1998, conditions. These 
models do not reflect the tremendous amount of illegal fill with-in and out of the 100-year 
river and stream floodplain within the study area. 

These models likewise do not reflect City of Dallas plans to fill io about 50 acres in the 
Floral Farms neighborhood to construct an educationalfmdustrial office park, or the new 
levees the City plans to build around the McCommas Bluff and southern Dallas landfills. 
The model does not reflect all of the active and closed private or public landfills in the 
study area. 

Instead ofmaldng a comprehensive study of the Trinity River, including the Dallas 
Floodway Extension and other areas in the Upper Trinity Feasibility Study, it appears that 
the COE is trying to piecemeal these projects instead of doing an integrated study. The 
EIS needs to reflect the integrated conditions, including actions the COE, cities and/or 
other governmental bodies will take up-river from the City_ of Dallas. 
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60. Removal of trees or other woody vegetation within the existing Dallas 
Floodway, which includes any areas upstream of the DART Rail Line bridge. is 
required for proper maintenance of the floodway. Analysis of aerial photos taken 
in 1991 and 1996 indicate no measurable changes to vegetative cover in the 
floodplain between the DART bridge and MLK Blvd bridge. 

61. Detailed descriptions of models used are given in Appendix A. See 
response to comment #32 on page N - 35. A separate HEC-2 model for White 
Rock Creek was not developed and was not needed to determine floodplain 
areas and storage for the effects of flooding from the Trinity River. The flooding 
from the Trinity River is the controlling factor for areas well above the limits of the 
study along White Rock Creek. 

62. See response to comment #32 on page N - 35. 

63. See response to comment #37 on page N - 36. 

64. There are several proposals within the Upper Trinity area that suggest an 
attempt to piecemeal projects. The Dallas Floodway Extension is autonomous, 
it meets the test of separability. The project stands alone on the economic 
benefits that would be derived if constructed. The project proposal also has a 
different authority than flood damage reduction and ecosystem restoration 
studies being conducted on the Floodway and North Stemmons area. Those 
Corps of Engineer project proposals and others in the Upper Trinity River are 
being addressed by a programmatic EIS in preparation. The major linkage 
between these alternatives and the DFE is hydrology and hydraulics. Because 
of this linkage, updated hydrology and hydraulic models were developed for the 
Upper Trinity Basin including areas upstream of Dallas as well as the Dallas 
Floodway and proposed Floodway Extension. The information from these 
models was utilized in developing and evaluating effectiveness of project 
alternatives. The new models will also be used subsequently in evaluation of 
new project proposals upstream of the proposed Floodway Extension. The 
proposals in the Upper Trinity Study will not decrease flood damage reduction 
benefits gained by the proposed DFE. 



65. The EIS does not include results of any hydrologic and hydraulic studies to detemune the 
effects building levees and swales on those residents living downstream or on tributaries 
immediately below the project area or along the Dallas Floodway. Therefore, nothing is 
known about the affects of building the levee and swales on these areas, which include 
parts of southern Dallas, Pleasant Grove, Five Mile or Pleasant Run Creeks among others. 

66. Also, the EIS does not address the combined etfect of the constructing the proposed 
Trinity tollway inside the levees on these residents, downtown, West Dallas, the Industrial 
warehouse area or Oak Cliff. Also. apparently no modeling has been done to determine 

67. the effects (affects) on the proposed Floral Fanns development or Joppe Preserve or 
building levees, swales or highways. 

68. Although the hydrological and hydraulic models were updated in I 991, and may have 
reflected a full range of water surface profiles based on existing stream conditions, these 
are now out-of-date, given the tremendous development and tilling along stream corridors 
and throughout the watershed in the City of Dallas and surrounding cities. 

'• 
69, Further, these analyses offlood reduction benefits have apparently been made based on a 

50-year period of analysis to determine future damages and benefits. This time period is 
unrealistic, given the out--dated conditions of the Central Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(CWWfP) and Rochester Park levees. Updated in 1991 to provide 800-year 
«protection," for 50 years, in 1997 the COE reported that the CWWTP levee now 
provides.140-year "protection," about 6 years after construction. According to the COE 
in 1997, The Rochester Park Levee, constructed in 1991 at a cost of $13 million to 
provide 800-year "protection" for 50 years, now only provides 100-year protection, about 
6 six years after construction. A calculation shows that the Rochester Park neighborhood 
is 8 times more likely to flood than when the levee was constructed. 

Given the virtually unchecked development in the Trinity River watershed, including along 
the Trinity River and tributaries in the City of Dallas, and the City's continued poor 
maintenance of the existing Dallas Floodway, these costs and benefits need to be 
calculated based on a 6-year period, not a SO-year period, which would make the annual 
costs mtiCh higher and not cost-effective for building levees and swales. Given 
development throughout the Trinity River, using a six year period to determine damages 
and berfefits may be too Jong a period, resulting in overstated costs. 

70. The EIS does not provide any information about actions the COE will take to ensure that 
these proposed levees and swales will last 50 years and that the City of Dallas will 
properly maintain any new structures. 

71. The EIS does not contain a complete, updated list of individual properties documenting 
those that could suffer flood damages in the 1-800 year floodplain, or a list of properties 
that would be «protected" with construction of proposed levees, swale and tollway and 
that were used in the economic, hydraulic and hydrological modes. 
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65. See response to comment #8 on page N - 19. 

66. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14 and response to comment #1 on 
page N - 18. 

67. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 

68. See response to comment #32 on page N - 35. 

69. The Hydrologic model used to plan and design the Rochester Park and 
CWWTP levees was developed prior to completion of the comprehensive Upper 
Trinity River Hydrologic Model used for this study. In addition, the flood of 1989 
generated a great sense of urgency among the residents and the city responded 
in good faith with the tools available. The selected period of analysis is based on 
a reasonable life expectancy of the project, assuming adherence to the agreed 
upon Operation and Maintenance requirements. The effects of increases in 
urbanization are also a factor, and are treated appropriately through th€ use of a 
"future conditions" analysis. Therefore, a 50 year period of analysis is considered 
reasonable. See also response to comment #38 on page N - 37. 

70. See response #22 on page N - 24 

71. Listing of individual structures and or properties within each flood zone fol" 
each project alternative would provide information on a micro-scale, however, the 
summary information provided is more appropriate to understanding the overall 
flooding problems and potential solutions. The detailed information is available lo 
the public upon request. 



72. The EIS does not contain a thorough analysis of voluntary buyout option to reduce flood 
damages, although such analysis is required by federal law. 

Environmental Needs 

73. The EIS states that environmental conditions, including wetlands bottomland forests are 
based on 1987 conditions found in report issued in 1987. This report does not reflect 
current conditions. Plans for levees, swales and tollroads will destroy wetlands, 
bottom1and forests, and wildlife habitat for constructing temporary structures tti'at will last 
an unknown period of time, estimated at about 6 years or less given the status of the 
CWWTP and Rochester Parle levees. 

Cbaptcr4 

7 4. This chapter structure is confusing, as it is now, it appears that it mixes in results from 
previous studies with the current ORR/EIS plans, including levees. and various swale 
designs evaluated. These studies and results of analyses need to be clearly specified. 
Results from constructing the preferred or recommended plans should be clearly given, as 
should differences between them. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

Flood ~ntrol projects that "solve" problems in one area and worsen them in other areas 
should not be allowed, no matter the "overriding public interest," nor should projects 
where costs exceed the benefits. The meaning of both statements needs to be clearly 
defined, as they imply that it is acceptable to construct structures that will worsen flood 
conditions in other areas. Any proposed Dallas Floodway Extension projects that do not 
meet the federal criteria need to be specified, and these projects should not be done. It 
appears that the Locally Preferred Plan of constructing an 800-year levee, and allowing 
placement of a tollway within the levees, will worsen flooding and remove any benefits of 
c~.nstructing other flood structures. 

-Also, the EIS states that projects must have a project life of at least 50 years. None of the 
projects proposed will meet tlus requirement, given the conditions that have caused the of 
the CWWTP and Rochester Park levees, built in 1991, to be already out-dated, less than 6 
years after construction, and the continuing tremendous development in the upper Trinity 
River watershed. Therefore, a shorter time period, not to exceed 10 years. should be used 
to determine the economic feasibility of the plans. 

No analysis was perfonned for the EIS of City ofDallas floodplain management efforts to 
control future development of the floodplain and insure that existing flood problems do 
not worsen. Although the City of Dallas is a participant in a regional floodplain 
development program called the Trinity River Corridor Development Certificate (CDC), 
there are serious doubts that the City of Dallas is complying and enforcing CDC program 

eis6.bk 13 

N-

72. See response #1 on page N - 13. 

73. The section referenced a study completed in 1987 that indicated that few 
herbaceous wetlands occurred within the overall upper Trinity River. The 
purpose of the statements were to indicate the scarcity of these resources 
compared to what occurred historically. The text has been modified to indicate 
that there have also been losses of important bottomland hardwoods and that 
resources should be protected, mitigated. or improved when possible during 
project implementation. Existing conditions were used for project planning as 
indicated in response #48 on page N - 39. The estimated project life for 
structures proposed by this report including the levees, chain of wetlands and 
channel realignment at the 1-45 bridge is 50 years. No tollways are proposed for 
construction by the Corps of Engineers. 

74. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14. Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
document present the plan formulation process undertaken to derive the 
Recommended Plan. which is presented in Chapter 6. 

75. The Dallas Floodway Extension was originally authorized in conjuction with 
numerous flood control reservoirs. Construction of the proposed project in 
conjunction with other previously authorized Corps of Engineers projects result 
in a lower peak water surface elevation downstream than what would have 
occurred prior to implementation of the projects. 

76. Federal guidelines dictate the period of analysis to be used in the economic 
evaluation of flood control projects. The current Federal interest rate and price 
levels were used in the analysis. Baseline hydraulic conditions, developed in 
conjunction with the North Central Texas Council of Governments and the 
Upper Trinity River Executive Committee. and projected conditions 50 years in 
the future were used to determine average annual economic benefits. 

77. The following requirements are contained in the local cooperation 
agreement to be signed by the local sponsor prior to implementation of a 
Federal project: 

Prevent future encroachments on project lands. easements. and rights
of-way which might interfere with the proper functioning of the project. 
Prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent obstruction of or 
encroachment on the Project that would reduce the level of protection it 
affords or that would hinder operation or maintenance of the Project. 



78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

82. 

requirements. Therefore, the COE should evaluate Dallas's floodplain management 
program for Trinity River development. This is especially needed since the City of Dallas 
is actively encouraging filling in the Trinity River and tributary streams floodplain. in 
southern Dallas and north of the existing Dallas Floodplain. 

Further, it does not appear the COE has included costs in the EIS for relocating vital 
public utilities that the City of Dallas allowed to be built immediately adjacent to the 
Trinity River channel. An analysis of costs must be included in the EIS for relocation of 
these public utilities, most of which have been constructed since 1994, include power and 
sewage collector lines that will have to be moved to construct levees and swale, according 
to the EIS. The EIS should state who will be financially responsible for paying for these 
relocation costs. These costs should be included and will further reduce any benefit 
gained, if any, from constructing levees and swale/COWs. 

There is no mention in the EIS of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Federal 
Emergency Management Agency permits that are required to fill in the floodplain, displace 
wetlands in the path oflevees/swales/COWs. 

The EIS states that levees must be constructed on both sides of the river channel due to 
induced damages that would occur on the opposite bank. However, instead of 
constructing the Cadillac Heights levee, wilt cause and worsen flooding along Cedar Creek 
and in Cadillac Heights, all structures below the 100-year floodplain or up to the naturally 
occurrin~ bluffs, could be removed. This would include Cadillac Heights, Moore Park and 
some structures along the Cedar Creek floodplain. This would negate the need for a 
Cadillac Heights levee, which will not protect Cadillac Heights. 

The EIS incorrectly states that there are no federal monies to buyout properties within the 
100-year floodplain for permanent evacuation. This is not the case, COE funds have and 
are being used in other local cities, like Arlington. Tx. Houston., Tx., to buyout and 
remove structures. Other funds are available for residential and/or commerciaVmdustrial 
p<0perties from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), for both disaster 
aI'ld pr~saster relocations, and from U.S. Housing and Urban Development Community 
Development Block Grant funds. City of Dallas stormwater fees, relocation and general 
funds can also be used to fund a fair buyout and relocation program. An analysis of these 
other fund sources needs to be presented, and why these were not presented in the EIS. 

It is unclear whether the Uniform Relocation Assistance Program referred to in the EIS is 
a federal, state or City of Dallas program. This should be clearly staled, and a description 
of the program provided. The citation and description of this program should be given, 
including who is responsible for these costs and what the program includes needs to be 
clearly stated, and a copy of the ordinance or regulation placed in the appendix. 

The meaning of the statement "It is recognized that individual structures may be selected 
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78. A list of utilities requiring relocation is presented in table C-1 in Appendix 
C, "CIVIL/ STRUCTURAL DESIGN AND RELOCATIONS". The costs of 
these relocations have been included in the detailed economic analyses, as 
seen in tables in Chapter 6. Utility relocations are part of LERRDs, which are 
a non-Federal responsibility. These costs are non-Federal costs, and are 
counted toward the non-Federal share of the project. 

79. See response to comment #49 on page N - 39. 

80. Table 0-26 shows that a buyout of this magnitude is not feasible. An 
evaluation based on property type also shows that the benefits generated by 
the feasible buy-out plans are obtained from the industrial structures and not 
the residential. 

81. The EIS does not state that there are no federal monies to buyout 
properties. The evaluation of non¥structural evacuation plans by flood zone, 
as presented in table 4-8 on page 4-35, showed that these plans were 
economically infeasible. Furthermore, the Dallas City Council stated in 
October 1996 that the buyout of structures within the Cadillac Heights area 
would not be considered further. 

82. The Uniform Relocation Assistance Program is a general term which is 
applied to the program established by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Public law 91-
646, as amended by Public Law 100-17, April 1987). This is a Federal law 
which applies to all Federal and Federally assisted real property acquisitiOn, 
including the DFE project. The City of Dallas will be responsible for 
implementation, in accordance with the Federal statute, as they acquire the 
necessary real property for OFE. The guidelines for implementation are 
contained in 49 CFR 24 (March 2, 1989, with amendments June 14, 1991 and 
July 27, 1992). Regulations such as these are not typically included, in their 
entirety, in a GRR or EIS. 
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84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

for evacuation in conjunction with other flood control measures" needs to be explained. 
The structures affected that would be purchased for recreation use and evacuated need to 
be specified, as should whomever is responsible financially for purchasing these structures 
Dallas voters were told that no residential or other property would be bought and 
demolished. 

The EIS should descnoe COE engineering and design manuals used, and also, fonnulation 
criteria and regulations and document how these requirements were met, including those 
for flood control channels, outlet works, embankment, strearnflow routing, backwater 
computations, cost estimates, environmental mitigation, environmental restoration, 
recreation features, etc. and those used in developing alternative plans. 

'The methodology for initial screening of alternatives is unclear, as is how the 
detennination that only 7 commercialfmdustrial structures were eligible for removal. Also, 
apparently, no analysis of residential structures was preformed. The criteria and 
requirements for performing the analysis, how and why residential and 
commercialfmdustrial structures were included or omitted from the analysis need to be 
specified. An ,analysis of removal of residential structures needs to be preformed, 
including the monetary results of reducing flood damages from the removal of residential 
structures. 

Common sense says that there should be a correlation of reducing flood damages to 
removal of structures. Therefore, removal of al1 industrial/commercial structures and 
residentlal structures, not just 7, from the 2-,5-, 10- and 100-year flood zones in all reaches 
should be included in the analysis. It appears that only reaches 2, 6, and 5 were used in 
the analysis. An explanation of why the other reaches were not included need to be 
included in the methodology. An analysis of purchasing structures in the 100-year 
floodplain on the south side of the Trinity, including Cadillac Heights, Moore Park and 
along the Cedar Creek should be perfonned. 

All alternatives should be evaluated in conjunction with construction of the proposed 
t0llroad to determine the least environmental impact. Selection of any alternative as less 
damaging is otherwise not valid. Constructing levees, swales and tollroads within the 
floodway, which is proposed, is the most damaging environmentally of all options 
propo!fed, as well as the most costly. 

There are no economic or hydrological or hydrolic analyses of the effect of building a 
tollway within the levee on river corridor and tributary residents or·areas adjacent and 
down river of the existing levees, proposed Dallas Flood way Extension or the swale. No 
alternative should be selected or constructed until such analysis is performed. Since these 
are primarily minority and/or low-income neighborhoods in the study area, this is a clear 
case of environmental racism. 
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83. There are a very limited number of structures which would be evacuated 
for proper levee placement and alignment. However, it is not envisioned that 
any structures would be purchased solely to allow additional recreational 
features to be incorporated into the project. 

84. Engineering design procedures, computer programs, design manuals 
and planning policy guidelines are cited in the various technical appendices. 

85. See comment #80 on page N - 44. All structures within the 100-year 
floodplain were evaluated for the nonstructural plan. Since there are very few 
residential structures located in the most frequent flood zones the benefits 
are being generated by the commercial and industrial structures. The 
benefits presented in feasible plans shown in table 0-26 are from industrial 
structures. · 

86. Common sense is correct, removal does constitute flood damage 
reduction. However, the benefits must outweigh the costs. All reaches 
except 3 were evaluated for nonstructural measures. Only the feasible 
results were presented. The complete results are available at our office. The 
criteria used in given on page D-14. 

87. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14 and comment # 1 on page 
N - 2. Cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable project proposals was 
included in the final GRR/EIS. 

88. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14 .. 



89. The summary of levee alternatives is incomplete. No anaJysis of the costs and effect on 
flood levels of construction of I 00-year or 800-year levees and with selected relief 
channel, chain of wetlands (COWs), or swale is presented. No analysis of costs or affect 
on flood levels of construction of 100-year or 800-year levees, swale/channel (COWs), 
and tollway is presented. 

90. Only flood reduction plans that provide positive net benefits should be implemented. It is 
not acceptable to construct structures that will raise water surface elevations in the 
existing Da11as Floodway. Any calculations of water surface elevations is incomplete and 
incorrect unless the placement of the tollway within the levees is factored into the analysis. 
No flood damage reduction structures should be constructed that will cause harm to the 
Joppe or other river conidor residents and neighborhoods. including construction of the 
swale/COWs through Joppe. 

91. Use of the Upper Trinity River Feasibility Study model to calculate flood damages and 
economic impact of alternatives in the proposed Dallas Floodway Extension is 
inappropriate ~ince it does not reflect actua1 on-the-ground conditions in the Study area, 
including tremendous amount of illegal and lega1 fill in the study area and immediately 
south of Loop 12, along the Trinity River and White Rock flood plains. It also does not 
factor in construction of the tollway within the levees into the analysis. Cost data needs to 
be updated to 1998 costs to reflect the most recent prices and level of development. 

92. The inclbsion of the COWs plus 800-year levees is confusing and needs to be justified, 
given that COE has already determined the construction of the 800-year Lamar and 
Cadillac Heights levees will raise flood levels in the existing Dallas Floodway. 

93. The aDalysis of alternatives is not comprehensive, and does not include several options 
that will provide equal or greater flood damage reduction to both the existing and 
proposed Dallas Flood way. including 
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digging out the existing Dallas F1oodway to remove sediment deposited from 
flood,; 
rnising and repairing existing levees; 

-,. widening the distance between the levees; 
-digging detention ponds above and in the Dallas Floodway~ 
combining the above with buyout and removal of structures in the 100-year 
floodplain below Corinth St.; 
moving the proposed Lamar and Cadillac Heights levees further apart to avoid 
constricting the river channel and stay out of the forest and wildlife habitat~ 
buy all of the DID/Proctor Gamble site, and dig a detention pond on the entire site, 
and construct a diversion channel to coMect the river to the detention pond. 

The reason for tying the Lamar Street tevee to the Rochester Park levee needs to be 
clearly specified. If it is so the City ofDaJlas can receive financial credit for its' 

16 

N - 46 

89. The levee alternatives to which it is assumed you are referring, which 
are presented on page 4-13 and table 4-3, were part of the initial 
screening process early in the plan formulation process, and were 
evaluated without regard to a swale or chain of wetlands. As Chapter 4 is 
intended to present a chronological review of the formulation process, the 
evaluations of levees in conjunction with the chain of wetlands are 
presented later within the chapter. 

90. See response to #4 on page N - 14, and to comment #89 above 
regarding the chronological nature of Chapter 4. 

91. See response to #90 above. 

92. The COE has determined that construction of 800-year Lamar and 
Cadillac Heights levees (recommended plan) will lower flood levels in the 
existing Dallas Floodway, when constructed in conjunction with the chain 
of wetlands. See response to comment #2 on page N -13. 

93. It should be emphasized that the current DFE investigation is a 
reevaluation of an authorized project meant to provide flood protection to 
the Dallas Floodway Extension area. While some of the alternatives 
presented in the comment dealing with structural improvements within the 
existing Dallas Floodway may provide lower water surface elevations in 
the existing Floodway, protection lo the DFE area would not be improved. 
Non-structural evacuation plans have been investigated and determined to 
be infeasible or non-implementable by the city. The locations of the 
proposed Cadillac Heights and Lamar Levees have been set with many 
engineering and environmental constraints, including efforts to minimize 
impacts to the environmental resources while providing flood control 
benefits. For example, relocating the proposed Lamar Levee further from 
the river would necessitate the acquisition and removal of numerous 
structures on the northeast side of the railroad tracks for construction of 
the required sumps. 



94. construction. then this connection should not be done. Instead of constructing the Lamar 
Levee and connecting it east through the Trinity River/Hwy 31 O overpass, to the 
Railroad, and then to the Rochester Park levee, it appears that it could end much earlier, if 
it i~ constructed at al. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

Low-lying Rochester Park neighborhoods outside the Rochester Park levee, could be 
protected with tying the levee to the adjacent eastern railroad and Hwy 31 O embankments 
and placing a flood-gate at Hatcher. Regardless of whether the Lamar Levee is 
constructed, the Rochester Park levee could be extended west to tie on to the railroad 
trestle, preventing flood waters from going around the east side Rochester Park levee. 
The could be the most economical and effective solution to remove flooding from these 
areas and would restore valley storage and prevent floodwaters from backing up .. 

The planned Cadillac Heights levee will not protect residents in Cadillac Heights, Moore 
Park, or along the Cedar Creek floodplain, but instead, plans will deliberately use them 
and their neighborhoods as the "safety valves" to prevent catastrophic flooding on the 
southern side of the river. Also, these plans arc made without considering the impact of 
constructing a tollway within the levees, which will constrict water flow and raise flood 
levels. Since, according to Mr. Gene Rice, project manager, there are no plans to buy out 
Moore Park residents and flooding there will worsen, this is a clear case of environmental 
injustice. 

All cost~ and benefits for any solutions are rendered meaningless since the proposed 
tollway constructed within the levees will force millions of gallon of flood waters 
downstream, raise flood levels within the Dallas Floodway, and affect the hydrological, 
hydrolic, and economic calculations. Plans for constructing the tollway within the levees 
will negate any supposed benefit gained from constructing the swale/COWs/levees. An 
analysis of the effects of constructing levees/swales/COWs/tollroads on water surface 
levels within the existing Dallas Floodway must be done and provided in the EIS. Since 
any flood reduction benefits will be wiped out by constructing an 800-year Cadillac 
A:E:ights levee, measures that will be taken to maintain or lower flood levels if the tollroad 
is built fflust be included. Also, measures that wil1 be taken to ensure that flood levels will 
not raise because of upriver and watershed development need to be specified. 

The best possible solution should be used regardless of cost, as people's lives are worth 
more than doing things the cheap way, such as the City of Dallas refusal to pay for 
construction of long levees because it costs $3.5 million more than·the short levee option. 
This is another case of environmental racism, as the City would most likely pay for any 
amount for protection of downtown, the industrial and hospital districts, or neighborhoods 
north of downtown. Any conclusion that flood losses would be reduced by constructing 
levees is incorrect. Actually, flood damages will be increased by allowing industry to 
move into the neighborhood and other areas «protected" by levees, since the levees will 
fail at some time in the future. 
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94. The alignment of the Lamar Levee has been designed to maximize 
the economic benefits of the existing Rochester Park Levee while 
providing SPF flood protection for the Rochester Park area and as many 
of the residences and business along Lamar St. as possible. 

95. See response to comment #3 on page N - 30 . See response to 
comment #3 on page N - 13. See response to comment #4 on page N -
14. 

96. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 

97. See responses to comment #2 on page N - 13, and to comment #10 
on page N - 22. 



98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

The statistics about the level of protection provided by the raised CWWTP levees are not 
valid, given the low confidence level of 66 percent. Current plans will use the CWWTP as 
another "safety valve," for floods over 140-year level, along with the Rochester Park and 
Moore Park neighborhoods. The E[S needs to clearly state that the Moore Park 
neighborhood will continue to flood and that the COE plans to leave residents in the flood 
waters since there are no provisions planned to protect Moore Park residents, according 
to the DFE Project Manager. Moore Park and neighborhood residents south of 8th street 
in the floodplain need to be bought out. It is disgusting that the COE and the City of 
Dallas have no regard for these residents or concern about their safety, since these 
residents will be deliberately left to suffer the ravages of flooding and there is not even the 
appearance of"protecting" them with leveesiswales/COWs. 

The levees that the COE will break in the event of catastrophic floods that threaten 
downtown need to be specified in the EIS. This is not unreasonable given the 1993 
Mississippi floods where the COE broke a number of levees to relieve threats of 
catastrophic flood levels in St. Louis and New Orleans. 

By not raising the CWWTP levee to SPF level on all sides results in its• becoming a very 
ex.pensive "safety valve" to relieve catastrophic flooding. Instead of building the Cadillac 
Heights Levee, that will not protect the residents, the funds could be better spent in buying 
out Cadillac Heights residents/businesses and then raising the CWWTP levees. 

It appeai;s that the air quality impacts and improvements through pollution removal by 
forests is understated. Apparently. calculations did not include air quality benefits from all 
vegetation, including forests. Federal officials in Chicago have detennined that the forests 
provide about $40 million of air pollution reduction yearly. Preserving the tree canopy in 
Dallas is essential in reducing air pollution to enable the City of Dallas to meet federal 
Clean Air.Act requirements. 

It is not clear why the federal government is giving credit to the City of Dallas for building 
ley.ees. CWWTP and Rochester Park levees when they lasted less than 6 years and no 
tollger ptovide the designed protection. which was to last for 50 years. Nothing is stated 
about the effects of not raising the Rochester Park levees from 110-to 800-year flood 
protection levels. lltis neighborhood is now 8 times more likely to flood than when these 
levees Were built. An analysis of the effects of not raising the levees compared to buying 
out the neighborhood and knocking down the levees needs to be performed and presented 
in the EIS. Also. since no analysis has been done of the effect on flood levels and 
neighborhoods along and below the project area and on the tributaries, one must be 
petformed now to ensure that these areas are not placed in increased risk of flooding. 

Through leaving the Rochester Park Levees in the same condition,. the Rochester Park 
neighborhood serves as another expensive «safety valve" to relieve catastrophic flooding 
at a terrible cost in human suffering, as are the neighborhoods that will be «unprotected" 
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98. See response to comment #10 on page N - 22 regarding the 
improved proleclion to the CWWf P wilh implementation of the 
Recommended Plan. lmplementalion of the Recommended Plan will 
reduce water surface in the vicinily of Moore park by 2-feel for the 100-
year event. As a result, damages would begin at about the 25-year 
event with the project in-place, as opposed to the 10-year event under 
exisling condilions. Therefore, the potential damage to properties is 
reduced because they are now located in a less frequent flood zone. 
Buy oul of lhe structures is not economically feasible and therefore not 
in the Federal Interest. However, lhe City relains the oplion to 
incorporate a buyout of this neighborhood or implemenl a voluntary 
buyout plan independent of lhe proposed project. 

99. There are no intentions to break a levee in the event of 
catastrophic floods. However, provisions for controlled inundation of 
protected areas in the least hazardous locations are designed into the 
Lamar Levee, for example, as specified on page A-22, Appendix A. 

100. See response to commenl #10 on page N - 22. 

101. See response on page N - 32 to your comment idenlified as #19. 

102. Credit for the advanced construction of the Rochester Park 
Levee and modifications lo lhe CWWfP Levee was provided by 
Section 351 of the Water Resources Developmenl Act of 1996. See 
response to comment #38 on page N - 37 and comment #6 on page N 
- 31. 

103. The proposed projecl will not worsen the flooding in the area 
wilhin the exisling floodway or lhe area upstream of Loop 12. The 
recommended plan with SPF levees will raise the SPF flood elevalion 
at Loop 12 approximalely 0.3 feet (4 inches) and the 100-year flood 
elevation approximately 0.16 feel (2 inches). However the current SPF 
flood depth at Loop 12 is approximately 50 feet. ( This is shown in the 
draft GRR/EIS on plate A-35.) The raise in water surface would be 
negligible at the East Fork/ Main Stem of the Trinily River confluence. 

104. See response to comment #6 on page N - 31. 



105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 

by constructing the Lamar and Cadillac Heights levees and a tollroad inside the levees 
forcin~ more flood waters onto Rochester Park and up the tributaries. The plans for ' 
remoVU1g flood damages from the Rochester Park neighborhood needs to be included in 
this EIS. 

Table 4~14 needs an explanation of how costs were derived and what the table means. 
The difference in Col. A, B and C are not clear. Also, it appears that costs for HTRW 
clean-up~ very understated, especially since DART has spent millions cleaning-up 
HTRW dunng the Central Expressway line. Also, environmental restoration will likely be 
required after HTRW sites are cleaned-up. 

Table 4-15 and 4-16 are not supported with a complete listing of properties, including 
street number and address. This support should appear in the appendices. 

Again, the evaluation results of various options is meaningless since the calculations do 
not factor in the placement of the tollroad within the levees, and are based on out-dated 
flood maps and economic, hydraulic and hydrological models that do not reflect current 
on-the-ground COnditions. 

' 
All land bought for enviromnental and -.ation mitigation should be purchased within 
th_e City of Dallas: preferably on the Trinity River itself, or on land adjacent to Trinity and 
tnbutary floodplam, such as the Pemberton Hill farm on White Rock Creek. 

Ch■nterS 

109. No analysis or documentation is provided to document the assumption that economic 
benefits in this chapter would include the "addition of insurance subsidy benefits, defined 
as the annual savings in operating expenses for the administration of the flood insurance 
program. due to implementation of the proposed program." How many businesses and 
residential property owners in the project area actually have flood insurance? How man 
of these are in the I 00-year or less flood plain. What is the basis for this assumpt\on? 

' Cadillac Heights Levee 

11 O. Apparently, the COE has no concern about the effect ofleaving the levee at 100-year 
levee or, conversely, raising the levee to an 800 year levee. If the levee is left at the 100 
year levee, and the Lamar Street at 800 year levee, in the case of a flood greater than a 
100 year flood, the Cadillac Heights levee will he overtopped much sooner than the 800 
year levee. This evidences concerns that the COE is not concerned about Cadillac Heights 
at all, since it will use this levee as the control valve to prevent flooding in downtown. 
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105. As stated previously, Chapter 4 presents the plan formulation process 
used to derive the final Recommended Plan. As such, the costs presented 
in this chapter do not reflect the same level of detail as that presented in 
Chapter 6, where the final Recommended Plan is described. Table 4-14 
presents preliminary comparative data between three alternatives 
investigated as potential Locally Preferred Plans. and shows the effect of 
incorporating the authorized credit for compatible portions of the Rochester 
Park and CVI/\/VTP levees, as authorized in Section 351 ofWRDA 1996. 
Descriptions of these plans are provided on pages 4-53 and 4-54. 

106. The appendices were written to provide documentation of the detailed 
analyses final array of alternatives and do not include all preliminary 
evaluation data. 

107. See response to comment #1 on page N - 18 and response to 
comment #32 on page N - 35. 

108. See response to comment #56 on page N - 40. 

109. It is assumed that all persons within the 100-year floodplain have flood 
insurance because persons maintain the insurance based on economic 
conditions. With the exception of requirements of mortgage companies 
carrying insurance is voluntary. The primary basis for this assumption is 
that society bears some portion of the burden for flood damage weather 
flood insurance is secured or not. This is borne through loan subsidies, 
emergency relief agencies etc. 

110. Federal regulations require that the plan recommended for 
implementation be the plan that maximizes net annual economic benefits, 
unless certain provisions are met which allow deviation from this plan. The 
plan now known as the Federally Supportable Plan (FSP) includes 
provisions for SPF protection at Cadillac Heights. 
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112. 

113. 

114. 

Conversely, the COE's own engineering studies show that increasing the levee height over 
100 year flood "begins to cause adverse impacts upstream. Hydraulic analyses indicate 
that a higher levee in the Cadillac Heights area begins to cause an increase in the upstream 
SPF profile, which is the design profile for the existing Dallas Floodway. As shown in the 
incremental analysis of the SPF levee for Cadillac Heights, the economic analysis is 
extremely sensitive to changes in the upstream conditions, primarily due to the billions of 
dollars in property being protected by the Dallas Floodway. Thus, any increase in 
upstream water surface for the SPF design flow immediately squelches any hope of higher 
net benefits for the Cadillac Heights Levee." Measures to prevent such an increase should 
be specified. 

The «Conclusion" drawn in the "Optimization of the Lamar and Cadillac Heights Levees" 
section seems deliberately confusing and statements made directly conflict others in the 
section. The Table 5-1 is confusing and be stated in tenns of 100, 500 or specified year 
levee, since the rest of this section uses these terms. The following statements are 
contradictory and confusing, and need to be clarified. 
"Net benefits continue to increase as the Cadillac Heights Levee increases, fueled by a 
unique scenario where benefits and costs decrease for a higher levee around Cadillac 
Heights. " 
This conflicts with "However, at a height roughly equal to that of the levee currently 
being proposed as part of the Federally Supportable Plan, hydraulic impacts upstream 
result in an abrupt downturn in the total benefits being achieved." 

' In essence, any increase in the Cadillac Heights Levee over the I 00 year level, which is the 
Federally·Supportable Plan. "results in an abrupt downturn" in the protection to the 
existing Dallas Flood.way. It is not acceptable to construct any structures that will raise 
flood levels or to apply for a «variance" to do so. It is also not acceptable to construct 
structures whose main purpose is to relieve flooding so that developers can buy out 
neighborhoods for industrial users, who will benefit by not having to pay for levees, swales 
or other structures that the federal and local taxpayers finance. 

This is not a comprehensive evaluation or plan to reduce flood damages, instead, it is a 
piecemeal attempt that tries to treat the Dallas Floodway Extension as an area unrelated to 
the Dallas Floodway Extension or actions upriver in the Trinity River Watershed. A 
comprehensive plan should be developed. This plan places developers and industry before 
the welfare of residents and property owners. It is a1so an abuse of fiscal responsibility 
since the EIS states that building the 800-year Cadillac Heights levee will reduce flood 
protection to downtown and the Dallas Floodway. This ptan could also be illegal under 
federal law, since the main purpose is to build levees to redeem floodplain land for 
development. 

115. Unless the COE has done an actual survey and analysis of the holders offederal flood 
insurance in the project area, and can support the conclusion, it is inappropriate to state 
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111. The Federally Supportable Plan (FSP), in conjunction with the chain 
of wetlands and the SPF Lamar Levee and an SPF levee at Cadillac 
Heights. would not decrease the existing level of protection in the existing 
Dallas Floodway. 

112. The purpose of the referenced section was to show the approximate 
height at which the Cadillac Heights levee would maximize net annual 
benefits. Elevation 412.15 equates to the 100-year levee. As described in 
the sections preceding the "Conclusion" section, an overall excess of 
excavated material is expected from construction of this project, and the 
cost of hauling and disposing of this material is greater than the cost of 
placing the material in a levee. Therefore, for a given length of levee, 
lower heights actually increase construction costs. Additionally. adverse 
hydraulic impacts to the existing Floodway begin to be significant only 
after the Cadillac Heights levee rises above about the 100-year elevation. 
As shown in figure 5-1, the NET benefits are. therefore, optimized at about 
the 100-year (412.15) elevation. · 

113. When viewed as a complete plan. construction of the DFE FSP 
project would result in increased protection to the existing Floodway. See 
response to comment #111 above and to comment #2 on page N -13. 
The benefits, and justification, for construction of the proposed project 
were based on the protection of the structures currently in place. 

114. The current investigation undertaken for the DFE project was 
initiated in 1991 as a reevaluation of an already authorized project. Future 
projects upstream of this area will not be allowed to adversely impact this 
project. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14 and to #113 ab.ave. 

115. See response to comment #109 on page N - 49. 



that 
" ... implementation of either the FSP or the LPP would produce an annual savings in 
administration of the flood insurance programs operating expenses." This statement 
implies that property OW1WI in the study area hold flood insurance. 

116. A8ain, construction oflcvccs and a tollroad within the levees will negate any benefits of 
building swales/COWs, and this is a waste of taxpayer money. There is no economic 
justification, regardless of the cost, for constructing levees/swales/COWs/tollroads, or 
levees that will raise flood levels upstream. The request for exception should be denied to 
build an 800-year Cadillac Heights levee, since it will raise flood levels. Again, Cadillac 
Heights, Moore Park and other low-lying neighborhoods, in the floodplain, should be 
bought out in an equitable manner, and relocated to higher ground. This would obviate 
the need for a Cadillac Heights levee and provide a lasting solution for reducing flood 
damages. 

117. Any economic conclusions that building any type oflevees will reduce flood damages are 
meaningless, since the construction of the proposed tollroad is not included in any of the 
calcolations. Aiso, since construction of an 800-year Cadillac Heights levee will raise 

118, flood levels downtown and in the Dallas Floodway, the resulting flood damages from 

119. 

120. 

121. 

122_ 
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overtopping the existing levees need to be clearly calcolated and reported in the EIS. 

"The Federally Supportable Plan would not fully offset the adverse hydraulic 
impacts to the residential areas in the Floodway Extension area that have resulted 
&om construction of upstream portions of the existing Dallas Floodway and from 
upstream changes in watershed development." 

The conclusion that LPP would fully offset these impacts" is not valid, or is valid only for 
a snap-shot in time, given the continuing, virtually unrestricted development in the 
northern Trinity River watershed. Given the failure of the CWWTP and Rochester Park 
levees to provide 800-year flood protection for 50 years, as designed, such a conclusion is 
meaningless. These levees provided designed protection for less than 6 years. 
Also, to construct the plan Dallas prefers, the City will have to obtain a waiver and 
"variance" of federal and regional flood plain development regulations to raise flood 
l~els. 

The Dallas preferred plan will raise flood levels as constructed, and upstream development 
will not be contained. Therefore, the heart of the matter is that these measures will not 
provide long-lasting flood damage relief. and is why taxpayer monies should not be spent 
for a temporary stop-gap solution, no matter what the City ofDallu wants. 

Federal and local taxpayer dollars should not be spent unless long-term solutions are used. 
Additionally, any economic conclusions are also not valid since the voluntary buyout 
option and other options were limited up-front because the City of Dallas dictated what 
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116. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. to comment #3 on 
page N - 30, and to comment #113 on page N - 50. See also response to 
comment #98 on page N - 48. 

117. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 

118. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50. 

119. The CVVWTP levee improvements completed by the City of Dallas in 
1996 was originally designed for the 100-year flood plus 3 feet and it 
currently provides that level of protection as described on page A-12 of 
Appendix A. See response to comment #38 on page N - 37, also 
response #69. 

120. See response to comment #7 on page N - 21. 

121. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50. Impacts of 
construction upstream of the study area will be reviewed and minimized by 
the CDC process and the Record of Decision signed in 1987. 

122. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50 and to comment #1 
on page N - 13. 



solutions would be used. Therefore, the plans Dallas wants to use should not be 
constructed since flood levels will be increased. 

123. All other options should be thoroughly reviewed, including the voluntary buyout and 
relocation option, as required by law. Additionally, all data in the models should be up
dated to reflect actual on-the-ground conditions, including removal of the forest and 
neighborhood structures throughout the study area. Unless· this is not done, conclusions 
reached continue to be not valid, and overstate the economic and other benefits of building 
levees/swales/COWs. 

12 4. There is no cost data to support building a flood wall to protect one business in Cadillac 
Heights. How much more will this cost? Will the levee footprint have to be relocated at 
this site? Will there be any reduction in flood "protection" benefits to Cadillac Heights or 
other area? Federal dollars should not be spent to «protect" businesses that deliberately 
locate in the floodplain. 

Chantcr6 

' Chain of Wetlands (COWs) and Channel Realignment at IH-45 

125. 

126. 

127. 

128. 

The proposed movement of the Trinity River channel is also a prime example of fiscal 
irresponsibility. This will cost millions of dollars that should be spent to buyout and 
remove fesidents from the danger of flooding. Instead, the project proposed will fail in the 
next big flood; as shown in the 1993 and other M.ississippi floods, because it is impossible 
to control the river and where it goes. In the meantime, this is a tremendous waste of 
taxpayer dollars. 

The EIS does not contain a detailed description of how the proposed wetlands will be 
constructed, maintained, or operated, and does not specify costs for building, operating, 
and maintaining these wetlands. Additionally, there is no health risk data presented in the 
EIS from using sewage water~ which will no doubt provide excellent mosquito habitat, to 
ke"ep the wetlands wet, and this needs to be developed, as does an assessment of how 
many peOple will be willing to recreate next to shallow ponds of sewage water. 

HfRW costs appear to be deliberately understated, since only lead-containing leachate in 
the Linfield landfill is addressed. There are other commercial and industrial sites that are 
contaminated with lITR W. 
The basis for determining the building. operation and maintenance costs should be 
provided. as well as clear statements about what kind of maintenance and how frequently 
it is needed, who will do it, and pay for it. 

Lamar Levee 
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123. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13 and to comment 
#33 on page N - 35. 

124. The costs for this floodwall have been incorporated into the costs 
for the TFSP. The floodwall was deemed necessary to reduce the 
footprint of an earthen levee at that location, and to remove the .need to 
purchase and/or relocate the business currently at the site. No 
reduction in flood protection would be caused by this floodwall. 

125. The investigation conducted to ascertain feasibility of this river 
realignment, as presented on pages 4-69 through 4-71, showed that 
this alternative was economically justified. The alternative was 
subsequently approved as an addition to the FSP. 

126. See response to comment #14 on page N - 23. 

127. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

128. A breakdown of operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitatior:i and 
replacement (OMRR&R) costs has been provided in the final 
GRRIEIS. 



129. 

130. 

The plan for this Levee, ifit is built, will tightly constrict the Trinity River channel and 
raising flood levels, Another option should be evaluated and used, as previously stated. 

The reason for tying the Lamar Street levee to the Rochester Park levee needs to be 
clearly specified. Ifit is so the City of Dallas can receive financial credit for its' 
construction. then this connection should not be done. Instead of constructing the Lamar 
Levee and connecting it east through the Trinity River/Hwy 310 overpass, to the 
Railroad, and then to the Rochester Park levee, it appears that it could end much earlier, if 
it is constructed at all. 

Cadillac Heights Levee 

131. 

132. 

133. 

134. 
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Again, lfIR W sites and costs are understated, and no sampling has been conducted to 
determine the existence ofKfRW sites between Dixie Metals, Exide Industries, the 
chromium recycling plant and the river, or in the river channel, and to the northeast of 
those plants. This is crucial~ since the wind blows predominately to the northeast, and 
lead, and other _metals have been found in Cadillac Heights. In fact, the entire 
neighborhood.should be designated a Superfund Site. Measures that will be taken to 
protect residents from the most likely contaminated dirt that will "fly'' during construction 
need to be specified. Also, water testing and river channel soil in this area has found lead 
and chromium and other pollutants; this is not disclosed in the EIS. Lead smelters, and 
other industries, legally dwnped hazardous waste throughout south and west Dallas for 
about 40 years, until federal environmental laws were enacted in the l 970's. Plants like 
Exide h\dustries and Dixie Metals operated for 40 years, and were not closed down until 
the late l 980's. 

It is unconscionable to tell Cadillac Heights residents that they will be protected by the 
levee, and then to deliberately construct one that the COE knows will allow floodwaters 
to go arollD.d the end and then flood the neighborhood. It is not acceptable to give 
residents the illusion that they are "protected" from flooding, and to release floodwaters 
through "control overtopping" into their neighborhoods to prevent catastrophic fJWUfe of 
tllc levees. 

~ 

During the Trinity River bond elections. Cadillac Heights and Lamar residents and 
industrial/commercial property owners were evidently mislead when they were told none 
wou1d be relocated because of construction of the levee, swale, and COW' s. However, 
apparently structures will in fact be "relocated" to construct the levees. Whether these are 
residential or industrial/commercial structures needs to be specified-, as does the exact 
location of the properties. 

Also omitted from the EIS is a clear map and list of the exact locations of the proposed 
sumps and sump pumps, and properties that will be "relocated" to construct these. 
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129. Several alignments were considered for the Lamar Levee, as shown in 
figure 4-11, page 4-45, and described on pages 4-43 and 4-44. The Lamar 
Levee, as proposed. moves the critical breach point of the East Levee of the 
existing Dallas Floodway from the floodwall at the downstream end of the 
Floodway to a higher elevation near Houston Street. In doing so. this levee 
provides approximately $1.5 million of incremental annual benefits to the 
existing Floodway. 

130. See response to comment #94 on page N - 47. 

131. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14 and comment #12 on page 
N - 22. 

132. See response to comment #5 on page N - 30. 

133. Yes, some commercial structures will be impacted by the location of the 
levee. The current alignment would affect the property just West of MLK Blvd. 
and those along Rector and the intersection of Rector and Keis! Blvd. The 
Lamar Levee would also impact some structures west of Lamar Street. Plec,Ise 
refer to the plates in Appendix C which show the current proposed levee 
alignments. 

134. Delineations of the sumps were mistakenly omitted from the figures in the 
main section of the draft report. These locations are shown in Appendix C, 
however. No structures will require relocation due to construction of the sumps. 
Further optimization of the sumps has been performed at the request of higher 
Corps authority, and has been incorporated into the final GRR/EIS. 



Recreation Amenities 

135. These plans for levees, swales, COWs and tollroads will destroy wildlife habitat, cultural, 
historical and archeological sites, and old-growth bottomland hardwood forests that 
cannot be replaced. It also destroy Dallas's once-in-a-generation opportunity to preserve 
and restore the natural habitat along the Trinity River and create a world-class recreation 
area. These plans are the most environmentally damaging of all of the plans considered. 
It makes a mockery of stated environmental preservation efforts. 

Operation, Maintenance, Repair. Replacement and Rehabilitation 

136. It is very unlikely that the City of Dallas will comply with any requirements or local 
agreement to insure operation and maintenance in the Dallas Flood.way Extension, given 
the City's clear record of not maintaining the existing Dallas Floodway. 

Environmental Compli~ce 

137. 

138. 

The conclusio~ drawn that there are «no feasible alternatives to conducting activities 
within the 100-year floodplain of the Trinity River, and measures have been considered to 
minimize impacts to the floodplain through project design." is not vaJid. Other 
alternatives were not fully evaluated, and all are rendered meaningless since the proposed 
tollroad was not factored in to any calculations. 

\ 
Since no sampling of river water and bottom was not carried out, and there is 
documentation oflead, chromium and other pollutants in the river, it is not possible to 
state that the EIS complies with Section 404 Clean Water Act. 

Section 9 and IO Rivers and Harbors Act 

139. 

140. 

141. 

The EIS does not comply with this Act as flood levels will actually increase throughout 
Diillas, including within the Dallas Floodway and proposed Dallas Flood.way Extension. It 
will severely harm the environment. Use of the Environmental Impact Statement and 
Record of Decision as a rationalization to allow a "variance from the criteria,,. will serve 
the best public interest" is not acceptable. The EIS is already out-of-date, and is 
superseded by all federal floodplain regulation. This is self-serving since it will allow a 
project whose main purpose is to benefit the COE by providing another construction 
project, and developers and construction firms who also have a vested interest in 
constructing levees, etc. since they will financially benefit from these projects. 

Environmental Justice 

142. This plan is a clear example of Environmental Injustice since it will allow construction of 
«flood control" structures that will raise flood levels throughout the river and will harm 
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135. The project features listed that are proposed by the Corps 
would impact riparian forest that is estimated, based upon review of 
aerial photos of the area, to be less than fifty years old on average. 
Not even individual trees were located within the proposed 
alignments that could be called "old growth" in the classic sense. 
The alignments were carefully selected following several years of 
evaluation of existing resources to minimize impacts to the forest in 
general and the older, higher quality forest in specific. It is correct 
that, if a decision is made to construct the project, resources would 
be lost that are irreplaceable within that area. However, after 
coordination with other resource agencies, it has been determined 
that losses to some values of the existing woodlands can be 
mitigated within the area immediately downstream of the proposed 
project. In addition, the wetland complex proposed within the chain 
of wetlands would provide some of the functions currently occurring 
within the area. 

The planning process has demonstrably resulted in a proposal that 
supports preservation of environmental resources. The NED plan 
would have caused severe impacts at least three times more 
damaging to bottomland hardwood forests than the current plan. In 
addition it would have completely severed the existing forest within 
the White Oak Creek flood plain. Complete channelization and 
realignment of the Trinity River would also have caused significantly 
more impacts to the environmental resources of the area. Further, 
the 2000-foot-wide vegetation management plan that called for 
clearing undergrowth and tree limbs up to a height of 20+ feet would 
also cause significant alteration and adverse modification to the 
forest and forest values that would be more damaging overall than 
the proposed plan. 

136. See response to comment #22 on page N - 24. 

137. A full slate of alternatives was evaluated. As indicated in the 
report, non-structural alternatives were evaluated and were not 
found to be supportable. The proposed tollroad was not factored in 
because it is not a component of the flood damage reduction plan 
proposed by the Corps as part of the DFE project. 

138. Sufficient data exist from Corps sampling, other investigations, 
and actions conducted in the area to develop the Section 404 (b)(1) 
analysis to document compliance with Section 404 is attainable for 
the recommended plan. 
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139. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50. 

140. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final Regional 
Environmental Impact Statement, Trinity River and Tributaries was 
referenced to indicate that a framework has been developed to 
address the cumulative impacts from individual Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act. The proposed project does not meet the stringent criteria laid 
out in that ROD; however, a complete evaluation of that ROD and 
the EIS it was based upon was done primarily to address the 
myriad of unrelated, individual proposals that would "reclaim" flood 
plain lands, making them developable without further causing 
undue impacts to existlng developments and to provide equal 
opportunities for others to effectively develop their flood plain 
lands. The presence of existing residents and commercial 
developments located at the downstream end of the area covered 
by the referenced EIS and ROD, many of which have been placed 
to the flood plain or receive more frequent flooding as a result of 
upstream development, constitutes a condition that needs careful 
consideration. If this project were presented as an individual 
permit action for review under Section 404 and Section 10, the 
proposal would meet the variance tests due to the extremely small 
increases in downstream elevations for the 100 yr and SPF events 
and it would provide protection for existing residential and 
commercial areas. 

141. The investigation was conducted in accordance with all 
applicable Federal, State, and local regulations, policies, and laws. 
Furthermore, this project cannot and will not be implemented 
without the approval and participation of the non-Federal sponsor. 

142. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50 and 
comment #1 on page N - 13. 



143. 

144. 

145. 

low-income, minority neighborhoods in the process. A plan that is environmentally just 
plan would provide equitable funds relocate residents whose health is suffering from 
conditions in Cadillac Heights and other flood-prone areas to areas that do not flood and 
are safe and healthy, regardless of the cost. 

This plan will deltroy- the natural environment around these communities, thereby negating 
any supposed recreation and economic opportunities through eco-tourism for these areas. 
It will also trap CadiUac Heights and other area residents in horrible living conditions 
including the noxious fumes from the CWWTP, the meat-packing plants, and the 
chromium recycling plants, along with other environmentally degrading conditions. This 
project is not about improving the quality of life for Cadillac Heights residents. it is merely 
a tax-payer financed land-grab to benefit developers and others that will benefit financially 
from paying the residents nothing for their property and then developing it for other uses. 

Spending federal flood money on relocating the Trinity River channel is a waste of 
taxpayer money that could be better used in relocating residents from areas that flood. 
The state and federal departments of transportation should pay for this if it is done. This 
COE should not use the cleaning-up of waste the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) illegally dumped under the bridge. Since this waste was noted several years 
ago, it should have already been cleaned up and TxDOT and others responsible heavily 
lined. 

Cumulative lm"a.cts 

146. 

147. 

148. 

Again this project will negatively impact land use in and surrounding the project. It would 
increase and create flooding where none exists. It would clear-cut forests that provide 
vital pollution reduction. It is misleading and a deliberate understatement to say that 
«some intensification of residential and light industrial development will occur within the 
area immediately protected by the chain of wetlands and levees... Given the intense 
development of downtown and the industrial district east of the river, it is not 
understandable how this statement can be made. The entire pw-posc of these projects is to 
re'tlaim :_cheap" floodplain for industrial uses. 

The locations and number of archeological, culturaJ and historical sites are understated, 
and aniong other sites, does not list those on the Trinity River within and below the 
project area or on tributaries that feed into the Trinity, especially along White Rock Creek 
and it's tributaries. These sites cannot be mitigated if they are destroyed during 
construction. The proposed action will contribute to «cumulative impacts of the area." 

Noise impacts would continue for several years in the area, given the proposal to 
construct the project in phases. Placing the proposed tollroad on the levees will intensify 
the impact on_the surrounding communities, as well as creating unacceptable air pollution. 
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143. The proposed project would impact and alter the natural 
resources of the area along a linear area adjacent to the Lamar 
Street and Cadillac Heights areas. The provision of open space 
lands, a chain of wetlands, and acquisition of substantial flood 
plain lands as part of the project lands necessary for the project, 
including environmental mitigation, would increase the 
opportunities from recreation and eco-tourism. The citizens of 
Cadillac Heights would not be "'trapped"' by this project. The 
project if implemented would result in a higher level of flood 
protection which, on the contrary, should enable.the citizens to be 
more in control of their individual lives and less threatened by their 
environmental conditions. Greater land values that would 
eventually arise following the protection should also be a positive 
factor for the local home and business owners. 

144. See response to comment #141 above. 

145. See response to comment #125 on page N - 52. 

146. See response to comment #113 on page N - 50 arid 
comment #141 on page N - 55. 

147. See response to comment #4 on page N - 16. 

148. The use of the term "temporary"' was meant to indicate that 
construction would occur over a finite period. Occasional traffi.c 
and operation and maintenance activities such as mowing of the 
levees would also be temporary. See also response to EPA's 
comment# 20 on noise issues on page N - 7. 



149. There is no ana1ysis in the EIS of the effects of cfunate changes that are now occurring, 
and how these will affect rainfall. Given that global warming is now scientifically 
accepted, with the increase in severe weather and rainfaU, this needs to be addressed in the 
EIS. This is euential, given the increase in severe flooding throughout the United States 
that has been occurring during the 1990's. Impacts on water levels and valley storage are 
understated. The destruction of ecological resources and it's impact is understated. 

Economic Analysis 

150. The conclusions reached in this section are not valid since they do not include the 
construction of the tollroad and its' effect on flood levels. Also, the conclusions are based 
on out-dated data contained in the models. 

151. 

152. 

153. 

154. 

155. 

Costs for HrRW clean-up and cultural resource preservation and mitigation are 
understated. 

The City of Dallas should not receive any financial credit for constructing the non-federal 
Rochester Park and CWWTP levees, since they do not provide the designed protection. 

Costs for removal of all the public utilities, sewers. etc. need to be specified. 

The lack oflocating sumps behind the Cadillac Heights levee need to be fully explained. 
I 

What will protect Dallas residents from flooding if the city receives 5 or more inches of 
rain at one time, within 8 hours, on the ground side of the levees? 

Chanter 7 

156. See the above comments. This Dallas FloO<iway Extension plan should not be adopted. 
The reasons for this action are specified fully above. The over -riding reason is that these 
caiculations do not take the proposed tollroad into account in any way, rendering the 
analyseS"and modeling invalid. The plan also perpetuates an environmental injustice on 
tjver corridor residents, through causing and increasing flood levees and potentia!. 

Annendiw 

157. See previous comments about the modeling preformed. Clarification is needed as to 
whether the HEC-1 mode1 was calibrated to existing on-the-ground conditions and actual 
Oood levels during the 1989, 1990 and 1991 Oood levels. Even though a calibration may 
have been done, this calibration is not accurate at this time, given the tremendous 
development and urbanization of farm land in the wetland, and filling in the floodplain that 
has occurred since that time. As the EIS states, "a direct (perfect) calibration would not 
necessarily represent present day or projected baseline conditions" because of urbanization 
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149. The magnitude of the proposed project is extremely minor in 
comparison to the deforestation and other naturally occurring 
factors such as "El Nino" that have been implicated in altering 
climate on a global basis. It needs to be recognized that although 
some trees would be removed, the majority of the project area 
would be revegetated with native grasses and wetland 
communities. The area would be photosynthetically active and 
not a biological desert. 

150. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. See also 
response #32 on page N - 35 .. 

151 . Comment noted. 

152. Credit to the non-Federal sponsor for advanced construction 
of the compatible portions of the Rochester Park Levee and the 
CWWTP Levee were authorized by Congress in Section 351 of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996. 

153. A list of utilities requiring relocation is presented in table C~ 1 
in Appendix C, "CIVIUSTRUCTURAL DESIGN AND 
RELOCATIONS". The costs of these relo"cations have been 
included in the detailed cost estimates in Appendix Kand in the 
detailed economic analyses, as seen in tables 6-5 through 6-7 in 
Chapter 6. 

154. In contrast to the terrain on the northeast (landward) side of 
the proposes Lamar Street Levee alignment, that on the 
southwest (landward) side of the proposed Cadillac Heights Levee 
is generally several feet higher in topographic elevation. Major 
sump facilities would be necessary along the proposed Lamar 
Street Levee, since the flows along the Trinity River would fairly 
frequently (and for extended periods of time) cause significant 
enough stages, so as to prevent the passage of normal surface 
runoff from the landward side of the levee to be passed through 
the proposed outlet sluice structures. This is the basic "check 
valve" feature of those structures, which prevents the river from 
spilling into the areas intended for flood protection, while providing 
for a means of drainage when the river stages are reduced (which 
is the much more common situation to be expected during local 
runoff events). 
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Since the existing terrain is so much higher on the landward side of the 
proposed Cadillac Heights Levee, it is possible to drain the interior runoff 
through the sluice structures without encountering significant tailwater 
pressure, for all but the more rare stages along the Trinity River. In other 
words, for almost all anticipated event scenarios, even very shallow 
("sheet flow") depths on the landward side of the proposed Cadillac 
Heights Levee would be at a higher elevation than the coinciding Trinity 
River stage, allowing for the interior area to drain through the "check 
valve". This results in a condition whereby it is not necessary to 
temporarily store any significant interior runoff volume during the passage 
of even the design level ("100" year frequency) flood event. 

Long term statistics of mean daily flows along the Trinity River were 
carefully inspected in order to establish a level of confidence in the design 
assumptions. A direct comparison was made between the historic 
frequency of given flowrates along the Trinity River (each producing a 
given river stage) and the coinciding magnitude of local precipitation. 
This analysis clearly indicates, from an historical standpoint, that 
significant local precipitation has not occurred during the days y.,hen the 
Trinity River was at a significant stage, relative to the operation of the 
proposed outlet sluice structures. Similarly, it clearly indicates that on the 
days experiencing significant local precipitation, the Trinity River has 
been at even more insignificant stages. The historical record definitely 
indicates that major sump storage facilities along the proposed Cadillac 
Heights Levee are not absolutely necessary for the design conditions. 

155. The interior drainage facilities, whose function it is to protect 
properties on the landward side of the proposed levees, are designed to 
handle at least the "100-year" frequency runoff event. The precipitation 
pattern for that hypothetical event is one which produces 2.79 inches of 
rain in the most intensive one-hour period, 3.83 inches of rain in the most 
intensive two-hour period, 4.95 inches of rain in the most intensive four
hour period, 5.76 inches of rain in the most intensive six-hour period,.and 
6.35 inches of rain in the most intensive eight-hour period. 

156. See the above responses. Approval and/or adoption of the Dallas 
Floodway Extension project will be determined by higher Corps authority, 
by Congressional legislation to add environmental restoration and 
recreation as project purposes, and by the local sponsor's willingness to 
participate in the implementation of the project. See response to 
comment #4 on page N - 14 and comment #113 on page N - 50. 
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an conc.llions of valley storage. The rate of urbanization and the impact on valley 
storage is understated. There has been tremendous growth in northern Dallas. suburbs, 
and the headwaters of the watershed. 

Information needs to be provided about how the models operate, including how frequently 
they are reviewed and updated. These models should be updated to reflect actual levee 
heights in the Dallas Floodway. Rochester Park and CWWTP. Left as is. these levees will 
be overtopped. Also, the models need to be updated to reflect major filling in the 
floodplain along Hwy 310, the White Rock Creek and tributary floodplains, since this 
reduces the amount of valley storage within the area. 

Plans that rely on emergency sandbagging during floods and leave low points in levees, 
like at Hatcher and Hwy 310, need to be rethought and other alternatives evaluated. The 
methods for emergency crews to reach Hatcher Street in a flood to sandbag under the 
bridge needs to be stated, since within the past 11/2 years emergency fire and rescue 
vehicles were unable to leave the fire house located on Hatcher a few blocks east of Hwy 
310 because of street flooding. Rather than tying the proposed Lamar Levee to the 
Rochester Park levee. it could be tied into the embankment of the Hwy 31 0 bridge over 
the Trinity RiVer. Rochester Park residents need to be relocated. Leaving a notch 600 
feet south of the DART bridge to allow "controlled overtopping" is not acceptable~ as it 
will threaten at least the Moore Park and Cadillac Heights neighborhoods. 

Tables A-1, A-6. A-7, A-10, A-18 are omitted. This information in the appendices is too 
technical and needs to be simplified so the casual reader can understand the process. The 
Bernouli Equation needs to be fully defined and explained. 

The EIS does not address dehberate flood releases from upriver reservoirs to prevent 
failure of the dams. These occurs frequently and should be incJuded in the analyses even 
though these occur because of upriver rain storms throughout the watershed. A tail water 
flow rate greater than 20,000 cfs needs to be used in the models, given the frequency of 
reservoir water releases. 

It is unclear how design plans for sumps and levees can move forward without knowledge 
Qfstorm sewers' locations. If the City of Danas does not have the plans, how will these 
be located. What wilt be the impact on costs if sumps must be significantly increased, 
deepened, if significantly increased outlet sluice capacities are required? Who pays? How 
can any modelinB> calculating or storage and outlet sluice capacities, engineering or 
planning be done with incomplete data? The location of sumps and sluices is still not 
specifically stated, and the attached maps are not clear. 

Modeling that uses the design crests on Dallas Floodway levees overstate valley storage 
capacities. Again, Dallas has not and will likely not repair damaged crest heights, as no 
funds have been approved or allocated for this purpose. T~e project to improve flow 
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157. See response to comment #32 on page N - 35. 

158. Engineering user's manuals for the various models are 
available to provide information on how they operate. The 
models have been approved for use in the ongoing Corridor 
Development Certificate Process (CDC) and will be updated 
periodically following the approval of any projects that are subject 
to the CDC process. The models and levee overtopping analysis 
currently reflects the actual levee heights for the Rochester Park 
Levee and the CWWTP Levee. The models and overtopping 
analysis for the Dallas Floodway Levee currently reflects the 
Phase 1 improvements to the Dallas Floodway and the original 
design grade for levee crests as described on pages A-10 and A-
11 in Appendix A. 

159. See response to comment #33 on page N - 35. See 
response to comment #4 on page N - 30 and response to 
comment #94 on page N - 47. The notch in the Lamar Street 
Levee as described on page A-22 in Appendix A will provide for 
overtopping at the least hazardous location. An overlapping of 
the Lamar Street Levee would have no adverse effect on 
neighborhoods in the Moore Park area or the Cadillac Heights 
area because they are on the opposite side of the river from the 
Lamar Street Levee. 

160. Flood levels on any stream as large as that of the Trinity 
River rise relatively slowly. River forecasting has become 
increasing accurate, thus allowing for sandbagging to take place 
before flood water rises to this level. Regarding the Cedar Creek 
area, please refer to the response to your comment #3 on page N 
- 30. 

161. The omission of any tables in your copy of the report must 
have been the result of reproduction and/or assembly errors. 
The appendices are intended to document the technical aspects 
of the study, and, by necessity, must therefore contain technical 
terminology and data. The Bernouli Equation is a common 
engineering equation which can be found in many textbooks and 
manuals. 
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162. The prevailing (limited) steady state release rate used in 
evacuating water from the flood control pools of the major flood 
control reservoirs was used as the basis for the Trinity River 
conditions at the time of potentially intense localized precipitation 
affecting interior drainage facilities. This flowrate, 15,000 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) at the "Dallas" streamflow gage, was 
assumed to be supplemented with 5,000 cfs from uncontrolled 
Trinity River inflows downstream from the major flood control dams 
for a total interior drainage design tailwater flowrate of 20,000 cfs. 
Such a mean daily flowrate has been exceeded on 110 days over 
the 37.3-year historical analysis period (on about 0.81 percent of 
the recorded days). In terms of recurrence frequency for this 
flowrate along the Trinity River, it would roughly coincide to 
something slightly less than a "2-year" frequency discharge under 
proposed project conditions. Further detail regarding the 
assessment of coincidental (Trinity River and interior drainage) 
hydrologic conditions is presented in the prior responses to 
comment# 154 on page N - 57. 

In case the commenter has misconstrued the application of the 
20,000 cfs Trinity River flowrate, the design of the proposed levees 
is based on flowrates more than ten times greater than that used in 
assessing the effects upon passage of interior runoff through the 
outlet sluice structures. 

163. See response to comment #134 on page N - 53 and 
comment #78 on page N - 44. Costs for sumps are considered 
flood control costs and will be cost shared in the same ratio as 
other flood control costs. 

164. Crest heights on Dallas Floodway levees are only used for 
overtopping analysis and not for computation of valley storage. 
The project to improve channel flow conditions and restore Dallas 
Floodway crest heights has been funded for the downstream 
sections up to Houston Street. The remaining levee crests could 
be restored gradually over time by reallocation of annual 
maintenance funds. Maintenance of the levee design crest height 
is a City of Dallas maintenance responsibility as stated on page A-
11 of Appendix A. 
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172. 

conditions within the Trinity River channel in the Dallas Floodway has already been 
completed. More funds have not been approved to extend the project within the Dallas 
Floodway. 

The effect of removing herbaceous and forest cover on air quality is vastly understated, 
given that Dallas has been upgraded to a serious violator of ozone standards, and will be 
upgraded to severe violator status before the year 2000. The effect on air quality of 
building tollroads on levees is not addressed; the effect on water quality and storm water 
discharge increases and increased air pollution are not mentioned. Since development of 
an additional tree canopy would be beneficial, why would any plans be selected that 
require destruction of the existing forests. Moving the proposed levees further apart 
would remove the levees out of the forest, if they are ever constructed. 

Another option to evaluate is upstream detention ponds constructed along the Trinity 
River channel throughout the watershed, even north of Dallas. Recent studies show that 
these could help slow water velocity. Studies of the r-Aississippi floods found that straight 
levees with no ,vegetation in between them, along the river channel, increased water 
velocity and resulted in levees washing out from the bottom and breaking and severe 
scouring of surrounding land~ in some cases ruining farmlands because of severe deposits 
of sand and silt from the scouring. 

Since th~ proposed tollroad is mentioned several times throughout the EIS, it is not 
understa'ndable why economic, hydraulic or hydrological models that include this tollroad 
were not run. 

What is going to happen to the COWs during drought conditions such as are occurring 
now? How much will it cost to construct a dependable water source, and maintain and 
operate it. If the COWs will only function during overbank flow elevations during floods, 
what is the purpose of constructing them. The EIS implies that streams will be diverted to 
maintain the wetlands and keep them wet. Which streams will be diverted, how much will 
tlus cost to construct and maintain channels connecting the streams to the COWs. -
The EIS incorrectly states that "forested areas within the study area are currently 
protected by extensive regulations. The tree ordinance only protects trees on new 
commercial, residential, or industrial sites, or on existing sites larger than one acre. Trees 
on private land, including existing residences, are not protected. There are not sufficient 
city staff to enforce the tree ordinance effectively. 

Likewise, the Corridor Development Certificate program is not enforced, and does not 
effectively regulate Trinity River floodplain development within Dallas. Only one 
mitigation site, close to Northwest Highway (Loop 12) and Ill 35 has been observed, even 
though a tremendous amount of floodplain has been filled and developed commercially. 
What leads the COE to conclude that Dallas is or wiU comply with the CDC process since 
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165. See response to comment #4 on page N - 19. 

166. Analysis of air quality impacts of any proposed roadway is 
the responsibility of the proponent agency. See response to 
comment #1 on page N -18. 

167. Increased tree canopy cannot be considered as the only 
solution to all air and water quality problems within the area. 
There are many other steps that can and are being taken to 
moderate air and water quality problems such as increased 
pollution control equipment on automobiles and stationary. 
sources and increased efficiencies in treatment of domestic and 
industrial effluents and more recently for storm water runoff. 
Increased tree canopies can cause problems as well. Some 
research indicates that oak trees could increase ozone 
production in an area. More tree growth on the flood plain within 
the study area could increase backwater flooding with the 
existing Dallas Floodway. The removal of trees within the swales 
adequately demonstrates this principle by significantly. reducing 
the backwater flooding (by as much as 3 feet). The 
recommended plan attempts to balance all beneficial and 
adverse features such that the residents and businesses within 
the area can be protected against catastrophic flooding. In 
addition, the project as proposed would include environmental 
mitigation that would ultimately result in development on a larger 
forested area downstream of the project than would be impacted 
by the proposals. In essence more trees would ultimately result 
from development of the project. 

168. Detention ponds have been considered as alternatives and 
found to be not economically feasible due to the volume of 
excavation from the floodplain that would be required to reduce 
the peak flood levels. The existing Dallas Floodway Levees as 
designed have been in place for over 40 years and have endured 
several significant flood events. There has been no scour noted 
on the levees during that time due to water velocity since the 
floodway has a sound vegetative grass cover maintained 
continuously. Agricultural levees are generally designed, 
constructed. and maintained to much lower standards than 
levees designed to protect residential and commercial structures. 

169. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. See also 
response to comment #1 on page N - 18. 
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170. The plan formulation process for the environmental 
restoration features within the chain of wetlands is presented on 
pages 4-37 through 4-42, and on pages F-20 through F-29 in 
Appendix F. As described, during drought conditions, treated 
effluent from the CWWTP would be utilized to maintain the 
wetlands. The cost for developing this water source was estimated 
at approximately $200,000, with annual operating and maintenance 
of $15,000. As indicated, the wetlands will not function only during 
periods of overbank fiow. The EIS does not imply that streams will 
be diverted to maintain the wetlands. However, a Value 
Engineering study will be conducted during the next phase of 
detailed design to determine if fiows from the Trinity River might 
better be utilized as a water source for the wetland cells 
downstream of the CWWTP. 

171. The regulations currently providing protection of existing 
forest in the study area include the Section 404 and CDC 
processes. Protection was meant to include scrutiny during public 
reviews that would continue to require that flood plain forests be 
impacted only when necessary and that adequate mitigation for 
those unavoidable losses be required. 

172. See response to comment #7 on page N - 21. 
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it is appa,ing for a variance and exception from this and federal regulations, including the 
River and Harbors Act, so that flood control structures can be built in Dallas that will raise 
Trinity River flood levels? If the following is correct, why is the COE even considering 
constructing levees and allowing tollroads that will reduce valley storage and raise flood 
levels. '1iydraulic criteria applicable to the DFE area include that no rise in the JOO-year 
or SPF elevations would be allowed, the maximum allowable loss in storage capacity for 
100-year and SPF discharges will be 0% and 5:, respectively ... " 

The benefit of cleaning up trash, debris and removal of hazardous waste in the project 
footprint should not be considered in evaluating the alternatives. This is ,omething the 
City ofDallas should do anyway, r,gardless of the construction offtood control 
structures, so this should be considered a sunk cost. Dallas should spend money on this 
instead of building levees, ,wales and tollroads. 

The proposed projects will result in a disproportionate impacts on minority residents and 
neighborhoods along the river corridor. It is disingenuous to state otherwise, given the 
mostly minority and poor residents in West Dallas, Oak Cliff, and South Dallas living in 
areas either adjacent to existing levees or who will live next to new levees, especially since 
a proposed tollroad would be built on new and exiting levees along the river channel. 
Also, this statement cannot be made since the location of the sumps is still not specified. 
Also not specified is the location of the proposed tollroad, which will apparently run to the 
east of the proposed Lamar Levee up to Corinth, which will go through a m.imber of 
bosinessfmdustrial properties and may also go through adjacent neighborhoods. This is 
clearly a case of environmental injustice and racism. 

All mitigation lands should be purchased within the City ofDallas, and should maximize 
purchase of forested floodplain land or land immediately adjacent to the floodplain. This 

.,-.~~!!J,r~ Jeji.ar,<!!ess of "lY increased cost. 

176. 

177. 

eis6.bk 

a ,· •. , 

Since the COE bas perfurmed no pollution sampling, including heavy metai, and other 
p<lllutants, in the Trinity River channel, and limited sampling of properties in the ievee 
footpririn, it is premature to assume the fill will be clean and plan for its' disposal. The 
basis for reporting the estimations of reported results needs to be given. Arry sampling 
done needs to include a full screening for heavy metals, solvents, PCBs, and petroleum 
products. Results need to be clearly explained, including defining chemical symbols. Any 
soil containing lead or other pollutants above the allowed limits should be properly 
disposed of in hazardous waste landfills. 

Any fill resulting from levee'swalc/COWs construction should not be placed within the 
I OQ..year floodplain of the river and tributaries. It is unacceptable to construct a landfill on 
the Sleepy Hollow golf course to receive fill taken from constructing levees/swales/COWs 
since this will remove a significant area from valley storage and force more floodwaters on 
downriver neighborhoods and communities. TbiJ will a1ao destroy a valuable r...-.alioua! 
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173. The cost of cleanup was included if allowed by Corps of Engineer regulations. 

174. See response to comment#16 on page N. 32. 

175. The acquisition of environmental mitigation lands in the immediate study area 
is recommended in the document. 

176. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

177. No landfill is proposed on the Sleepy Hollow Golf Course. See response to 
comment #3 on page N - 14. 
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asset for the surrounding communities. It is not known whether any toxic substances will 
be released from the levee construction sites, since evidently no soil borings have been 
taken from the proposed footprints of the Cadillac Heights and Lamar Levees, or between 
the Dixie Metals and Exide Industries sites and the river channel. 

Additionally, since water quality tests have already found lead, chlordane and other heavy 
metals in the river water, it is incorrect to state that water quality standards will not be 
exceeded as they already exceed existing standards. The EPA prohibited eating fish 
caught in the Trinity at least 10 years, and has not lifted the ban. There are also more 
closed legal and illegal landfills along the Trinity that could be leaching hazardous and 
other wastes into the river. These need to be identified and sampled prior to any 
construction occurring. Therefore, it is not accurate to say that the proposed projects 
would not violate the Toxic Effluent Standards of Sec. 307 of the Clean Water Act. It is 
doubtful that placing slurry walls at the Linfield Landfill will contain hazardous waste 
releases/leachate into the Trinity River during a major flood event, Rather than avoiding 
known highly contaminated sites in the path of the Lamar Levee, these sites should be 
cleaned up and the waste property disposed ofin hazardous waste landfill. Cleaning up 
hazardous waste pollution is extremely expensive. but it should be done anyway. 

182. The water chemistry analysis doe not addressed the heavy metals contained in the sewage 
effluent from the CWWTP. These metals will accumulate in the wetlands and then wash 
into the Trinity River during the next flood. Although the EIS states there are no adverse 
health efects, how is this known since no sampling for lead or other hazardous wastes has 
been done along the river channel, especially in the Cadillac Heights area. 

183. Appendix J-2 does not identify where Areas I, 2, 3, 4, 5 are located. 

184. The language in the appendices is too technical and needs to be simplified so the casual 
can understand the process. 

185. S!.Q.ce the COE apparently relied on other agencies' assessments of whether threaiened or 
eridang(!ed species done over IO years ago, it needs to perfonn a current assessment as 
habitat has changed significantly since then. 

186. Appendix J, Figure I Area I through Figure 11 Area 13 are not clear and do not 
adequately show locations and addresses of borings made. The figures do not show 
borings taken from surface soil, swales, COWs, levees, sumps. 

187. A list of the street numbers and street names used to calculate property at risk of flooding 
and that will be protected from levees/swales/COWs needs to be included in the 
appendices. 
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178. See response to comment #12 on page N - 22. 

179. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

180. See response to comment #3 on page N -.14. 

181. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. The clean-up of hazardous 
materials required for implementation of this project would be a non-Federal 
responsibility. 

182. See response to comment #14 on page N - 23. 

183. The locations of these areas are shown in figure 1, immediately prior to 
Section J-1, and in Section J-1 of Appendix J. 

184. The appendices are intended to document the technical aspects of the 
study and, by necessity, must therefore contain technical terminology and data. 

185. Information on Federally listed threatened or endangered species was 
obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Federal Agency responsible 
by law for the Endangered Species Act 

186. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

187. A list of these addresses is available at the Fort Worth District. This level of 
detail is not required for this report. 



188. The eflluent from the CWWTP needs to be thoroughly analyzed for heavy metals and 
other pollutants, and the results reported. 

189. ·• Appendix K - Cost documents do not reflect total costs of each sump, sluice gate, levee, 
swale, COWs, or other structures. The itemized listing needs to be summarized in tables 
for each structure. Current format is not sufficient. All costs need to be accurately 
allocated, including direct and indirect costs. 
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188. See response to comment #14 On page N - 23. 

189. Appendix K presents a very detailed cost estimate of each item in the 
proposed project. The narrative presented on pages K-1 through K-4 describe 
the method by which these cost estimates were calculated and presented. As 
stated in the narrative on page K-2, the estimate is organized as required by EC-
110-2-533, Civil Works Project Cost Estimating - Code of Accounts, as amended, 
dated 29 Sep 1989, Subject Civil Works Construction Estimating. 
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From: ~c.a. Read~ <aead@mail.smu.edu> 
Organization: SMU 
To: cread@mail.smu.edu 
Date sent: Sun, 2 Aug 1998 23:12:32 CDT 
Subjea: Comments on Draft EIS, Da1tas Floodway Extension 
Priority: , DOnUI · 

From: Campbell B. Read 
5839 Monticello 
Dallas, TX 75206 

To: U.S.Army Corps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District Office 
Fort Worth, Texas 

Attention: Mr Gene Rice 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, 
DALI.AS FLOOD WAY EXTENSION 

I) I en done the comments made jointly to USA CE by Texa.s Committee on 
Natural Resources, Dailas County Audubon Society and the Siem Club on 
the Draft EIS on the Dallas F!oodway Extension (DFE). Some of the 
following reflects those comments. 

2) The Ora.ft EIS is grossly biased in favor of structur3\ solutions to 
flooding problems. Nonstructural solutions have received inadequate 
consideration. in particular, voluntary buy-out and relocation of 
residents of the floodplain on an individual basis, house by house, has 
n:ceived little or no attention. 

Something lilce 175 to 200 acres of trees will be destroyed by the 
construction of the swale and the new Lamar St and Cadillac Heights 
levees. But the effect of felling them on the air quality ofDalla.1 is 
not disc~ at all. Air quality is being made worse by the increased 
burning of fossil fuels worldwide and in Dallas in particular. Air is the 
breath Qf life because it has oxygen in it and oxygen is produced by 
plants. Most o(..all oxygen is produced by trees and the felling of so 
many acres of trees wilt reduce the amount of oxygen that our citizens 
will ha.veto breathe. l ask the USACE to respond to the discussion of 
this issue in David Suzuki's book .. A Sacred Place~ in the contelct of 
the NED, the LPP and nonstructural solutions to flooding problems along 
the Trinity River. How much oxygen will be lost to the air in Dallas 
through the Joss of these trees? 

3) The Texas Department of Transportation (TilloT) plans to construct a 
raised tollroad betw"een the current levees in the Dallas Floodway, and a 
levee a1oog Luna Road and the Elm Fork is proposed by the City ofDallas. 
Tx.DoT bas released preliminary estimates of the length, height and width 
of the proposed tollroad (inappropriately termed a Parkway by the City of 
Dallas). This massive proposed development in the floodway immediately 
upstream of the DFE is bound to affect the hydrology of the Trinity River 
and co impact the flooding problems in the DFE in its present state as 
well as wider the NED or the LPP. Yet no mention is made of the effect of 

N-66 

1. Your concurrence with comments by these organizations is noted. 

2. See response to comment #1 on pages N - 13. 

3. The adverse impacts of tree removal resulting from the proposed project and 
alternatives on the quality of air in Dallas is discussed in the Draft EIS in the section 
entitled "Air Quality" on pages 4-79 through 4-82. Contrary to the information 
provided in the comment, most of all oxygen breathed by terrestrial organisms is 
produced by microscopic plants which live in the oceans. The adverse impacts of 
the proposed project on the amount of available atmospheric oxygen would be 
insignificant. 

4. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 
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the proposed upstream tollroad and levee construction on any of these 
plans in the Draft EJS. A full and proper assessment nce<b to be made. 

4) The Draft. EIS indicates the presenct!: under the NED and LPP of a gap on 
the !Ollthwcst bank of the Trinity River between the present levee in the 
Dallas Floodway (ending near the Corinth Strm Viaduct) and the beginning 
of the propo!.ed Cadillac Heights levee to the east of Moore Park.. The 
following points need to be pursued: 

a) Has the USA CE studied in detail the forthcoming cb1111ges in the risk of 
flooding 10 residents oftbe Moore Park neighborhood under the NED and the 
LPP as compared with the DFE as it is cum:nt!y ? By ~changes~ is meant 
increase or decrease ill the risk oftlooding due to the construction of 
the swalc and of the Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights Jcvm; see Figures 
4-10 and 4-13 in die Draft EIS. The EIS should give clear predicted 
estimates of such changes. 

b) Prior to the Trinity River Bond Election on May 2, I 993, Mayor Ron 
Kirk declared that he in~ded for tl]e City of Dallas to give citizen! on 
the south side of the rjvcr in the DFE the same protection from flooding 
that citizens on the north side would receive. But Moore Parle residents 
apparendy are lo be excluded from receiving this kind of protection. 
Since the Moore Parle residents who are and/or will be at risk of flooding 
arc Afro-American, the City and the USACE (with the ruppottofDallas 
County) appear to be involved in another instance of environmental racism 
and environmental injustice. The USA CE should not be involved in a 
plan. that adsbinisters such injustice or that gives !he appearance of so 
doing. 

1 remain in favor of nonstructural sol~~ the DFE, but ifwe have to 
have levees and swales, then we shou!1'a1ire:sidents in the floodplain 
equitably. The USA CE needs to address this issue. 

5) What is going to be the effect of the NED and/or the LPP on residents 
and businesses downstream from South Loop 12? No discussion of this 
appea.r:s.in the Draft EIS. In particular, how will the resultant hydrology 
downstream fi:9m South Loop 12 be affected by variow; points where 
the floodplain has been filled in, for example along Hwy 310 between 
$.Loop 12 and Simpson Stuart Road, and by proposed projtct.s to fi!I in the 
floodplain, a! at Floral Farms? 

Campbell 
Vice-President for Conservation 
Dallas County Audubon Society 
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5. See response to comment #3 on page N - 30. 

6. See response to comment #3 on page N - 30. 

7. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

8. Discussions of the N.E.D. Plan were not as detailed as the LPP or the TFSP in 
the GRR/EIS since neither the Corps nor the local sponsor is recommending the 
N.E.D. plan for construction. However, this plan must be presented because it is the 
plan that was found that maximizes net annual economic benefits. The N.E.D. plan 
also is used to determine the local sponsor's cost sharing responsibilities in 
accordance with Federal regulations. The downstream effects of the TFSP and the 
LPP are comparable. See response to comment #103 on page N -48 and response 
to comment #37 on page N -36. 
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SAVE THE TRINITY RIVER AND FOREST 
by J .D, Meyer 

The planned building of tollroads, artificial lakes and 
levees along the Trinity River would do much more harm than 
good to the people of Dallas and the environment. Instead 
we could develop the Trinity River area as a money-making 
ecotourist zone and live up to the myth of the Texas 
frontier spirit, It is time to quit cursing the Trinity 
River for becoming the victim of neglect and overflowing 
within its floodplain. 

First of all, the Army Corps of Engineers• report 
admits that it took 35 years for those trees along the 
Trinity to reach their grand height--many would be destroyed 
to build this tollroad. The Trinity is not just a river 
but the largest urban forest in the U.S. Statistics that 
discuss the relatively small percentage of tree number that would 
be lost in relation to Dallas County neglect the TOluae of 
trees that would be destroyed within its core bordered by Loop 
12. Statistics citing tree number include mere saplings that are 
shorter than me as well as those towering trees along the 
Trinity. Why do we need massive trees? Because they produce 
oxygen and remove carbon. The DFW area is growing at an unprecedented 
rate--gaining over a 100,000 people per year. And with these people 
are lots of cars belching smog; those who construct highways needs 
to assess the damage to zones of large trees. Dallas has received 
ozone warnings from the federal government. An ill-planned 
tollroad now could result in the banning of future highway 
projects in the future if the air gets worse. This becomes a 
strong likelihood if the largest trees in Dallas are devastated. 

Secondly, the artificial lakes would be filled chiefly 
with drinking water despite our drought--a luxury that we 
can't afford. These artificial lakes are planned to serve as 
a hydroplaning effect for flooding river waters to bounce 
along~faster and away from downtown. Do we really need to be 
removing ~rinking water from the Metroplex regardless of our 
present drought? With our population boom, we are going to 
need·mor~ drinking vater--not less. Furthermore, it 
seems rather bizarre to add water to a region of flooding-
certainly not the most parsimonious alternative. 

Thirdly, the extra levees would take flood water away from 
the floodplain and send it to areas that haven 1 t·been hit by 
floods before. The 8th Street and Corinth DART Station is 
just one area that would be endangered if these levees are 
built. And all of that cement in the floodplain would reduce 
the ability of those lands to absorb water. 

Our alternative is to develop the Trinity River and Forest 
into a money-making ecotourist center. I know the Trinity 
River is ~~sically beautiful because I go on canoe trips 
there. We would like boat ramps and trail maintenance. 
Critics miss the forest for the occasional litter. 

N - 68 

1. The DFE project, as presented in the Draft GRR/EIS. does not propose 
construction of a tollroad. 

2. Acres of trees and numbers of trees per acre were used to quantify impacts that 
could be directly or indirectly caused by the proposed project alternatives. 
Percentages were used to give the readers a feeling of the overall significance of the 
losses in comparison to existing conditions. 

3. See response to comment #3 On page N - 66. 

4. The DFE project as presented in the draft GRR/EIS does not propose construction 
of artifical lakes; however, the project does include ecosystem restoration including a 
chain of wetlands that would have shallow and deep water habitats. Treated waste 
water effluent from the Central Waste Water Treatment Plant, not domestic drinking 
water, has been proposed as a source of water to augment existing natural occurring 
runoff and overbank flows from the River. 

5. See response to comment #8 on page N - 19. 

6. Boat ramps are not included in the proposed project as they are stand alone items 
which could be built independent of the construction of the Federal project. 



7. 

ut nobody's job description includes any groundskeeping of the 
'rinity River. It's like code enforcement; city maintenance 
1mployees are more likely to pick up litter in rich 
1eighborhoods than in poor ones. The Trinity is a wilderness 
river in the classic sense--rich in wildlife and plant 
life--plus the Army Corps of Engineers admit that the water 
quality is improving. Furthermore, I have seen the horror 
of a stretch of stripped trees along the Trinity between I-35 
and Corinth. This section vas straightened; an odd island 
has formed in the middle thereby making it look more like a 
boulevard than a river. Shrub-like baby willows have grown 
back where their mighty ancestors once grew. Will city 
maintenance workers be sent to regularly slash these 
seed-rich trees? Why not send city maintenance workers or hire 
a landscape company armed vith leaf rakes, knee-high boots, 
and the like to pick up litter in the water and drage away 
abandoned tires? The illegality of dumping receives more 
enforcement vhen trash is actually removed; start with the 
tires near the _2nd Avenue crossing. Why not plant water 
hyacinths at the mouths of severs to absorb more nitrogen from 
waste? Or is that too much respect to give to a demonized river? 

In conclusion, I have a dream of motels filling with 
outdoorsmen of all kinds--canoeista, hikers, bird-watchers, 
photographers, etc. I see these same people !locking to 
local restaurants and convenience stores often on the south 
side of Dallas. I see kids going on field trips with their 
teachers tb the Trinity Forest. Furthermore, I see less 
money being spent to help the environment rather than to hurt it. 
In short, I see a new type of business for Dallas that could 
give us a fresh, nature-friendly, public image that ve can 
show off to the rest of our nation. 

N-

Boat ramps would be a 100 percent non-Federal expense. Furthermore, 
maintenance of any Federal project would be the responsibility of the non-Federal 
sponsor. 

7. Artificial spread of water hyacinth is prohibited by law. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

·:L __ 
Review Commenu on Draft GRR/EIS Dallas Floodway Extension dated April 1998 

Syllabus - Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) was chain of wetlands adopted 

hy Dallas City Council (OCC 8128196) with levees and n-ales. Plan adopted by 

DCC (3126197) includes Standard Project Flood (SPF) levees for Lamar Street and 

Cadillac Heights. Does not include Recreation Facilities, to be added to plan. 

Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of October 1996 allowed credit 

toward non-Federal share of total project cost for Central Waste Water 

Treatment Plant (CWWTP) levee and Rochester Park: levee. These were 

constructed by the City after 1989-90 floods. These provided $23.1 million 

minus $0.9 million non-credit totaUing $22.2 million for City credit. 

Federally Supported Plan (FSP) chain of wetlands, SPF levee for Lamar 

Street, and levee at 100 year level of protection for Cadillac Heights plus a 

floodwall. 
1 

FSP sets limits for Federal participation. Exceptions from Assistant 

Secretary of the Anny {Civil) due to social equity issues, will allow Federal 

participation in SPF level of protection for Cadillac Heights levee. Therefore, 

LPP = FSP with full cost sharing. Explain the social equity issues applicable to 

Cadillac Heights (page 2, Syllabus, 2nd paragraph, 6th line). 

'":' Net amount of beoefits $1 l.8 million with a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) ·or -2.3:1 (pan 3, page 2). On page I (pan. 2) Corps of Engineers (CE) iocludes 

2,550 structures localed within SPF bydrologic setting and based on 1997 prices 

structure damages equivalent to $6.S million. Figures seem inflated by 78.S 

percent. Furthermore, many of these structures are abandoDed unoccupied, 

damaged, direlict and vandalized, and some structures obliterated from view by 

burial beneath landfilt along west side of Lamar street. Cost apportionment 

unclear as to which part is Federal and local ($78.8 million Federal, $39.6 

N - 70 

1. See response to comment #16 on page N - 32. 

2. The damages prevented are derived by using a statistical frequency and structure 
value and contents. 

3. The designations of which costs are Federal ($78.8 million) and which are non
Federal ($39.6 million) for the Recommended Plan have been included in the · 
Syllabus. 

As correctly stated in the comment, the non-Federal cost apportionment for the 
Recommended Plan, after the credit, of approximately $17.4 million. The total cost 
estimate for the LPP is $123.2 million, which includes $23.1 million for the 
compatible portions of the Rochester Park and CVWvTP levees, as described in the 
Syllabus of the Draft GRR/EIS. 



million local (71. total $118.4 million). Therefore. with credit from WRDA local 

cosls $17.4 million (?). LPP cost estimate at $123.2 million including $22.2 

million local (sic. $23.1 million) (para. 4, page 2). EIS fails to provide sufficient 

4. details about social equity exception, including appropriate laws and 

regulations. Without this exception Federal share capped at FSP. Only 

difference is the height of the levee from 100 year to SPF, and if not accepted 

local government pays for extra height added to Cadillac Heights levee. 

Exception was granted, cost $80 million Federal, $43.1 million local cost prior to 

application of credit equalling $20.9 million. Again, it fails to explain the 

exception and the public laws or regulations pertaining to such exceptions. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

' Recommended Plan (RP), again unclear, whether this plan is the same 

as the Federal Plan (FSP), this should be clarified. Under whatever plan, 

mitigation lands include t,13S acres consisting of grassland, conversion of 

grassland io bottomlaod hardwood fore1ts and existing hardwood 

improvements estimated to cost $4.4 million. This does not explain the amount 

of bottomland hardwood forests that has been removed by the project or the 

existing wetlands under present conditions that will be displaced by this 

project. 

Aft• describing several project costs above (para. 6, page 2), •current 

estimated cost of authorized improvements to the DFE is $199.2 million with 

total annualized benefits raised to $13 million (at 1hls rate it will take year! 

lS.3 years without growth to recuperate cost with/without 1 _severe flood). 

However, above the project was described It $123 million with annualized 

benefits of Sl t.8 million, or 10.4 years. It fails to show which figures are 

correct? 

Continuing on from the last paragraph at the bottom of page 2 to page 3 

2 
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4. See response to comment #1 on page N - 70. 

5. See response to comment #3 on page N - 13. 

6. The environmental mitigation plan including 1,179 acres of acquisition. forest 
development or improvement was recommended for the Federally Supportable Plan 
in the Final EIS. . 

7. Paragraph 6. page 2, of the Syllabus compares the authorized project for the 
Dallas Floodway Extension, which was authorized by Section 301 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1965, to the current Recommended Plan proposed for 
implementation (the FSP). As such, all figures are correct for their respective 
project. 



8. 

9. 

10." 

the Syllabus, under current economic conditions the authorized (FSP) bu 

negative net benefits of $4.1 million with a BCR of 0.76: I. Then, the CE writes, 

·the Recommended Plan, presented herein would yield benefits of ca. $20.9 

million, net annual benefits of $11.8 million and a BCR of 2.3: I if the project is 

accepted: The LPP would yield total amount of benefits of $18.7 million, with 

net aMual benefits of $9.2 million and a BCR of 1.96:1. These are the figures 

they have to prove in the plan. They fail to show which are the correct set of 

figures. 

Areas of controversy, page 3 of Syllabus; environmental groups 

disapprove because too many trees removed. This is tremendously understated, 

aDd too simplistic, trees ue but one aspect of the disapproval of the OPE 

project, that will be brought out in this review of the GRR/EIS. 

GRR/EIS, page 3 of Syllabus ltltes: •impacts to forests, climate, air 

quality, wlter quality, fish and wildlife habitat have been investigated: It is 

the position of this review that the previously listed environmentally sensitve 

items are incomplete, have had only cursory to no investigation, and the 

previous statement •investigated" can not be adequately supported. 

Furthermore, this type of word play covering sensitive and essential items to 

be covered. within an EIS is lazy and unprofeuional. The Syllabus does not 

contain any written summation about any one of the previously listed. 

environmentally sensitive topics listed in the Syllabus with reference to any 

of the approriate appendices. This Indicates that the Syllabu1:. was written 

before all of the appenWces were done and that they were incorporated into 

the report at the last minute before the due date deadline. This further 

indicates that the writer or compiler of the Syllabus did not have the time to go 

over the appropriate appendices and summarize their findings for 

3 
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8. See response to comment #7 on page N - 71. The comment is incorrect in 
denoting " .. (FSP) .. " as the authorized plan. Furthermore. the comment inaccurately 
quotes the Syllabus. Again, ;,II figures are correct for the respective plans which are 
presented. 

9. There are indeed many objections raised during the review of this Draft 
GRRIEIS; however, the majority of the issues raised during scoping pointed toward 
loss of bottomland hardwood forests, and impacts associated with parameters 
attributed to forests such as air quality, fish and wildlife resources. and water 
quality. The objections appear to be related to a preference for a non-structural 
alternative that would result in the removal of residences from Cadillac Heights. 

10. The comments are noted. The methods to assess the impacts of the proposed 
projects and its alternatives on air quality and aquatic habitat utilized the most 
current information and modeling techniques available (See Literature Citations at 
the end of Appendix F, pages F-50 and F-51). Redundancies in additional data 
collection at the expense of the taxpayer was determined to be unwarranted. 
Executive Order 12250, Leadership and Coordination of Nondiscrimination Laws 
delegates authority to the Attorney General of the United States approval of rules, 
regulations, and orders of general applicability functions that were vested in the 
President by Section 602 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Section 902 of the 
Education Amendments of 1972. Executive Order 12875, Enhancing 
Intergovernmental Partnership, was written to reduce the cumulative effect of 
unfunded regulatory mandates on the budgets of State, local. and tribal 
governments, through increasing requirements of the federal regulatory agencies in 
promulgating regulations and through increasing the fiexibility for waivers from the 
regulatory or statutory requirements. Compliance with Executive Order 12898. 
Environmental Justice, was discussed on page 6-10 of the Draft EIS. The 
proposed project is in compliance with all three of these Executive Orders . 



incorporation into the Syllabus in a summary integrated manner. This review 

shall point out the analytical or lack. of analyses in this EIS, according to the 

environmental issues and sbatt clearly show the disapproval goes beyond trees 

stated on page 3. Furthermore, the stated Fish and Wildlife mitigation plan that 

was developed to fully mitigate impacts to bottomland hardwood habitat shall 

also be reviewed. As an example of omissions to the generalized sr.atement, 

• ... have been investigated; also include Cultural Resources (report only 

includes a literature search and back.ground work), E.O. 12250, E.O.12875, and 

E.O. 12898 (concerning quality of life, health, and economic issues), and 

environmental justice in. minority and low income populations. 

11. Page 3, Other unprofessional and unquantified statements such as, "all 

other impacts considered neglible; is again a casual brief dismissal of topics 

suppoted to be covered in an EIS and addressed. Olhcr impacts such as CERCLA 

related is.Jes from the metal plants, and the (sic.) "meat packing plant,• which 

is a meat rendering plant, which is different from a meat packing plant. 

Obviously the CE writers of this GRR/EIS do not evidently know the difference, 

or, carefuUy did not address and omitted the hsue which needs to be addressed. 

Pa1e 4, Syllabus, Unresolved issues: environmental restoration not 

considered_.• project purpose invoking 1965 Trinity River Tributaries 

12. Basinwide Study before NEPA. This needs clarification and the Federal law 

quoted. This Federal action pertains to now, and funding now, and 

amendments have been in place for environmental restoration inclusion. 

This needs to be explained in the text Then, the GR.RJEIS follow up 11 

environmentally sensitive by a request to original authorization adding 

environmental restoration as a project purpose. This is required by law due to 

the Federal action. The EIS must clarify what is meant by environmental 

4 
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11. Information presented in the syllabus is based upon detailed discussions in the 
main report. Impacts have not been casually dismissed. The proposed mitigation by 
acquisition of 1,179 acres for forest development is significant. Any contaminants 
located within the footprint of the proposed project features would be removed and 
disposed of in appropriate manner. The net impact from that cleanup would be 
positive on the area. There is a "meat packing plant" located along the proposed 
Cadillac Heights levee alignment that required careful planning to minimize impacts 
to in order to avoid disruption of a vital element of the local economy. The "rendering 
plant" is located downstream from the meat packing plant and would be protected by 
the proposed levee. The rendering plant is also a contributor to the local economy. 
The odors from this plant and the adjacent Central Wastewater Treatment Plant are 
sometimes objectionable to the local community, however, the building of the levee 
neither adds to nor subtracts from the odor produced by either facility. 

12. As stated in the "PROJECT AUTHORITY" section, page 1-1 of the Draft 
GRR/EIS, authorization for the Dallas Floodway Extension project was contained in 
Section 301 of the Rivers and Harbors Act approved October 27, 1965 (Public Law 
89-298). As stated in the "UNRESOLVED ISSUES" section of the Syllabus, 
however, authorization for environmental restoration was not included in Public Law 
89-298. Furthermore, no amendments are in place at this time to include 
environmental restoration as a project purpose in the originally authorized project. 
See response to comment #11 on page N - 31. The chain of wetlands proposal is 
clearly justified as environmental restoration. The impacts to forested wetlands and 
bottomland hardwood forests from swale and levee development would be achieved 
through acquisition of and intense management of a 1, 179-acre area for the 
recommended plan. 



13. 

14. 

restoration and not Federally mandated, the swale is an impact. 

The EIS indicates that hanrdous, toxic, radioactive waste (HTRW) occurs 

in the project area. Clean up is a non-Federal responsibility, in other words it 

is the City of Dallas responsibility before project can proceed. The EIS should 

delineate what are the HTRW problems, safety issues, procedures for review, 

and commenu that include the HTRW problems (Linfield Landfill, Grace 

Metals), etc. which are not included in this EIS? The HTRW contributors need 

to be brought into the text as welt II the cost of the testing and clean up, and 

specify how much of the money in the recently passed Bond Proposition 11 

goes towards the. clean up of this problem. The land in the swale alignment 

will be redistributed along the levees and the heavy metals (for example lead 

[Phi) will be exposed on the levees for reintroduction by erosiOn into the local 

communities such as Cadillac Heights and Lamar Street and the Trinity river. 

Paie 4 of Syllabus continued. Thia draft GRR/EIS already admit, 

insufficient data and knowledge available to determine the extent of the HTRW 

problem, cleanup, within the project. CE scheduled further tests for summer 

of 1998, after this EIS. Again, the EIS part of this report certainly can not 

move forward based on such I lack of insufficient and missing data. If further 

tests· find JITRW CE claims several options: I) re-alignment of the project, 2) if 

CE- project can not avoid HTRW site(s), City required to clean up site(s) prior to 

construction of the project (two sites already known Linfield Landfill, Grace 

Co. metals plant; the Linfield Landfill bas monitoring welts put at the site by 

the City, City not forthcoming about the monitoring wells and may require 

court injunction for the City to relinquish the data). These are the only 

Federal alternatives provided in the EIS. However, other alternatives are 

s 

13. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

14. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

N - 74 



15. 

16. 

17. 

recommended in this review, such as buy-out programs along Lamar Street 

and Cadillac Heights and clearance of landfills permiued by the CE and the City 

along this pai:t of the Trinity river floodway that impede and restrict 

conveyance of the Trinity river through the mrrowcst part {3,282 ft 1 (kml of 

the the upper Trinity floodplain drainage. ID essence this part of the Trinity 

river i1 a natural constriction created by limestone bedrock: on both sides of 

the river and for maximum conveyance of flood waters through this narrow 

reach no development should occur from the north end of the DFE project as 

designed to routh of McCommas bluff. 

Continuing in the Syllabus, page 4, Federal offsite remote mitigation 

suggested but not detailed.. This needs to be included for an EIS. According to 

the Federal language in this EIS, if local government wants more co1tly area 

nearby DFE project atta City has to pick up the cost should Federal project 
I 

decide on remote area sucb H Lake Livingston near Houslon. This is 

unacceptable, and appcan that the Federal managers are blackmailing the 

City of Dallu to spend more money at the taxpayers expense. The Federal 

government needs to remember they would not have thi1 project if the City of 

Dallas ~~s not the local sponsor. The City of Dallas. whether it is aware of this 

or not, does not necessarily need the CE to design this project. The City of 

Dallas ·does need Federal permits (such as Section 404) if the City plans to do 

anything in the floodway, but the City can hire it's own engineering firm to 

carry out the City's business as they did on the Rochester and CWWTP levees 

for a much lower cost of only ca. $23 million. The two !eve~ tbC City built 

combined are larger than the proposed levees in the CE DFE project and cos! 

much less, Due to Federal overhead cost and bureaucracy Federal projects can 

cost up to 75 percent more than local projects. 

6 
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15. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13 regarding buyout alternatives. 

16. The recommendation in the GRR/EIS is for acquisition of mitigation lands within 
the study area. 

17. The Federal government is fully aware of the requirements for non-Federal 
cooperation in the implementation of a Federal project. 



18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

Recreation plan is not detailed due to questionable Federal cost, subject 

to further analysis aad review to determine if Federal cost participation is 

unacceptable. This is one of the major mayorial platforms for passing the 

hond proposition. This also provides another indication of the unpreparedness 

and incompleteness of this GRR/EIS on the part of the CE to cram this EIS 

through. the bureaucratic process without a thorough analysis of all the 

variables that arc part of this complex project These variables have to be 

work.ed out bef0te the next design phase of the project, or the CE and the City 

will not know what to design, therefore creating costly overrides based on 

redesign after redesign.. The EIS should detail how the CE came up with the 

mitigation area of 1,135 acres (sic.) (1,179 acres) and report the ratio of irroject 

construction land to mitigation land set uide. 

Chapter I 10Joduction Comment! 

Landfill information provided by the Texas Natural Resources 

Conservation Committee (TNRCC). Summarite the number of landfills, location, 

contents, and other information germane to the OPE Pfoject and approprilte 

for this EIS ..... EIS -mould indicate where are the existing landfills are located 

and their contents in the DFE, Appendix J (HTRW) describes landfills at nearly 

all 17 sites investipted. 

Previous acquisition and removal of residential structures in the 

Roosevelt Heights and Floral Farms housing aubdivisions (Secon'd Avenue and 

Bruton road) briefly mentioned. ThCTe is oo description of what agency 

sanctioned this buy-out. If the City conducted this buy-out, why did they not 

get trcdit for this as they did for the Roche3ter Part levee and the CWWIP 

7 
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18. See response to comment #25 on page N - 25. 

19. Details of the mitigation plan are discussed in Chapter 4, pages 4-85 through 4-
87, Appendix F and in Appendix G. 

20. Chapter 1 presents introductory information only. such as project authority, 
study participants and coordination, study purpose and need, prior studies, etc., and 
is not intended to present existing conditions data. The results of an "Initial 
Assessment for the Evaluation of Hazardous and Toxic Wastes" study are presented 
on page 2-22 in Chapter 2. "DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW'. 

21. The acquisition and removal of the referenced structures was conducted at the 
discretion of the city of Dallas. and was not part of a Corps project. No requests for 
credit toward the non-Federal share of a Federal project were submitted. and 
economic justification for these buyouts was not investigated. Section 351 of WRDA 
1996 contains the Congressional authorization for credit for the construction of the 
Rochester Park and CWWTP levees. 



22. levee? 1f buy-out was acceptable to a previous flood project why isn't buy-out 

a viable option to the DFE project (pages 1-2)? 

In Chapter l of this GRR/EIS the CE lists 20 Federally involved studies on 

lhe upper part of the Trinity river since 1962, plus nine other supposedly non• 

Federal studies, although S of these non-Federal studies were conducted hy 

North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG), that may have involved 

Federal funds. In all 29 studies in 36 years, none of the studies are quoted for 

adding any ettYironmcntal analyses that could be used for this study 

indicating all the previou1 tax dollar funding went towards some sort of 

planning document, but no funds went towards any sort of environmental 

23. analyses. What is the total cost to the taxpayers of all these previous studies? 

24. 

25. 

26. 

Chapter 2, Overview Comments 

Page 2-1, mentions the East Fotk of the Trinity river in the Upper 

Trinity river study region. this is incorTect. The Upper Trinity river study 

region begins above the OPE. The DFE is a study r~gion. The East Fork ii 

consider_;d in the Lower Trinity river study region that begins at the southern 

end of the DFE. The White Rock creek drainage is omitted from, and should be 

conside·red a! part of the DFE, and is in the DFE. Delete the last sentence in 

paragn.ph 3. ~e East Fork....~ Lake Worth is omitted from map with Federal 

27. lakes and was the fit st Federal lake in the area. Delete La.lr:e Lavon and Lake 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Ray Hubbard on map ts well, for these two lakes are in the East Fork drainage 

(Figure 2-4). Add Bachman Lake to non-Federal lakes on this map as well The 

word usage of sewage treatment plant in the singular is incorrect when there 

are several within the basin. 

I 

N-

22. See response to comment #21 on page N -76 and comment #1 on page N - 13. 

23. The total cost of these previous studies is not known, and is not necessary for 
this investigation. 

24. The comment is correct in that the East Fork of the Trinity River is not part of the 
Upper Trinity River study area. The Upper Trinity River study area is defined as all of 
the Trinity River watershed upstream of the Malloy Bridge crossing in southeast 
Dallas County. The DFE study area is contained within the overall Upper Trinity 
River study area. The word "Upper" has been removed from paragraphs 2 and 3 on 
page 2-1. Furthermore, the first sentence of paragraph 2, has been revised to state, 
"The Trinity River, in the vicinity of the study area, is composed ... ". The last sentence 
of the same paragraph has been revised to state, "The East Fork, although not 
specifically within the study area, rises .... ". The first sentence of the third paragraph 
on page 2-1 has been revised to state, "Within the area described above, the Trinity 
River Basin .... ". 

The East Fork Trinity River was inadvertently included in the Upper Trinity Study. 
The East Fork is included in the portion of the Trinity River referred to as the Middle 
Trinity. The Upper Trinity Study region lies upstream of the confluence of the Elm 
Fork and the Main Stem of the Trinity River. 

25. Only the major forks of the Trinity River are discussed in the referenced 
paragraph. The White Rock Creek drainage area was not listed separately. Others 
that are in the area but not listed include Five Mile Creek and Ten Mile Creek. 

The lower White Rock Creek drainage basin was included in the DFE analysis. See 
response to comment #61 on page N - 41. 
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26. The description is of the Trinity River Basin and the major forks which come 
together to form the main stem of the Trinity River. Lake Worth is not a federal 
project. 

27. Authorization for Lake Worth came from the State of Texas by certified filing 
No. 757 on 27 June 1914. Lake Worth was constructed and is owned and operated 
by the City of Fort Worth. Construction began in 1912 and the dam was completed 
in October 1914. 

28. The location map includes other areas outside the study area for clarification as 
to location. Therefore, the map will not be revised to delete these features. 

29. Other non-Federal lakes are omitted on the location map, as the map is not big 
enough to show all non-Federal lakes. These lakes, like Bachman Lake, were not 
large enough to be included on the map. 

30. The comment is correct. The singular use of the word "plant" was unintentional, 
as several treatment plants are within the basin. This error has been corrected. 



31. 

32. 

Another interesting point on the map is noted where East Fork 

Increment I was denoted as an existing CE project, as well as East Fork 

Increment n. as another CE authorized project. These two actions need to be 

referenced. Io text, the total drainage basin above Five Mite Creek is equal to 

6,275 mi2 that includes the DFE. Then two figures arc presented for the 

confluence of the West Fork. and the Elm Fork of 6,061 and 6,106 mi2 with 

terrain elevations within the basin between 380 to 1,200 ft. above sea level. 

Which figure for the drainage area should he used? Then. assuming the lower 

drainage basin figure is valid a total of 214 mi2 falls within the DFE? Does this 

area include the White Rock Creek drainage and the Cedar Creek drainage and 

what other drtinages, please clarify. Map is sloppy and uninformative. 

Then, writers go into details about the Trinity river with a depth of 30 

ft., top width of 200 ft. with a mean discharge of 2,000 ft3 sec. over a 37 year 

period from 1955-1992. The river channel has an avenge bottom slope of 2.6 

33. fl p/mi. What is unclear and not stated is the annual and seasonal amount of 

regulated flow from each la.kc with a control dam and the amouut of annual 

and seasonal flow each lake coutributes to the mean discharge and flow of the 

Trinity...-river. Extreme high waters behind dams is often let out in emergency 

situations to--, protect property etc. enhancing flooding downstream. 

· Stud>:, Area defined u area between the confluence of the Trinity river 

and Five Mile creek on the south near I-20, and up White Rock creek drainage 

to 1-30 at Samuel road and Ferguson road, and the end of the Dallas Floodway 

Levee Project in the existing floodway at the north end. This area is not well 

indicated on map in Figure 2-3, omitting Five Mile erect, highways 75 and 17S,. 

uncleu wbete existing levees are located, as well u the floodway. On this map 

34. numerous circles are plotted the legend dc,cribes as sub-area numbers. What 
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31. This highly developed agricultural area was, and still is, subject to frequent and 
prolonged flood conditions and considerable flood damages. The proposed solution 
included a channel and levee improvements along this reach of the East Fork. It was 
found that the channel and levee project had a favorable benefit to cost ratio and all 
listed purposes were economically justified. Construction of Increment Number I 
occurred in 1984. Increment Number II was not constructed due to a lack of local 
sponsorship, and is inactive. 

32. The text clearly identifies the 6,275-square mile drainage area as applying to the 
area at the confluence of Five Mile Creek and the Trinity River. Text also clearly 
identifies the drainage area at the confluence of the Elm Fork and West Fork as 
6,061 square miles and the drainage area at the Dallas Gage as 6,106 square miles. 
The drainage area of 6,275 square miles includes the White Rock Creek and Cedar 
Creek drainage areas. The drainage area map is provided to show a general layout 
of the entire basin. 

33. At the immediate study area, a "controlling" discharge of 15,000 cubic feet per 
second (els) is used as the basis for decision-making with regards to the gradual 
elimination of stored floodwaters in the major flood control reservoirs (Ben~rook, Joe 
Pool, Grapevine, and Ray Roberts/Lewisville Lakes). The actual amounts which are 
released by each project, for specific seasons of the year, have varied considerably 
over the years. in relation to the positioning and magnitude of severe storm 
precipitation. For purposes of this particular study, the variations by project site and 
season had no impact on the design of either the levees or the interior drainage 
facilities. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers' operational scheme at the major flood control 
dams is to attempt to fully prevent exceedence of the assigned targets at each of 
several gaging points in the Metroplex area. However, during severe events, stages 
in the major flood control reservoirs can rise to the point that fully uncontrolled 
releases escape over the emergency spillways at each project. Such instances have 
been fairly rare. 

34. This figure was replaced with a clearer, more easily understood figure. No 
circles are included in figure 2-3. However, figure 2-2 presents a map of the Upper 
Trinity River Basin and includes circles and sub-area numbers. These numbers 
represent the various sub-basin areas used in the hydrologic analysis of the basin. 



do these mean. if not discussed delete from this section? Map is sloppy. 

35. In the climatological section page 2-4, omitted. the year 1997 wu a 

record or · near record rainfall year as well, depending on where the gauging 

station is located, and this should be included for there was no devastating 

flood in the DFE. This should be included. It would be helpful to provide days a 

36. year and the frequency of heavy rainfalls in 24 hour periods over the basin, 

receiving > 4 or 5 inches or some arbitrary value that will bring the Trinity 

river up in the DFE in less than a 72 hour period. It hu been the observation 

37. of many, that once the impounded waters in takes fill to a critical le-vcl, water 

has to be let out, and When heavy rains from non-impounded runoff over the 

entire basin combine with the relea.ted impounded waters the DFE fills up 

rapidly and floods which is not evident in your climatological data and did no! 

occur during thia put year of record or near record ninfall because 

precipitation \ was spread more evenly through time. 

38. Basin physiography and geology (page 2-9) is not located in east central 

Texas, north central Texas is more appropriate. Most of the upper Trinity river 

basin flows over Cretaceous age limestone bedrock. The DFE and a large 

portion of the Trinity river drainage falls in the Cretaceous Period at the end 

of the Mesotoic Era dating from 100 Ma tt Benbrook reservoir to the now 

ftmotit Cr~taceout/Tertiary (Kif) boundary site IOUtheast of Waco at 65 Ma 

(AAPG & SEPM, 1984, Field trip to KIT Boundary). The DFE fallt in the Lower 

Austin through Upper Austin Member of the Gulfitn (Ioctl stage), Senonian 

Stage of the Upper Cretaceous (Dallas Geological Society, 1983). Faulu are t 

common occurrence throughout all the Austin Members (Dallas Geological 

Society, 1965: 94-95), contrary to the claim in the GRR/EIS of, ·th.ere m no 

faults.• The GRRJEIS as written so far indicates write up consi~!! of rlag;arized 
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35. The commenter brings up a very good point in noting that the occurrence of a 
"wet yea( does not necessarily correlate with the occurrence of significant flooding. 
Although 1997 is recognized as one of those "wet years", it was not known for having 
produced wide-ranging and yet highly intensive precipitation over the watershed 
areas which impacts flooding along the Trinity River in Dallas. 

36. The commenter's suggestion is appreciated. However, it should be noted that 
there are many precipitation gages scattered throughout the subject watershed, each 
having recorded numerous and yet highly variable thundershowers over many. years. 
It is not reasonable, within our current context in this study effort, to provide such a 
thorough assessment of recorded precipitation. Further complicating the subject is 
the fact that flooding in the vicinity of the Dallas Floodway Extension project can be 
produced as the result of numerous combinations of precipitation events. Most of the 
basic data which would have to be compiled and evaluated is within the annual and 
monthly volumes of published records by the US Department of Commerce's 
National Weather Service (NWS). 

In order to simplify the analysis, it is common practice to evaluate future, hypothetical 
runoff events based on statistical precipitation depth data which has already been 
assessed by the NWS and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA). These entities have produced summary data which provides a relationship 
between the depth, duration, and frequency of precipitation, as well a method of 
adjusting the so-called "point" rainfall to an areal average value to be applied on 
selected watershed areas, for instance. Their data was used directly in establishing 
the hypothetical storm runoff for the subject study. Precipitation data for the specific 
storms which have produced the more significant floods within the Metroplex was 
also considered in the development and calibration of the hydrologic "rainfall-to
runoff' models used in the subject study. 

37. The commenter's observations are correct. The climatological data is presented 
in order to provide some general ideas of both severe weather conditions cind events 
in the historical record and the average conditions to be expected in the future. · 
Please refer to the prior response to Comment# 35, regarding the recent 
climatological history. 

38. Geologic structural features within the project area do not pose a significant 
threat to the integrity of the project. 



39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

excerpts, plus cut and pasted scctiom from previous reports, and does not 

provide any current or new information. This report needs to provide 

published references with dates to bad: up statements of fact. 

Existing Dallas Floodway Levees, (page 2-10, para. 1) states, 

•due to changes in the floodplain and the backwater effects on the downstream 
end of the Dallas Flood.way levees risk of ovcrtopping of these levees has 
become a major consideration ... thc Dallas Flood.way system is included in this 
investigation.~ 

Tbis cxplaOAtion is inadequate, not backed up or substantiated, and this is not 

an investigation report, this is supposed to be an EIS where the results of 

investigations are to .be reported. The Dallas Flood.way 1evee1 held for 1990 

flood that was claimed by TV news (Channel 8) to be a 6S year flood event not 

SPF level flood, however water w.as within <2 ft of overtopping the downtown 

Dallas levee .along Industrial Blvd. 

The i~sue we are all concerned with is the conveyance of floodwaters 

through the DFE nanows. The lack of conveyance is mostly due to 

development of alt the lakes in the upper part of the basin above the 

confluence having to let enormous outflows occur simultaneously when heavy 

rains cover the entire basin. This combined with normal storm water 

drainage rutt0ff within the basin, the tremendous amount of development 

(paved areas covering soil absorption of rain water) in the upper basin. as 

well as all the impediments within the DFE makes for a continual flood 

situation in the DFE. Tbc developments within the upper basin are going to 

continue and runoff from these developments will only increase through time 

{see Hooke, 1994, Geological Society of America Today, 4, 9: 217, 224-225). 

44. One solution to create increased conveyance through the DFE would be 

to remove all the illegal landfills and the landfills the CE and the City has 

N 

39. The GRR/EIS. as written to the point to which the reviewer's comments have 
been applicable, was intended to present introductory data. such as the authority 
under which this investigation was conducted. and general descriptions of the study 
area. Much of these data are. by necessity, of a historical nature. such as 
climatological statistics. Furthermore. use of previously published Federal 
documents does not constitute plagiarism, as such documents are not copyrighted. 

40. This statement is included here as a general statement of findings since this 
section is a "descriptive overview" and is further explained in Appendix A. 

41. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

42. The U.S.G.S. computed the peak discharge for the 1990 flood occurring on 
May 3. 1990 as 82,300 cfs with a stage reading of 47.10 feet at the Dallas Gage. 
This corresponds to a peak water surface elevation of 415.12 feet at the gage. The 
gage is located at the Commerce Street bridge. This water surface is 14.28 feet 
below the levee crest elevation of 429.4 feet at this location. This peak discharge is 
computed as approximately a 33-year flood ( 3 percent exceedance frequency ) as 
shown on Plate A-6. The flood also produced a peak water surface at the 
downstream end of the existing floodway of 413.9 feet which is 9.1 feet below the 
crest of East Levee floodwall of 423.0 feet. 

43. Conveyance is defined in terms of the characteristics of the floodplain at a 
point along the river. The factors influencing conveyance of flow are the floodplain 
flowage area, the shape of the flowage area. and the floodplain roughness. 
Therefore the conveyance characteristics of the DFE area have nothing to do with 
upstream lakes. The upstream Corps lakes, however. greatly reduce the peak 
discharges of flood events due to their combined storage of runoff for which they 
are designed. 

44. Complete removal of landfills within the study area would be cost prohibitive. 
Landfills or other topographic features having a measurable influence on the 
floodplain were either represented in the 1991 topographic survey or incorporated 
into the models later as discussed in Appendix A. 



45. 

pcrmined along Lamar Street (left bank descending side of floodway) and the 

landfills near and around the CWWTP (right bank descending side of the 

fioodway). · These land areas consumed by these landfills have considerably 

constricted the DFE area. The conztriction is further enhanced by the narrow 

and shallow loca1ion of the Cretaceous bedrock through this reach of the 

river. 

At the Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) bridge across the Trinity river a 

shon distance above the the DFE uea, limestone bedrock benches along the 

right bank protruded into the ftoodway at a depth of 12-lS ft. forcing the 

Trinity channel to the lCft bank where the channel was cul approximately 60 

ft. deep filled by Quaternary sediments. The hour glass shape of the basin 

above and below the DFE indicate, that the bedrock within the DFE has been 

resistive to erosion. for the put 65+ million yeacs and forms a natural 

constriction. ~ier) of the floodway where the DFE project is planned. 

Other impediments within the DFE include the McCommas Bluff Landfill, 

Linfield Landfill, Rochester Pule Levee, CWWTP Levees, Southeast Sewage 

Treatment Plant (SESTP) levees, White Rock Lu:e sludge fill at 1-20, DART 

ia.ndfi~ along White Rock creek drainage between La.wnview and Military 

Parkway, M1ddlefield road levee, other older landfills along Second Avenue, 

Scyerie, M~litlly Partway, landfill and channeiiution of the White Rock creek 

drainage to accomodate utility power plant, railroad track raised grade 

between La.mar and the left bank and other landfills detected in Appendix I, to 

list a few of the impediments omitted from the CE maps and should be added for 

a complete representation of the DFE project area. The displacement of flood 

waters by the relatively new Rochester and CWWTP levees have raised flood 

levels in unprotected areas downstream and the amount of this displacement is 
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45. The construction of the Rochester Park Levee and the CWNTP levee 
improvement project have influenced the storage of flood water only up to flood 
events slightly greater than the 100-year event. The storage effects of these projects 
for events of 100-year and less are so insignificant as to be barely measurable. The 
500-year and SPF events currently would overtop these levees, therefore, there 
would be no storage effects for these events. However, the conveyance effects of 
these projects have been documented in Appendix A under the discussions for the 
Baseline Model and the Existing Conditions Model. Water surface profiles are 
provided on Plates A-27, A-28, A-29. and A-30. 



46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

not covered in the GRR/EIS. 

AU other impediments should be included as well, these include the road 

systcmi, and the built up railroad right of ways thal cross the drainages 

perpendicular to flows and restricts conveyance.and enhances flooding. Most 

of the roads have im.dequate bridges impeding conveyance of flood waters. 

Bruton road built on a raised roadbed that diagonally crosses the White Rock 

creek drainage bas only three short bridges in LS miles for the water to pass 

through. Highway 175 and Second Avenue parallel each other on raised 

roadbeds that cross the White Rock creek drainage perpendicular to the flow. 

Highway 175 has· only three short bridges over no channels, while Second 

Avenue has shorter bridges not in alignment with Hwy 175 bridges and is 

directed perpendicular to flow which impedes the conveyance of flowing 

water eahancing flooding. There are other roads and right of ways that could 

I 
be improved such H Loop 12, that would undoubtedly enhance conveyance 

through the DFE and these need to be included as a viable alternative combined 

with the others listed above in this EIS, and as written are omitted, not shown. 

therefore ia not considered as an alternative. The landfills and the 

continuation of landfilling in the DFE cause lack of conveyance and the 

removal of-- the landfills would only enhance conveyance. Tbe Lamar and 

Cadnlac ~eights levees add to the constriction of the ftoodway by narrowing 

the ftoodway causing backup of flood waters. Furthermore, the constriction 

can cause increased flow !peed (Venturi effect) through the DFE in non-flood 

conditions, increasing ';he erosive power of the river downstream. Other flow 

impediments directly downstream from the DFE binder conveyance and 

enhance flooding in the DFE (for example, McCommas Bluff meander and 
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46. See response to comment #61 on page N - 41. Highway and railroad bridges 
and embankments have been included in the models as discussed in Appendix A. 

47. Conveyance improvements for the Loop 12 bridge were investigated and found 
to have very slight benefits. These improvements were eliminated from 
consideration because they were not economically feasible. 

48. Removal of landfills would indeed improve conveyance within the floodplain, but 
at a very high cost. This is especially true where hazardous wastes are concerned. 
Large scale removal of landfills is not economically feasible. 

49. The Lamar and Cadillac Heights Levees do cause the floodplain to be 
constricted and cause flood waters to rise but the rise is more than compensated for 
by the flood lowering effect of the chain of wetlands. 



landfill and the Southeast Sewage Treatment Plant on an opposite meander of 

50. the river). Buy-outs of Cadillac Heights and Lamar Street and clearance of the 

landfills lining the floodway wi11 enhance conveyance through the DFE. The 

City bought out Roosevelt Heights and Floral Firms residences previously, why 

is this fact omitted from the GRRJEIS as an alternative also applicable to 

Cadillac Heights and Lamar Street? It should be explaioed why the City did not 

get credit towards this project for these buy-outs. The City should t1tricdy 

51. enforce no dumping in the DFE and develop the DFE as a huge green zone 

within the City of Dallas such u other cities have (Stanley Park, Vancouver; 

Mt Airy Forest, Cincinnati; Central Park, New York, to name a few other cities) 

and develop southern Dallas business wilh the view of this green area as a 

central focal point that would enhance the quality of life issues for the City. 

Recently, the National Weather Service has found that due to the paving over 

I 
of cities and lack of green areas creates the heat island effect causing higher 

temperatures, less effective rainfall, less air flow, pollution highs, and other 

ramifications on city microclimates that ue receiving further study. This 

GRRIEIS docs oot mention or discuss any quality of life issues normal to any 

well written and thorough EIS studies. 

52. · Use--ef the HEC-2 hydraulic model is an old conservative model that 

53. 

unde[ rcpr~sents flood dynamics (Geological Society of America Today, 1994) 

and other flood models should be used as alternatives to check against 100 year 

and SPF flood levels. The brief mention of the LRD-1 model r.e-enforccd the 

use of the HEC-2 model without providing any tables for comparative basis. 

Top paragraph page 2-1 t, under Existing Dallas Flood.way Levees ~ 

current hydraulic study compiled SPF water surface elevation at AT&SF 
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50. See response to comment #21 on page N - 76. 

51. The comments are noted. Significant discussion on issues pertinent to the 
"quality of life" are discussed throughout the DFE DEIS. The project as proposed, 
provides several beneficial impacts which would help preserve and maintain the 
quality of life without significant adverse impacts to the environment. Flood damage 
reduction would prevent potential loss of life, preserve jobs, and maintain 
neighborhood integrity (See DFE DEIS Environmental Justice, Page 6-10). 
Additionally, there are recreational features that would be incorporated into the 
project which will improve the quality of life (See DFE DEIS Recreation Amenities, 
Page 6-7). 

52. See response to comment #32 on page N - 35. 

53. Water surface profiles are shown on Plates A-25 through A-38 in Appendix A. 



54. 

Railroad bridge of 426.0 ft and a 500 year flood level water surface elevation at 

422.4 ~ as\. What are the SPF, 500 year, and 100 year water surface elevation 

profiles through the DFE? 

Page 2-ll, under Existing Rochester Park Levee • reference is made to 

surface elevations at Hatcher Street and South Central Expressway underpus 

that would allow for flood waten to enter areas protected by Rochester Park 

Levee. Why, because elevations of the levee are lower at th.is point? Need a 

map of the area under discussion with levee surface elentions. A levee at 

Hatcher Street, South Central Expressway. and Rochester Park Levee is 

incorrect as described.· Therefore, · computed flood levels may be incorrect. 

However, in the GRR/EIS Rochester Park. Levee is considered to prol'idc 110 

year level of flood protection. What are the surface elevations of the 

Rochester Park Levee from the west (TriDity river side), south to 1outheut 
\ 

(White Rock creek side), to the northeast side? GRRJEIS states that the 

55. Rochester Park Levee is oorth of Highway 175, this is incorrect. 

56. Existing CWWTP Levee • EIS states levee survived flood of 1990, but this ls 

57. 

not entirely correct, levee improvements were not completed and the area 

f1oode'1:. TV news coverage showed flood waters sunounding the plant. The 

levee upgrade- to elevation of 4 lS.O ~- as1 compares closely with w.ater ltllface 

profile! in !h,is report and upgrade created 140 year level of flood protection. 

Therefore, FSP only provides 100 year protection as stated previously. In what 

way does the 415 ft. asl compare closely with this report? This needs to be 

explained. 

Existing Sleepy Hollow Country Club Levee (SHCL) (page 2-12) has a 

small 10 ft. high levee that provides a 10 year level of protection. What are !be 

surface elevations of this levee? These elevatioris need to be included. Loop 12 
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54. The existing Rochester Park Levee does not form a complete loop or tie to high 
ground equal to the height of the levee. The levee alignment is shown on Plate A-
41 as a light blue dotted line. Hatcher Street and Central Expressway are shown to 
indicate where this underpass is located relative to the gap in the levee. Floods 
would initially enter the levee protected area through the Hatcher Street underpass 
to the east side of Central Expressway and over the C.F.Hawn Freeway into the 
Rochester Park area. The entire Rochester Park Levee was constructed to a crest 
elevation of 417.0 feet but terminates on the Trinity River side at a natural ground 
elevation of 415.5 near the intersection of Lamar Street and Haven Street. 

55. The GRRIEIS states "flood waters would begin to inundate those areas 
protected by the Rochester Park levee north of the C.F. Hawn Freeway". The 
existing Rochester Park Levee provides a small increment of flood protection for 
areas north of the C.F. Hawn Freeway even though the levee itself does not extend 
north of C.F. Hawn Freeway. 

56. The word "survived" is used to mean that flood waters did not overtop the levee 
and flood the interior of the levee protected area and damage the plant structures. 
As stated the CWvVTP levee improvements were designed by Half! Associates, Inc. 
The design of the improved levee crest height was based on there own hydraulic 
analysis but it agrees with the analysis presented in the GRRIEIS. See also the 
response to comment #6 on page N - 31 for explanation of CWvVTP levee 
protection level. 

57. The levee crest elevation is approximately 399.0 feet. 



58. roadhed is perpendicular to the flow of the Trinity river and two bridges are 

the only means of conveyance. This could be improved for more conveyance 

and should be considered as an alternative to enhance conveyance. 

59. Environmental Setting (page 2-12) under General - first paragraph 

discusses 19S7 levees along West Fork, not really pertinent to EIS. If EIS is 

going to discuss West Fork levees, what about the Elm Fork. levees and others, 

not we the point to this? Then, description goes into the DFE and attempU to 

60. describe environmental green areas, wetlands, as "some,• which renders the 

large wetlands and wooded tracks (92 % ) in the DFE as insignificant If the 

past 29 reports funded by tax dollars were of any use the CE could provide an 

accounting for the development of the wetlands and forest acreage and how 

they have changed or developed in the last 36 year, that they have studied the 

61. 

62. 

area in the last 41 years since the levees were constructed The wording in the 

GRR/EIS Jses the "Great Trinity Forest,• which docs oot exist as any legal 

entity and is more a colloquial term and should not be used. Land owned by 

landowners, plats, street locations, or MAPSCO references would be more 

appropriate. Where are the boundaries of the •Great Trinity Forest• on the 

map In Figure 2-S7 Environmental analysis ts in Appendix F. The cOnten~ of 

Appendix ¥ should be summarized in this section, and reference, to detailed 

anaiyses ~n the Appendix ahould be referenced in this part of the report. 

Again, this indicates the lack of timing in preparing: this report and not 

incorporating the information in the appendices. 

63. Last three partgrapbs on page 2-12, beginning with Air Quality - first 

paragraph makes no statement about air quality warnings in regards to air 

pollution and ,tatements of non-compliance with the Clean Air Act issued by 
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58. See the response to comment #47 on page N - 83. 

59. The statements included in this section (General) are summary in nature and 
are not fully inclusive. Additional information related to existing projects are 
discussed on pages 2-10 and 2-11 of the Draft EIS. These projects were included 
in the discussion because they are part of the existing condition within the area that 
has hydraulic and other relationships to the proposed project area. 

60. The statement actually is in reference to the existing Dallas Floodway Project 
area not the Dallas Floodway Extension "DFE" area. The use of the word "some" 
was to generally state that there have been some trees that regrown along the 
existing floodway channel and along wetter areas of the floodway. The remainder of 
the paragraph points out that wetlands, bottomland hardwoods, gravel pits and open 
fields exist within the Dallas Floodway Extension study area. Those resources were 
described in more detail on pages 2-16 through 2-20. 

61. The City Council of Dallas has adopted the name "Great Trinity Forest" for that 
area roughly defined on page 2-12. The boundaries of the Great Trinity Forest are 
not marked on Figure 2-5, as that map represents a smaller area than does the 
Great Trinity Forest. Whether or not it is a legal term, the use of the term Great 
Trinity Forest has become prevalent by supporters of preservation of the bottomland 
forests of the study area. See response to comment #2 on page N - 14. 

62. Contents of Appendix F are included in this section. 

63. First paragraph under "Air Quality" in the draft EIS clearly states that the area is 
classified as a non-attainment area for ozone. Air quality has not been glossed over, 
in fact considerable efforts were made to quantify potential impacts from removal of 
trees within the proposed project area. In addition, coordination with Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Committee, indicates that the project, as proposed, would 
not further complicate the State's Implementation Plans for alleviating air quality 
concerns in the area. See letter from TNRCC in Appendix L. 



64. 

65. 

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to the City of Dallas and 

surrounding areas of the Metroplex. The air quality in Dallas is a problem that 

is glossed over In this EIS. 

The second paragraph is brief and out of context Il is just a list, albeit a 

brief abbreviated list of pollution standards as recognized by TNRCC. What 

about the standards of the EPA? How does this relate to actual air quality 

samples taken in the DFE? There _are many variables to consider for air quality 

such as seasonality, prevailing winds, daily temperature regimes to take into 

considera!i0D, covering spans of years, which the EPA has data on the air 

pollution and air quality, or they could not issue warnings to the City. 

The third paragraph attempts to build a case that trees (alluding to the 

trees in the DFE?) inhibit air flow upwind of a building. This 11 not a useful 

analogy and does not apply to the DFE. The City of Dallas creates a "beat island" 
I 

effe<t (daily buildup of humidity, CO, CO2. S<Ji, N<Ji. 03, surlace beating and 

retainment of beat from reflected light off glass, beat absorbed by concrete 

and asphalt, which in effect creates a small "greenhouse effect• over the city) 

doming the city which is obvious by the higher temperatures reported on 

night!1 TV weather reports (Channel S the most informative) recorded at Love 

Field closer into the central city than most wca1her stations. In the warmer 

months A~iJ - October (7 months) the City of Dallas •beat ista.nd· effect can be 

on the average 5-100 F warmer than the surrounding less developed areas 

within the Metrople:t. Large tracts of trees can provide a sink for carbon 

gases (C) and respire oxygen (0). Only disturbed area undergrowths provide 

dense thickets to impede air circulation. It is a fact that trees help remove air 

pollution. The values provided in the UFORE table are general values, and no 
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64. The second paragraph is not a list of air quality standards, it is a list of average 
· reported values during 1995 and 1996. A classification of "non-attainment" is 

ascribed after monitored gaseous air pollutant concentrations are compared to. and 
determined to exceed EPA standard concentrations. We assume the values 
presented in the aforementioned section are very accurate in relation to the actual air 
quality samples since placement of the air quality monitors are in, and around the 
proposed project area. The average gaseous air pollutant concentrations presented 
are concentrations averaged from samples taken several times a day, every day of 
the year. The air pollutant values that are presented are average concentrations 
which take into consideration concentration fluctuations that can result from 
seasonality. prevailing winds and daily temperatures. As you indicated, there are 
several factors which affect air quality within an area. The proposed project would 
only influence a few of these, for more than a temporary time period. The modeling 
done during this study was based upon existing and projected future with and without 
project conditions for tree canopy coverage. 

65. In the third paragraph of the section entitled "Air Quality" on page 2-12. 
reference is made to the disturbance of air currents by the presence of trees only as 
part of a general overview of the influence of trees on criteria air pollutants. The 
statement is accurate and has been well documented by several reputable 
researchers engaged in this field of study (See Section entitled "Air Quality" in 
Appendix F, pages F-1 and F-2). Large tracts of trees can provide a significant sink 
for carbon and respire oxygen only if the trees are not mature, otheiwise this cycle is 
reversed. The values provided in the UFORE table are very specific for the Dallas 
area. Information in the UFORE table was derived using DFE vegetation data 
collected in 1997. Gaseous air pollutant extraction coefficients of trees used in the 
UFORE model were determined using information collected in the proximity of the 
DFE. 



66. 

67. 

68. 

reference is given to the date of these values. No actual air samples were 

taken within the DFE to quantify air quality within the DFE detailed project or 

the study area. 

From the content in Table 2-2, under area of e~isting ~Greal Trinity 

Forest" is definitely within the project area, but how were these figures 

derived? Writers need to provide data relevant to the project instead of a 

general listing by some other agency or organization that do not directly 

apply to this project. From Table 2-2, it is interesting to note that such a small 

undeveloped natural area of less than 6,000 acres can provide nearly 10 

percent of the air pollution removal within the City of Dallas. Imagine the air 

pollution removal power if the City developed nine more areas (<55,000 acres) 

of similar site. Table 2-2 also shows that the area within detailed project 

improves in every aspect across the row by approximately 43 percent without 

the project,1 although time is not provided. However, no figures are provided 

that include the project that would delete trees and decrease the ability of the 

forest in the DFE to remove air pollution. 

Water Quality - (page 2-15) only two paragnpbs on water quality 

quoting other SOUices with no specific data collected in or near tnowo 

problem ar.as within the DFE renders the subject of water quality deficient 

and inade~uate, especiatly when there are so many potential and actual 

polluters in the DFE as detailed in ITTRW Appendix J. 

Vegetative Cover (page 2-16) - soil is understated, class~fied as Trinity 

clay, a general floodplain soil, but many othtt types of soil occUI in the srudy 

area. Cliff et a1. (1998: 8-10) at least consulted several county soil surveys and 

describe and list 25 various soil types in the study area. There is no indication 

in this report that the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, old Soil 
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66. The Great Trinity Forest area was defined on page 2-12 of the draft EIS. The 
trees within the Great Trinity Forest remove approximately 10 percent of the 
pollutants that are removed by all the trees within the City of Dallas under existing 
conditions. The area that would be impacted by the project. accounting for projected 
increases in forest canopy in the without-project scenario account for less than 2 per 
cent of the pollutant removal attributable to trees. Impacts associated with removal 
of the trees with the project alternatives is provided in Table 4-24 on page 4-82. The 
information there indicates that the impacts from the locally preferred plan would be 
less than 1 percent of the pollutants removed by all the trees in Dallas. Further the 
inclusion of the environmental mitigation for fish and wildlife resources were shown 
to totally mitigate air pollutant losses attributable to forest as well. 

67. Incorporation by reference is an acceptable means to reduce the magnitude of 
the document according to the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) 
regulations. 

68. The statement is true that. as stated. the predominant soil in the study area is 
classified as frequently flooded Trinity Clay as identified by the Soil Survey of Dallas 
County. Soil Conservation Service, 1980. 



69. 

70. 

71. 

Conservation Service [SCS]) Dallas County reference was ever consulted for 

classification of soils along the Trinity river because Frio and Houstoa. soil 

types ' are most common, with patches of other various soil types including 

wetland bydric soils. Soil maps should be provided and soil analysis conducted 

especially in areas that may be sensitive to CERCLA (Comprehensive 

Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act) and RCRA (Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act) regulations for the CE's own protection. 

There is no map of the ~Great Trinity Forest• even though they refer to it 

many times in the text. No calculation in Table 2-3 of acreage consumed by all 

the landfills in the DFE detailed project or study area. The landfills have little 

or no vegetation growing on the surfaces. On the map (Figure 2-5) grass and 

forbs are detailed where the Linfield Landfill is located while other landfills 

are denoted IS landfills and not as grass and forb areas. The •Great Trinity 
\ 

Forest· is not defined in Figure 2-5, yet covers 5,956 acres covered by 92 

percent woodland. This indicates that the boundaries of the ·Great Trinity 

Forest· i1 known because the acreage was determined aad measured. Where 

are these acres'? One of the best ex.am.pies of the constriction of the Trinity 

river in the DFE is shown in Figure 2-S. where the river flow, between the 

Rochester -Park Levee and the CWWTP Levee and the floodway is less than 3/4 

of I mile wide since the building of the levees. Again, the figures presented in 

Table 2-3 were taken from lists, and ride and walk through limited surveys and 

not derived from any in the field Habitat Evaluation (HEP) process. Other 

inadequacies in Figure 2-S ioclude omission of the perennially wet area 

known locally IS "Blue Lake; a borrow pit northeast of Bruton and Second 

Avenue as well as the semi-aquatic borrow area for Rochester Park Levee In 
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69. The vegetative cover map did not include the entire Great Trinity Forest as 
identified on page 2-12. Your analysis is correct that most of the landfills were 
denoted as landfill; however. the vegetative cover of the linfield Landfill was 
specifically cover-typed to disclose the impacts to vegetation that might be affected 
by project alternatives. 

70. Various sources of information were utilized to determine land cover. Site visits 
and detailed studies including habitat evaluation procedures were utilized within the 
study area. 

71. The errors identified are corrected in the final map, however these omissions 
from the mapping did not downplay the impacts described as being attributable to 
the project alternatives because none of the proposed project features would impact 
these areas. 



72. 

73. 

74. 

the White Rock drainage. Page 1-19, provides a general description of 

vegetation, Figure 2·5 inadequately represents wetland vegetation and open 

water areas. 

Fish (aquatic) Resources refers to •several studies that verify stream 

fisheries have impro\'ed during the last twenty years/ but no references are 

provided and no data provided in this report. In the last twenty years major 

fish kills have been common along the upper reaches of the river from 

pollution and the City bas warned people against eating fish from waters in 

the DFE, although nothing is posted along the river or area water bodies about 

pollution and contaminated fish. Only recently, within the last year, the City 

bu put up oew no dumping signs and gates with locks on fences in DFE areas 

where they do not want people to dump their rubbish. Prior to this anyone 

could drive into the area, 1uch as down Linfield street to the end of the landfill 

and dump rhbbish in the area. However, on any given day many people fish 

the DFE waters to supplement their diet with fish from these waters. No datl. is 

summariied in this section from the Appendix F indicating that any new data 

on fish was collected for this EIS. No statement about the fish population 

characteristics, just an incomplete list of some of the fish that could be 

compiled fr.am any source. Many birds such as owls and others are not listed 

on page 2:20, again a list that c°'!ld be attained from any source and no data. 

from the DFE study area collected Absolutely no mention of fresh water 

mollusks (Howells and others, 1996) that once were common to the Trinity 

river, perhaps these no longer inhabit the river due to pollution and 

sedimentation turbidity. Fish propagate the mollusks and the lack. of mollusks 

indicates a lack of fish population diversity, or depleted unhealthy fish 

populations (Jorgenson and Sharp, 1971; Bmcb, 1973) 
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72. The citations supporting information in the section entitled "Fish (Aquatic) 
Resources" can be found in "Aquatic Resources". Appendix F, pages F-8. F-9, F-50, 
and F-51. Published reports of other resource agencies provided the information 
presented in Appendix F. Since the water quality of the river has not worsened from 
the time of the last fish population survey. it is not likely fish population structure has 
changed. Significant adverse impacts to existing fisheries in the project area were 
not anticipated and therefore additional information entailing expensive fish 
population surveys was not warranted. The section entitled "Aquatic Resources" in 
Appendix F describes fish and invertebrate communities. Community structure 
mentioned in this section refers to the population assemblages of various aquatic 
organisms. 

73. Several hundred bird species likely inhabit the study area as well as the entire 
region at one time or another. No threatened or endangered bird species are known 
to utilize the area. The rookery located near Rector Street was identified early in the 
study and proposed levee alignments were routed to avOid direct encroachiTient pnto 
that rookery. 

74. Documenting historical information on freshwater mussel assemblages in the 
Trinity River adjacent to the project area is not germane to a discussion of project 
impacts. A more effective indication of impacts was to examine the potential effects 
of the project on aquatic invertebrates presently known to inhabit the Trinity River. 
This information can be found Appendix F, Page F-9 of the DFE, GRR. 



75. 

76. 

Cultural Re$0urccs - the area of potential effect (APE) is considered the 

entire study area that includes Reaches 1-6, as defined previously and is too 

large for the Federal undcttaking. At this level of analysis the APE should 

have also included Reaches 7 and 8 that include the entire Central· Business 

District (CBD) of Dallas.as discussed in Chapter 4 of the GRR/EIS, but, discussion 

of Reaches 7 and 8 have been omitted throughout the first three chapters. The 

omission of Reaches 7 and 8 in the APE indicates that these reaches were 

probably added sometime in 1997 after the Cultural Resources contract in 

April. It seems that the Cultural Resources members of the CE study team were 

unaware of this inclusion, because they would hlve included Reaches 7 and 8 

11 part of the APE in the Cultural Rc10urcc1 contnct. tf these reaches were 

known at the time of the contract why were these reaches (7 and 8) not 

included as part of the APE? 

Earli'er literature searches revealed eight historic properties previously 

recorded within the detailed project area, seven prehistoric and one historic. 

The contracted report (Cliff et al., 1998) includes more recently reported 

historic properties within the detailed study area: and also includes the historic 

Joppa community background, which was then, not put of earlier planned 

projecis (le.- NED Plan). This chapter provides no summary of Appendix H, the 

Culru:ral Resources Appendix. Furthermore, Appendix H is a brief version of 

the contracted report (Cliff et al. 1998) that was contracted to Geo-Marine, Inc. 

(GMI) of Plano in 1997. The GMI report (1998) contracted by ~e CE provides a 

thorough literature search, field checking, some limited backhoe trenching, 

and electric conductivity logs from bore boles in an attempt to find paleosols 

that may have potential for buried prehistoric sites. From the report it 
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75. We agree that the area of potential effect (APE) was large and included areas 
where no identified impacts would be occurring. The large APE was necessary to 
understand the range and complexity of potential resources in the project area and 
to ascertain if project construction could have a broad negative effect on surrounding 
historic properties. The non-inclusion of reaches 7 and 8 as part of the APE was 
justified early in the planning process because no construction or other impacts have 
been identified in that portion of the Trinity River as part of this specific undertaking. 
Therefore the central business district area was not considered for an assessment of 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible, or potentially eligible, 
properties. 

76. & 77. The Commenter remarks that the discussion of potentially significant 
properties such as the Joppa community are not included in the National Economic 
Development (NED) section of the_DEIS. Since there will be no impacts to any of 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible, or potentially eligible. 
properties identified as part of the Joppa community, and therefore no recognized 
economic impacts associated with these historic properties, there was no 
discussion. 



77. appears that prehistoric sites 4IDL318, 319 and 357 are prob.ably one 1ite, and 

4 lDL337, 338, 355 and 356 is probahly one site. The bisloric dump site 4 IDL320 

is within tbe access and easement zones of the Lamar Street levee toe and or a 

78. 

sump (see Appendix C). 

The planned construction of the chain of wetlands witb the levees is to 

enhance flood water conveyance through tbe DFE. The increased constriction 

of the DFE will also enhance the flow through the floodway, therefore, 

potentially increasing the erosion potential of the river downstream. The 

chain of wetlands is designed along the right bank of the Trinity river to 

convey flood waters. The prehistoric site 41DL350 (Cliff et al. 1998: Table 5, 

' Figure S) is exposed from erosion aloq the ri&ht blDk of die Trinity river less 

than 1,000 ft. south, of the south end of the project The increased flow 

capacity of the Trinity river through the DFE and the chain of wetlands will 

\ 
increase the erosion of this site. In a well designed APE, it is this type of site 

that will be directly impacted as a result of this project by the increased flow 

capacity and velocity of the river and therefore increasing the erosion 

capability of the Trinity river as well. The swale 4 Chain Of Wetlands (COW) 

alig~ent outlets water directly toward, the site situated precariously on the 

exposed right bank of the existing river setting, Site 4lDL350 was oot 

evaluated_ (Cliff et at., 1998: Table 5) in the contracted report. This site should 

be included in this Federal undertaking and any further Cultural Resources 

work related to this EIS and the project Therefore, it appear.s that four known 

hmoric property areas (Ill 4IDL 320; [21 4IDL 337. 338, 355, 356; [31 41DL318. 

319, 3S7; [4] 4101..350) will be impacted by the project and shall receive further 

investigation In accord with the standards and guidelines set forth in 36 CFR 

Part 800 concerning any Federal undertaking. 
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78. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is aware of the archeological site 41 DL350 
and its location outside of the project construction area. The archeological site is 
subject to erosion but not as a result of the actions associated with this project as a 
component of a Federal undertaking. The project as proposed is not expected to 
increase flow rates or velocity enough to cause erosion downstream of the project 
area. 



79. Furthermore, it appears that the northern three historic properties 

within the detailed project area may be buried 4 ft or deeper, under modern 

alluvium and fitt (Cliff et al., 1998: Tahle 5). However, ii is curious, that in the 

four trenches e:w;cavated (Cliff et al., 1998: Appendix C, Trenches 4-7) In and 

around the 41DL337,338,355,356 site cluster, no artifacts were observed or 

reported, and an anomalous young 14c date (A.O. 590-665) was obtained from 

probe DF-16 at 310-370 cm below the surhce (Cliff et al., 1998: Table 15) in the 

same vicinity of the site cluster. This may indicate previous sediment 

disturbance, percolation of organic sludge from the CWWTP, chemical 

contamination, or varioUs combioation.s of different factors. A strategy of 

' backhoe trenching perpendicular to stream channels with detailed mapping 

down throuah the detailed project area using the depth of the awale as detailed 

in the hydraulic engineering mapa (Appendix A) in order to detect if any 

undisturbeh deposits exist might have been more productive. Furthermore, 

80. the depth of the swale with it's chain of wetlands (GRR/EIS, Appendix A) at it's 

deepest excavated levels (non-landfill) ia approximately 12 feet (3.4 meters), 

but the soil probes average depth (n-17) is 9 meters (30 feet), far exceeding the 

necesury testing depth. It seems that the government funds expended by the 

CE for the Cultural Resources work in the DFE probably cost the taxpayers 

$60,000 - $90,000 and very little information was gained from the 

government's approach. 

81. It is possible that the alignment and depth of the chain of wetlands in 

the swale can be designed to avoid the known historic properties as described 

above, but, however, based on current information it is doubtful the impact 

the project will have on 4 lDL350 can be avoided. This historic property should 

be included in further Cultural Resources Section 106 compliance work and 
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79. The commenter notes that the preliminary exploration of four archeological sites 
(41DL337, 41DL338, 41DL355, and 41DL356) yielded little archeological information 
and a potentially misleading radiocarbon date. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
believes these issues are being adequately addressed in the ongoing archeological 
testing of all of the four referenced sites as well as the three archeological sites 
(41DL318, 41DL319, and 41DL357) which were just completed. As the reports of 
these investigations are completed, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will make the 
determinations for any additional work required on these archeological properties 
depending on their National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility and our 
ability to provide appropriate avoidance or protection measures. 

80. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers disagrees with the comment that the 
geoarcheological research was excessive, cost inefficient, and that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers is demonstrating a fiscal irresponsibility with taxpayer funds. The 
geologic soil probes were designed to contact potential alluvial surfaces which have 
been identified in the Upper Trinity River as representing potential former human 
occupation locations. Since the lower or oldest of these surfaces is generally 
identified as being found approximately five to eight meters (16 to 26 feel) below the 
present ground surfaces in the project area, it was only logical to extend the depth of 
the probe an additional meter so as to capture the entirety of the geologic sequence. 
While the extension of the geologic soil probes to depths below the planned impact 
zones may seem excessive, it provides important data regarding where these 
surfaces may appear during any potential project construction reaching those depths 
from this project or future projects. We are sure the commenter can agree that it is 
much more cost efficient to utilize soil probes extending to the depths completed 
than to attempt to excavate trenches utilizing heavy equipment to excavate to the 
depth of the project limits only (three to five meters (10 to 16 feet)). 

81. See response to comment #78 on page N • 92 with regard to impacts on 
archeological site 41DL350. 



82. 

the Programmatic Agreement. 

It also interesting that AR Consultants, Inc. was the contractor hired by 

the City to conduct Cultural Resources monitoring work for the Rochester Park 

Levee borrow area (Skinner, et al. 1990), and the CWWTP Levee (Skinner et al. 

1991, Skinner and Whorton, 1995) borrow areas. No historic properties were 

recorded in the borrow areas indicating no buried cultural resources in the 

large amounts of acreage (> 1()() acres) disturbed by borrowing on both sides of 

the Trinity river. This is highly suspect along major river floodplains in the 

area and may reflect the level and diligence of the monitoring work that was 

done. However'.· the C~ probably 1hould have considered the tack or buried 

' Cultural Resources 1n the floodplain from the above work before havin1 the 

GMI trench the APE areas of the floodplain. Cultural Resources were only 

located in an outflow ch.11mel (Cell C area of COW, Appendix C) It the CWWTP 

(later impiovement project, 1995), and the earlier recorded sites near and 

along the Rochester Part Levee (41DL69 and 70). 

83. It is also curious that no further work was required by the City through 

consultation with the Texas Historical Com.mission (THC) based on the work by 

AR Consultants, Inc. at the CWWTP levee improvement work. This may indicate 

that the properties were considered ineligible for inclusion in the National 

Register ?f Historic Places (NRHP), or non-coordination by the City with the 

State, which would be in violation of the Texas Antiquities Code. 

Unfortunately, the THC response in the (Correspondence Appendix L) GRRIEIS 

docs not make it clear if previous coordination with the City occurred 

regarding thiJ work. However, if the City bad coordinated with the THC 

previously, and the THC concurred that the clustered sites including 4IDL318, 

319, 357, and the other cluster 41DL337, 338, 355, 356 were ineligible, they 
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82. Commenter notes that the cultural resources work by a previous cultural 
resources firm in the project planning area was suspect and may have been 
inadequate. Commenter also notes that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should 
have considered this previous work and its findings before committing its contractor 
to completing additional work in the same vicinity. The comment is contradictory, 
however, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is satisfied that going forward with the 
subsequent work was in the best interests of all concerned parties. 

83. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is unable lo comment on any contractual 
agreement between the City of Dallas, its contractors, or their consultation efforts 
with the Texas Historical Commission. nor can we comment on the City of Dallas's 
fiscal responsibilities pertaining to the project. However, since the archeological sites 
of concern to the Commenter are being systematically tested for National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in consultation 
with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (TXSHPO), we believe any 
concerns with the previous work should be addressed by the current efforts. 



84. 

85. 

86. 

would not require any further work by the Federal government at these 

historic properties. However, in the THC letter of October 1997 

{Corrc1pondcncc Appendix L) they claim further work (test excavations) is 

rcqulrcd at these properties (archcological sites) listed above to 

determine the NRHP status of these properties. It is clear that the City did oot 

follow through wilh their agency coordinatio11 respon1ibility with the THC. 

Therefore, the costs of the surveys paid for by the City were a waste of 

taxpayer money, because the intent of the work, necessary by law under State 

and Federal law (Regulatory Permit), never resolved any compliance issues for 

the City. Had the THC considered the 1itc1 potentially eligible, or eligible fot 

inclusion in the NRHP at the time, it would have been incumbent upon the City 

to pay for the additional costly work of ten excavations to determine eligibility 

or mitigating the properties if eligible for inclosion in the NRHP. 

Additionant it is also curious the lack of involvement by the Fon Worth 

District CE In the permit process for these actions by the City, which would 

have required a Federal Permit and response coordination letters between the 

THC and the CE. This probably needs further investigation. Now, it is up to the 

Federal government to do the work, white very little useful informi.tion has 

come out Qf the work so far paid for by the taxpayers. TCONR would like to be 

invblved as an interested party in the Programmatic Agreement that wi11 be 

developed concernine Cultural Resources during this undertaking. Please 

mail correspondences and reports for review to TCONR, 4144 .Cochran Chapel 

Road, Dallas, Texas 75209. 

Finally, three potentially historic railroad (RR) bridges and one historic 

pump slltion (to be determined) were not included in the Cultural Resources 

report on the DFE. The RR bridge$ (photographs 1·3) should be included in the 
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84. The outfall at the CW\/vfP was permitted and consultation completed with the 
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (TXSHPO). The recorded archeological 
sites were noted to have potentially intact portions but not in the areas of planned 
impact. The project was monitored and no disturbances to intact archeological sites 
noted. The request by Trinity Council on Natural Resources (TCONR) to be involved· 
as an interested party for the Programmatic Agreement (PA) was received too late to 
include them in the PA consultation. However, we will attempt to extend every 
courtesy and accommodation to TCONR with regard to specific areas of concern 
regarding the management and treatment of historic properties potentially impacted 
by our project actions. 

85. TCONR is included in the Project mailing list. 

86. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers notes that the three railroad bridges 
referenced by the Commenter were not directly addressed as part of the cultural 
resources report prepared by Cliff et al. (1998). The bridges were provided structure 
numbers (B-269 - the Santa Fe bridge. B-726 - the Missouri. Kansas and Texas 
bridge, and B-412 - the Southern Pacific bridge). but were only provided with a 
preliminary assessment that each bridge required further assessment to determine 
potential eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places and more information 
regarding the actual project impacts to these resources. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers has revisited the bridges and is coordinating the results with the Texas 
State Historic Preservation Officer (TXSHPO). The sewage lift pump building 
identified by the Commenter was omitted from the cultural resources report (Cliff et 
al. 1998) because it did not appear on any maps as an extant structure. We 
apologize for the omission. The structure is now being recorded and assessed by 
staff from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the results will be coordinated with 
the TXSHPO. 



Cultural Resources section of the GRR/E[S and were omitted. The northern 

bridge (Photograph l) on the edge of the project area represents an old (cf.) 

Pratt · Through• Tnm type railroad bridge (Comp and Jackson, 1977) previously 

used by the AT&SF RR (MAPSCO, 1992: 45) and has been abandoned alongside 

the DART rail bridge. There has been discussion of incorporating this bridge 

Pho~g:raph 1. Old AT &SF RR bridge that compares favorably to an historic 
Pratt TbrQll.gh•Truss RR bridge across the Trinity. View to north, DART rail 
bridge behind AT&:SF bridge at the northern end of the DFE project The Works 
Project Administration (WPA) Corinth Street bridge (potentially historic) in 
the distance at the northern end of the project area or southern end of the 
Dallas Floodway Luna road levee project. Also notice the river channel has 
been widened recently by the City (last two years) and the lack of vegetation 
whkh will be characteristic scenery along the river after the. Dallas Floodway 
and Luna road levee project is constructed (compare to Photograph 2 and 3 
below). The latter flood project was also paned in the bond issue 2 May 1998. 
The Corinth street bridge can be considered in the southern end of the latter 
project. As can be seen in this photograph the DFE begins at the railroad 
bridge, the Dallas Floodway Luna road Levee project ends at the RR bridge and 
the proposed toll road puses through both boundaries. All three projects are 

87. inter-connected and an EIS should address all three projects (see map). Taken 
6113198, 7:45 AM 
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87. The two federal flood damage reduction studies are linked from a hydrology and 
hydraulics sense. The two projects however have separate authorization and each 
project stands on its own merits. The ongoing studies being conducted on the Dallas 
Floodway and the Floodway Extension use a common data base for hydrology and 
models developed for the Upper Trinity River Feasibility Study. The Dallas Floodway 
modifications being investigated would be evaluated and presented to the public 
through its own NEPA documentation. The various road proposals are being 
presented by a different agency than the Corps. Some of the proposed alignments 
are being considered that would include use of existing levees and the Lamar Street 
Levee if it is constructed. The Corps of Engineers would be strongly involved in 
criteria development that might result in a favorable decision to allow TXDOT to use the 
levees, however, the ultimate decision on the alignment will not be made by the 
Corps of Engineers. The Corps can say no to the proposal to use the levees, but the 
Corps can not make the ultimate decision to use the levee alignment as it resides 
with TXDOT. Further TXDOT has already stated publicly in their MIS report, that an 
EIS would be performed by them if the decision to utilize the levees goes forward. 



88. 

89. 

into the developing trail Master Plan in the area by various agencies 

(GRR/EIS, Figure 4, Appendix I)_ It is not clear in Appendix I if this bridge is 

incorporated into the proposed trail system. However, any Federal 

undertaking altering this bridge and abutments will require Historic 

Architectural Engineering Record (HAER) documentation, minimally Level 4 

recordation and coordination with the Texas Historical Commission (THC). This 

may also include abutment work for any of the other historic RR bridges 

downstream where levee work, sumps, sluice gates, and easements are 

involved up to the railroad grade io and around the RR bridges (see Appendix 

C). These issues are <Jmitted and not discussed in the Cultural Resources section 

ft. below Sylvan 
road to characterize the river before the projects passed by the bond proposal 
and for comparison to the stark contrast of channelization and deforestation of 
bottomland bard woods shown in Photograph l above. At present cottonwoods, 
elms, and willows line the narrow river channel creating habitat for 
waterbirds such as herons and egrets wading along the shore while other 
birds such as killdeer, blackbirds, grackles, cardinals, to name a few make use 
of the same habitat. Taken 6/13/98 7:30 AM. 
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88. The bridge is not proposed to be included in the project recreation plan. 

89. The Commenter suggests that a Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 
Level lV recordation is minimally required for the three railroad bridges. While the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers appreciates the Commenter's recommendation of a 
level of recordation as mitigation for impacts, the decision on an appropriate level of 
recordation, if required, would be the subject of consultation between our offices, 
the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (TXSHPO), the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP), and the appropriate interested parties. 
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Photograph 3. View to the south on the Trinity river above Corinth street 
bridge. Recent (list three years) widening of the Trinity river channel by the 
City permitted by the Fort Worth CE Regulatory Section to approximately 200 ft. 
bouom width. Notice the levee to !he left, shallow water with a gravel bar on 
the left, and bedrock exposed on the right with no vegetation. Compare this 
Photograph with Photograph 2 above. This Photograph provides a 
characteristic view of the future Trinity river environmentally sterile 
scenery and waterway after construction of the Dallas Floodway Luna Road 
Levee project that was passed in the. bond election. Taken 6/13/98 8:00 AM. 

of the GRRIEIS. 

The small western tributary Cedar creek flows into the Trinity just 

abo.ve the MLK bridge (Photograph 4) along the right bank. This small 

tributary is very shallow flowing over bedrock and choked with woody 

vegetation and dead tree debris. Approximately 100 ft. up the creek it turns 

left (south) and a large beaver den was observed on the right bank. Al the 

time of the survey a Grahams Water Snake was also occupying the beaver den 

(Photograph S). Bottomland hardwood forests contribute t.lead wood for 

90. habitats and ground cover for many other types of animals not considered or 
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90. The Habitat Evaluation Procedures developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service were utilized. These procedures utilize models for species of fish and wildlife 
that inhabit the area and are representative of the vegetative cover types be•ing 
studied and therefore the impacts or benefits of a proposed action would be 
representative of a wide diversity of wildlife species that utilize that vegetative cover 
type. 
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Photograph 4. View to the west of confluence of Cedar creek along the right 
bank of the Trinity river above the MLK bridge. The channel is very shallow 
and almost represents a perched stream bed above the current Trinity river 
channel that has incised a deeper channel. Taken 6/13/98 8:30 AM 

Photograph S. View of Grahams Water Snake among fallen tree debris piled at 
beaver den excavated into the banks of Cedar creek near the confluence with 
the Trinity river. Tak.en 6/13/98 8:30 AM. 
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91. 

92. 

discussed in Appendices F and G (Environmental, USFWS). No levee is planned 

for Cedar credr:, However, the flooding possibilities for Cedar creek. and the 

residents of Moore park. (MAPSCO, 1992: 55) is not discussed in the GRR/EIS. No 

elevations or topographic maps are provided to indicate SPF or 100 year flood 

kvels in this area or the entire DFE DPA area. 

The second historic RR Oridge (Photograph 6) compares favorably to a 

Parker Through-Truss with polygonal top-chord for strength south of the 

mouth of Cedar creek, south of MLK bridge, and north of I-45 bridge, used by 

Photograph 6. Vi~w to the south of · the second historic RR bridge cf. Parker 
Through-Truss with polygonal chords spanning the Trinity river located 
between MLK and 1-45 bridges, runs parallel to Sargent road· and turns east 
across the river. Also notice the narrow channel of the Trinity river with 
hottomland hardwood forests along the river. 

Across and downstream from Cedar creek: on the left bank of the Trinity 

river the historic City Dump site of 4IDL320 (Photograph 7) is located on the 

N -100 

91. See response to comment #3 on page N -30. Floodplain area maps are 
provided in Appendix A on Plates A-39 through A-42. Water surface elevations are 
provided on Plates A-25 through A-38. 

92. See response to comment #86 on page N - 95 regarding the assessments of the 
railroad bridges. The referenced archeological site (41DL320), a City of Dallas 
refuse area, is currently being assessed by ttie U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
determine the extent, if any, of the project's potential impact on the site. 
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hanks and ex.tends eastward into sump, easement and levee footprint project 

areas (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1992, Cliff and others, 1998). This historic 

property will need further evaluation and coordination with the THC ht!fore 

Photograph 7. Historic Dallas Dump (site designation 4IDL320) from the early 
t 900's to 1940. This dump supposedly existed when area was booming with the 
beginning of the Proctor and Gamble factory (1920) for cottonseed oil 
production and owned hundreds of bottomland acreage, the beginning of the 
CWW"fP (1912), and Miller's crossing was operational and represented the only 
bridge spanning the Trinity in south Dallas at the oxbow downstream. 
Prominent affluent Dallas citizens such as Kahn, Sigel, Sanger, and Marcus 
lived in grand houses of Prairie, Progressive and Craftsmen architectural 
styles de'Signed by the architect H. A. Overbeck in the Edgemont community 
tined what is today MLK, and some are preserved in the second oldest NRHP 
District in Dallas located at South Boulevard and Park Row. Many of the people 
are buried at the Oakland cemetery that lived in this area at .the time and the 
grand Art Deco buildings were built in Fair Park by 1936 for the Texas 
Centennial (Holmes and Gerald, 1992). This dump was active during this time 
and potentially holds many artifacts from this active period of Dallas history. 
Taken 6/13198 8:40 AM. View to the northeast from up a channelized outlet to 
Trinity river of 15 ft. of eroding deposit. From the Lamar side the dump has 
been repeatedly looted over the years as it remains unprotected by the City. 
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93. See response to comment #86 on page N - 95 regarding the assessments of 
the railroad bridges. The referenced archeological site (41 DL320). a City of Dallas 
refuse area, is currently being assessed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
determine the extent, if any, of the project's potential impact on the site. 



94. Desci::n<ling the bouom!and hardwood forest covered floodplain and 

river hanks (Photograph 8) another historic structurn (Photograph 9) that 

compares favorably to a pump station was observed on the left bank of the 

river. This potentially historic structure was not recorded in any previous 

surveys and exists in the vkinity of Sump 3, and north of the l-45 new 

channel and bridge. This site may also be impacted by the relocation of 

pipelines, utility lines, and easements and lies across from the CWWTP. This 

potentially historic site needs to be assessed and included in the Cultural 

Resources par! of the EIS. 

Photograph 8. View to north up the river of bottomland hardwood forest 
covering the Trinity river floodplain and banks. Limestone bedrock: and shale 
with a seep eitposed along the left bank (right in photograph). Opening along 
left bank in distance location of the unrecorded historic structure described 
above. Compare the forested river in this photograph to Photograph 3 above 
without the forest. Ta.ken 6/13/98 9:45 AM. 

Descending the river from the historic structure described above the 
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94. See response to comment #86 on page N - 95 regarding the assessments of this 
structure. 



Photograph 9. Unrecorded historic structure on the left bank of the river. 
Taken 6/l 3/9S 9:45 AM. 

river channel straightens and passes under the I-45 bridge at an acute angle 

(Photograph 10). This is the part of the river channel that will be filled in and 

a new channel excavated to the west. The channelized redirection of the river 

is tb gu!!!,e the river under the 1-45 bridge where the bridge concrete supports 

wece engineered to structurally withstand high river flows. Even though the 

river has always flowed in it's present path (historic river maps), it seems the 

Federal highway bridge (built hy TXDOT) when built (1970's) limited the 

number of more structurally sound supports across the river or put them in 

the wrong place. Presently, it was observed (6/13/98) that the upriver side of 

the existing concrete pillar sets (northernmost of six pillars in a row), of 

which there are three, one set in the middle of the existing channel were 
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Photograph 10. View to the south down the Trinity river channel that will be 
filled in through the 1•45 bridge. Tak.en 6/13198 I0:00 AM. a new channel 
crealed weslward at an unknown distance because of inconsislencies in the 
report describing the distance anywhere from 150 to 300 ft. 

nicked and worn smooth by passing river flows. The northern most pillar of 

the set of pillars in the middle of the river was the most damaged. The attrition 

damige was mostly within five feet above the present pool level of the river. -
Thi:,_ indicates that the continuous flow of the sediment laden Trinity river 

below river pool elevations of 385 ft asl or lower is causing most of the damage 

to the existing pillars. The continuous minimal tlow of 700--800 cfs (at low flow 

times d11ring the present drought) and other flow regimes are controlled by 

the CE outlet of waters from the reservoirs higher up in the basin. The 

continuous flow with high sediment content can act as a constant wet abrasive 

against the coarse cement pillars, wearing them away after repeated years of 
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constant abrasion. Periodic high flood flows with large debris may not have 

the effect implied in !his GRR/EIS. The CE may inadvertently he creating the 

structural prohlem with their controlled outflow from reservoirs and the 

structural damage may not he due to floods as implied in this report. Other 

alternatives heside channelization and armoring need to be explored hut were 

not considered in this GRR/EIS. Armoring was considered more expensive 

than the channeling which was not detailed or explained. 

Tbe present plan to fill in the river channel and move it west does not 

fix the bridge supports if they are already weakened to the point there is a 

structural safety · prohleffi for the tiridge as implied in the GRR/EIS. Therefore, 

if a safety structural problem exists this needs further discussion in the report 

and statements from TXDOT incorporated into the report. Moving the channel 

to the west will prevent any further wearing away of the northern pillar of 

the middl~ set of pillars but will not strengthen weakened pillars. 

South of the new channelized area the Trinity river creates a large 

westward oxbow that cuts westward almost to the 1-45 bridge (MAPSCO, 1992: 

56). On the outermost curve of the oxbow the CWWTP outflow into the Trinity 

river occurs (Photograph ll). The highly chlorinated discharge waters ;are 

flsb~d by.....people from the area to supplement their diet. These waters do not 

me"-et the TNRCC standards for fecal coliform 64 percent of the time (8 months 

out of the year). These same waters are going to be pumped through over 

three miles of swales (Chain Of Wetlands,(COW]). 

Within this oxbow four Cultur1.I Resources sites (41DL317, 318, 319, 357) 

have been recorded that include the historic bridge site of Miller's Ferry and 

later Miller's bridge. The Miller·s Ferry bridge site 4IDL317 (Photograph 12) is 

considered ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP according to the THC 
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95. The US Army Corps of Engineers· operational scheme at the major flood control 
dams is to attempt to fully prevent exceedence of the assigned targets at each of 
several gaging points in the Metroplex area. However, during severe events, stages 
in the major flood control reservoirs can rise to the point that fully uncontrolled 
releases escape over the emergency spillways at each project. Such instances have 
been fairly rare. 

96. As stated in the discussion of the river realignment at IH-45, beginning on page 
4-69 of the Draft GRRIEIS. a fracture in one of the bridge columns supporting the 
section spanning the river was caused by massive accumulations of driftwood in this 
narrow span following a 1984 flood event. The purpose of the river realignment 
would be to reduce the risk of damage to, or catastrophic failure of, the bridge 
columns and reduce or eliminate the cost of continual maintenance to remove the 
debris and periodically repair the structure. The referenced archeological site 
(41 DL317} consists of the former Miller's Ferry Bridge site only. No identifi_cation of 
the actual location of the Miller's Ferry has been found. The location of the road with 
the same name as the original ferry crossing do not necessarily correspond. 
Therefore, the assessment of the Miller's Ferry Bridge site (41 DL317} as an ineligible 
site is correct. However, and as always in these types of ambiguous historic 
archeological locations, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will treat the area 
according to the applicable section of 36 CFR § 800.11 regarding discoveries of 
unexpected historic properties. 
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Photograpti 11. Outflow of CWWTP treated sewage water on the outer hend of 
the oxboW near the 1-45 bridge. Notice individual fishing the treated sewage 
waters. Observed 6/13/98, 11:00 AM, the smell of chlorine from the treated 
waters filled the air. the chlorine content of the treated water is never 
discussed, nor the water quality of the treated waters. 

(Appendix L) due to disturbance, however only the bridge is considered and 

98. not the site itself which has almost a one hundred year history and never has 

bee0: investigated. If this project impacts an historic site along the oxbow the 

99: 

--ineligible assessment should be reconsidered. Some of the steel pilings of the 

bridge still remain on the right bank of the river. These pilings have been 

distributed downstream of the site and should not be taken as representative of 

the sites' location. The historic crossing site operated as a ferry across the 

river for almost 50 years before the bridge was ever built. 

The last of the historic RR bridges (Photograph 13) omitted from the 

---nort is located downstream from the oxbow and Hwy. 310 
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97. Chlorine is used as part of the disinfection process at the Central Waste Water 
Treatment Plant; however. the effluent is dechlorinated prior to leaving the facility. 
Plant officials indicate no problems related to chlorine use occurred on June 13. 
1998, indicating that any chlorine odor that might have been detected should not 
have been from the treated effluent. 

98. See response to comment #96 on page N - 105. 

99. See response to comment # 86 on page N - 95. 
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Photograph 12. View to south on the outer curve of the oxbow just downstream 
from the i::wwtP outflow with some of the Miller's bridge steel pilings lying on 
the right bank of the river. Taken 6/13/98 11:15 AM. 

{old Lamar St. or the newly titled S. M. Wright Frwy. bridge) bridge on the 

north end of a large eastern me1nder bend in the river north of the Linfield 

landfill (LL). This bridge and it's ahuttnents are hidden in the heavy 

bottomland hardwood forest (bhf) canopy surrounding the railroad tracks 

wher·e COW Cells E and F are split by the railroad line. The previous 

photographs provide a glimpse of the bhf along the Trinity river and some of 

the Cultural Resources omissions in the GRRJEJS. 

Page 2-12, Hazardous, Toxic and Radiological Waste (HfS.W). Albert Halff 

Associates, Inc. mentioned for assessing HTRW in project area, but no details of 

analyses, literature referenced, or agency named, that was sponsoring the 

assessment The HTRW work should be summarized here from data presented 

in Appendix J supporting any HTRW statements. None of the data in Appendix 
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Photograp~ 13. The third historic railroad bridge across the Trinity compares 
favorably \o a Warren Through-Truss (Comp and Jackson, 1977) used by SP RR 
(MAPSCO. 1992: 56). View to south of bottomland hardwood forests along the 
river, taken 6/13198 11:30 AM. 

J is summarized here. The data compiled in the so called ·follow up studies" 

(after the Halff study) should be summarized, referenced, and presented here 

as well. This is unacceptable. Previously, in the Syllabus section of the 

GR.Ri'EIS, Jj:lc CE claims it is up to the City of Dallas to clean up whatever HTRW 

related sites it created, such as the Unfield ,Landfill. However, it is up to the 

owners, past and present to clean up the heavy metals, PCB's and any other 

created by them while they owned the property and as a resu!t of their 

industry (ie. Grace Metals site area 6 and lead smeltering areas 8 and 9 for 

example in Appendix J). Just as in the west Dallas lead smelter it was up to the 

various owners to pay for the clean up of the site, in the end not the City. 

As presented and admitted in Appendix J the HTRW work is incomplete and 
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101. From a Federal perspective, the land on which a Federal project is constructed 
must be free of hazardous and toxic waste prior to construction. During the land 
acquisition process, which is a non-Federal responsibility, the local sponsor may 
make whatever provisions, with the current owner, deemed necessary for the clean 
up of the HTRW material. 
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further work is scheduled making this GRR/EIS incomplete and not finished. 

The HTRW work presented in this GRRJEIS is locational and descriptive without 

sufficient sampling data to assess the total HTRW problems within the OFE. 

None of the HTRW work bas been incorporated into the text of this EIS. There 

is no discussion of how the contaminated excavated 1.9 million cuhic yards of 

dirt will be separated from the uncontaminated excavated 1.3 million cubic 

yards of excavated dirt that will be needed to build the two levees for the LPP. 

Most of the swale alignment has not been sampled for HTRW (Figure I, 

Appendix J). 

Socioeconomic Conditions (page 2-23), is too general and has no 

application specifically to the DFE project What are the socio-economic 

conditions in the study area and the detailed project area? What will be the 

104. impact of the project on the communities in the DFE in regards to 

Environ.m.eJta1 Justice and Minority Populations E.O. 12250, 12898? What are 

the quality of life Usues raised by this project What are the quality of life 

issues related to other alternatives such as a buy-out? Does the quality of life 

improve when homes and businesses are stuck behind a levee? Should the 

105. project go through and the levees built, where will the borrows be placed to 

repak the ... inevitable levee repair problems? Most repairs made by borrowing 

soil; near the break on the river aide, but also occur on the non-river side 

creating semi-annual bug and mosquito infested pools of water often filled 

with trash (for example the trash along Industrial Avenue and. the west Dallas 

levees non-river side). Where will the borrow pits for repairs on the new 

levees be located? Perhaps in the Trinity river floodway disrupting more of 

the environment? In the environmental section above, the trees were 

considered as an inhibitor to air flow, but describing businesses behind the 
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102. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

103. The information as presented is to the level of detail needed for the project. 

104. See response to comment# 142 on page N - 55. 

105. Suitable material for any required repair would have to come from an approved 
source. 
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north - south oriented Lamar Street levee as having better air flow is 

ludicrous. The air flow for residents in Cadillac Heights encircled on the west 

by high topography and enclosed by a levee will receive less air flow. So, the 

residents of Cadillac Heights and the businesses along Lamar Street will have 

approximately >20 fl. levees (above presenc surface) constructed from 

excavated buried soils along the right bank of the river that are potentially 

contaminated (heavy metals, PCB's, old treated waste before new CWWTP) from 

past industrial and waste use, that will be re-exposed aiong the right bank. of 

the river, placed around the people of Cadillac Heights and along Lamar street 

u well as impeding the flow of air. The health rbb that have to he considered 

108. by Executive Order {E.O.} 12250 and 12&98 have not been mentioned ll yet. The 

GRR/EIS docl not address the potential health risks from HTRW brought out in 

Appendix J in relation to Executive Order (E.0.) 12250, 12878, and 12898, and the 

correspondiJg supplements. Four short paragraphs at the end of Chapter 6 on 

E.0. 12878 is insufficient for the identified HTRW contaminants and their 

potential for multiple health related iuues created by this project. IS well as 

the the swale that wilt be filled with sewage water from the CWWTP that docs 

not meet TNRCC standards for fecal coliform 67 percent of the time. · 

109. · Page. 2-23, the Recreational Resources on maps mostly not related to 

project specifically and more a presentation of a grand plan in which the 

Federal government is not really a part of this grand plan, and as 1tated in the 

syllabus not decided as part of the FSP or l.Jl'P. 

110. Page 2-24, GRR/EIS states, •6,000 acre, of park!, open spaces and natural 

111. 

areas exist in 80 mil section of county that includes lhe study area is 

inaccurate. Previously, in the environmental write up 6,000 acres already 

exists in the study area alone. Table 2-S does not include Dalla! County Parb 
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. ,6. The Draft GRR/EIS neither states nor implies that the businesses. .,id the 
Lamar Levee have better air flow than businesses, or residences, in any other area. 
The only discussion of air flow in the chapter to which the comment is referring is 
located in the last paragraph on page 2-12, in which the effect of trees on air quality, 
and air flow, in a local climate is discussed in general terms. 

107. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. Hazardous and toxic waste will 
not be used in the construction of levees but will be disposed of in accordance with 
all applicable laws and regulations if required. 

108. The proposed project would result in a cleanup of contaminants along the foot 
print of project features and therefore would not induce the health risks alleged. 
Flood protecting the area would not force individuals to stay in the area either. The 
risks to health and safety from flooding are greater than the risks to health and safety 
that would exist after ongoing cleanups by others continues, the cleanups associated 
with the project features and the reduction to safety resulting from the flood 
protection. · 

109. See response to comment #50 on page N - 39. 

110. See response to comment #50 on page N - 39. 

111. The recreation analysis used a larger baseline study area to determine 
availability of recreation resources and determination of recreational needs. 



.. 1d Open Spaces areas. Throughout Appendix I parks or natural areas are 

112. shown but many of the areas depicted have no access or limited access in 

Figure 2, Appendix I. The areas depicted arc not posted as parks or nature 

preserves and entry ways for public access is non-exislent. For example, 

Table 2, lists 122 •facilities," hut only 29 are shown in Figure 2. Where are the 

rest of the "facilitiesr Questionnaire survey at eight recreation facilities 

113. returned an average of 16 respondents per facility in the study area and is 

totally an inaccurate statistical representation of the population in the study 

area or the greater population of Dallas that may use the area for recreation. 

114. Three more common recreational uses not listed in Table S (Appendix I) 

include: canoeing, nature trails, and education is not even considered for 

Dallas ISO. This area could be an outdoor classroom for the children of the 

DISD because it is large enough to capture maoy of the natural variability in 

the region\ to provide a wide perspective for children on the environment in 

Dallas as well as surrounding communities. In the infortn1l survey walking 

was rated as the highest activity. The list does not really consider all of the 

potential outdoor recreation that could be conducted in a wooded parkland 

such as the study area, because the writers are of a mind set only to consider 

115. 

normiatlve .,parks at lat.es in the CE district that they manage. 

Figure S cost sharing portion of recreation plan not labeled. The three 

costs analyses provided at the end of Appet1dlx I is for 20 mile trail, however, 

Figure 4 Is full of other amenities that look good but that are !K)t part of !he 

FSP or the I.PP, Recreation map with only the FSP and LPP funded recreation 

is needed. If funded (approxitn1tely $4 million proposed) the recreation 

association with the FSP is ony 20 miles of 10 fl wide trails and that is an. 

According to the GRRIEIS Trinity River State Park (TRSP) • authorized 
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112. Figure 2 was not intended to be all inclusive. Facilities are located within the 
boundaries of the large study area but not all were mapped. Recreational demand 
analysis has to include the larger area but recreational features that could be 
provided with this proposed project must be limited to the immediate project area. 

113. Other information was used in the study as well. The Half/ master plan 
recommends educational uses that are beyond the scope of federal participation. 
The proposed plan has recreational and nature trails that are compatible with the 
Half/ master plan including nature studies. 

114.The proposed recreation plan differs substantially from those normally provided 
at Corps of Engineers lakes. For example, lake recreational areas typically provide 
camping, which has not been proposed for the Dallas Floodway Extension project. 
Basically what has been proposed is a recreational trail system that is minimally 
intrusive to environmental resources and other compatible uses. 

115. Figure 5 has been revised per Corps Headquarters to remove the area just 
southwest of Hwy. 175 and the Lemmon Lake area from the _shaded portion which 
contains cost shareable recreation features. Subsequent reductions have been 
made to the length of cost shareable hike/bike trails and to the length of the cost 
shareable equestrian trails. In addition, the number of cost shareable access points 
have been reduced to six. A Value Engineering study will be completed during the 
next phase of detailed design to determine the optimum recreation plan which can 
be implemented. 
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120. -

but not funded since 1983. No property has been acquired and in reality park 

wilt probably never exist under present situation. At present TRSP a moot 

point because Texas Park and Wildlife Department (TPWD) has not acquired 

any land and does not have funds to do so. 

The Land Use section (page 2-27) is explained in four written lines and 

is not !]]:eaningful as written, expand on, or delete. 

The Transportation section (page 2-27) should address transportation in 

the study area and the detailed project, instead of listing all the major 

Interstate highways in the City. How will the levees effect traffic in the 

detailed study area. and citizens access to shopping, and other necessary 

necessities? 

Lands in Public Ownership (page 2-28) does not provide a map with the 

City of Dallas only lands as described. 

1.anJm1s (page 2-28) GRRIEIS doe, not provide a detailed map of 

landfills. The way the GRRJEIS is written, this paragraph agrees with the fact 

that landfills, especially Linfield Landfill creates ~ significant impediment in 

the floodplain as stated above, which binders conveyance, but ignores any 

remedies and contributes to more landfilling of the Trinity river floodplain 

adding landfill to the Sleepy Hollow Golf Course (34 acres) and 1,000+ acres to 

the 'SOUtheast at 1-45, Post Oak and Wintergreen roads (Appendix F) .. 

Chapter 3 Identification of Problems and Needs 

In this section the study is broken into 8 Reaches for hydraulic 

purposes. Total annual flood losses in study area estimated at $20.8 miltion 

using 1993 prices at 8%. Hydrology and Hydraulic (H/H) models based on 
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116. The Trinity River State Park has not been deauthorized by the State and 
therefore it is important to recognize the importance of that potential. 

117. Land use description has been revised in report. 

118. See response to comment #50 on page N - 39. 

119. Most of the sites referenced are well known and marked on maps 
published for commercial distribution. ln addition, most of these sites are 
identified on Appendix page 1-21, Figure 4. 

120. The Draft GRR/EIS does not recommend adding a landfill at the Sleepy 
Hollow Golf Course. Locations of landfills within the project area are identified 
on several maps in the report The costs associated with removing existing 
landfills would be significantly higher than the costs of the recommended plans 
and other alternatives discussed. The Draft GRR/EIS recommends adding a 
small amount of fill at the borrow site from which approximately 6 feet of 
overburden was probably removed during the operation of the Linfield Landfill. 
The material that would be used on this site would be clean of contaminants 
and would be replanted with trees as part of the bottomland hardwood 
mitigation. 
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aerials flown in 1991 with an estimated accuracy of 0.S ft. Some impediment 

factors influencing H/H conditions in HEC 2 model include Southside S!!wage 

Treatment Plant Levee, McCommas Bluff Landfill and Swale, Rochester Park: 

Levee, CWWTP Levee, DART OC:>2 Rail line Bridge, Dixie Metals Company 

Landfill, Linfield Landfill (contamination not mentioned and it is 

contaminated), Dallas Floodway Channel and Levee modification, and various 

small permitted {and illegal) fill areas along Lamar Street, although not 

mentioned, as well are landfills behind CWWTP by DART, additional landfills in 

the Linfield Landfill vicinity, up the White Rock drainage to list a few, as well 

as those described in Appendix J. Other impediments such u raised railroad 

beds, raised roadbeds, narrow bridge openings or lack of openings in roadways 

to convey water not mentioned. 

122. Passage of the WRDA of 1996, Section 3Sl, enabled the City to use 

Rochester ~uk and CWWTP Levees u credit for Federal involvement. 

Something in this Act also made it possible for the CE to invoke Reaches 7 and 8 

in the CBD IO that this project would be ccomicaUy feasible. What in the ACT 

made this possible? Provide Section 351 of WRDA as an Appendix, so that the 

public can read contenu of the Act and explain why invoking the Act made it 

possible far this project to go forward, 

123. Economics section claims 2.SS0 structures within SPF limits at a value of 

$841 mitlion. or on average $329,804 per structure at January 1997 prices. Of 

these 2,275 are family housing made up of 9S~ single family ~we11ings. Table 

3-4 (page 3-9) revised damages from HEC-FDA (define and spetl out FDA) at 

$19.8 million. Last paragraph refers to Table 3-6 and SPF damages at $6.S 

million in primary study area and $13 million in the secondary study area. 
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121. See response to comment #61 on page N - 41. All highway and railroad 
bridges and embankments were modeled per the 1991 topography and as-built 
bridge plans as discussed in Appendix A. Some bridges were analyzed for bridge 
improvements but none were found to be economically feasible. 

122. Section 351 of WRDA 1996 is provided on page 3-10 of the Draft GRR/EIS. 
The passage of this Act had no influence on the inclusion of Reaches 7 and 8 in the 
economic evaluation of the project. As stated in the first paragraph on page 3-4, 
" .. . preliminary analysis revealed significant hydraulic correlations between the 
extension area and the leveed area upstream. Consequently, about eight miles of 
the existing Dallas Floodway was included in the study area." 

123. The HEC-FDA acronym is defined in the first paragraph of the "Economics" 
section on page 3-9. as "Hydrologic Engineering Center-Flood Damage 
Assessment". A review of the outline of this chapter, as seen in the Table of 
Contents, and the "General" section on page 3-2. reveals that the "EXISTING 
CONDITIONS ANALYSES" was broken into three chronological phases. Table 3-4 
presents the existing conditions expected average annual damages, as computed in 
the 1994-1996 investigative period, at October 1995 price levels. Table 3-6 presents 
revised expected average annual damages computed following passage of WRDA 
1996. at January 1997 price levels. The confusion over $19.6 million versus $19.5 
million in annual damages stems from a typographical error in the last paragraph on 
page 3-10. Expected annual damages for the secondary study area is stated to be 
$13.0 million. instead of $13.1 million as shown in Table 3-6. This error has been 
corrected. 
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The combined annual damages are claimed to exceed $l9.6 million. tf one adds 

the primary and secondary damages as described they come to $19.5 million 

and in Table 3-4 $0.3 million under the total expected damages. 

Reaches 7 and 8 include areas of CBD in Dallas above the DFE detailed 

study area. CE expanded area northward to incorporate more structures and 

property value in order to make project economically feasible (pages 3-4 to 3-

7). In previous plans CBD was not included. Reach 7 east levee of the Dallas 

Floodway includes the Central Business District (CBD) with 2,885 structures at 

$4.8 billion (Dallas is pretty cheap). Reach 8 west levee of Daill! Floodway 

levee system includes 6,900 residential structures, and 800 other structures 

totalling 7,700 structures and Is even cheaper valued at $934 million. 

Therefore, a total of approximately $S.1S billion is assumed under these two 

Reaches in this study aod it is implied in the GRR/EIS the project will add a 

level of S~F protection if completed. It is difficult from the documentation in 

this report to unden:tand if flooding problems in the DFE effect the CBD? Why 

wasn't the CBD areas effected by floodwaters included in Tables 3-5 and 3-6? 

Identification of recreation needs - none proposed or funds definitely 

alotted to project IS stated earlier in report. Most facilities ue undevelope~, in 

planning Hliges, or inaccessible. Four of the top nine •most popular· 

recteation activities include freshwater boating, fishing, swimming, pool 

swimming which are not really practical in project area due to poor water 

conditions, snags and vegttation obstructions. Recreation list should be 

applicable to fit the nature of the area and recreational items such IS salt 

water boating should be omitted. One problem for recreationist unique to this 

situation is the uniqueness of the river setting in such a major urban setting 

if left alone and the creativity it will take to develop recreation suited for such 
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124. As stated in the first paragraph on page 3-4. " ... preliminary analysis revealed 
significant hydraulic correlations between the extension area and the leveed area 
upstream. Consequently. about eight miles of the existing Dallas Floodway was 
included in the study area." The structures in Reaches 7 and 8 are included in Tables 
3-5 and 3-6. 

125. Identification of recreational needs is one step in the planning process . We 
would be remiss not to include the recreational demands identified by the State Texas 
Outdoor recreation Plan. The recreation plan proposed is compatible with the uses 
you have identiifed. 
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a situation which does not fit the categories provided in the tables presented. 

For example, no nature or natural hiking is included, nature and wildlife 

educatibn is not provided. This area is an outdoor classroom on nature for this 

area and school children in the DISD and surrounding areas should he 

introduced to the many natural and human urban problems and solutions this 

area bas to offer. Teachers in the DISD or those that are responsible for the 

curriculum in the 01S0 should incorporate this area into the classroom 

curriculum. This area can be as educational or more so than the Dallas Zoo, 

Dallas Museum of Natural History and any of the other classroom outings DISD 

students are exposed to - throughout their education. Because, in addition to the 

river, nature, plants, animals, there are other aspects such as cultural history 

through dme, urban sociology and the use of rivers. and many other 

educational items that could be taught. If the DISD can contract for a 

curriculum~ to be written on the Freedman Cemetery along Central Expressway 

and Lemmon to be incorporated in the classroom teachings they can certainly 

incorporate the animals, plants, aquatic life, cultural history ( eg. the Joppa 

community), civics, sociology, and urban planning curriculum involved with 

just a river through a city. 

1f •e area was opened up for conveyance of floodwaters instead of 

con~tricti'!n of floodwaters by swales, levees, landfills, raised roa<D,eds, and 

proposed tollroads flooding would be less of a problem. If the parks were 

developed for access in the areas designated u park land and. open space and 

not reduced as stated in the last paragraph page 3--13, this area would become 

highly attractive to the citizens of Dallas. 

The intent of this paragraph does not appear to be in earnest with the 

rest of the plan. The last sentence attempts to define and list facilities that 
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126. See response to comment #49 on page N - 83. 

127. Chapter 3 of the Draft GRRIEIS is intended to identify the problems and n~eds 
of the area. The last paragraph on page 3-13 expresses the fact that, " ... In recent 
years, park land and open space have become increasingly scarce as available 
sites have been reduced." The recreation plan: as proposed in the document. would 
be consistent with locally adopted recommendations for long range development of 
a "Great Trinity Forest Park" within the Floodway Extension area. as described 
beginning on page 6-7. and in Appendix I. 
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ucc0 upgrading and renovation (page 3-13). The recreation in Tahles 3-7, 3-8, 

and 3-9 have little to do with recreation benefits as a result of this project. 

Specifically, what are the direct recreation benefits as a result of this project? 

Region 4 is a 15 county area and not really applicable to the project. CE has to 

relate the recreation benefits of this project to the overall benefit of area 

within the larger Region 4. 

Page 3-18, City of Dallas and Dallas County Open Space Board plans to 

acquire land? When? Where? They arc always planning to acquire land. Are 

these parcels of land in the DFE? Two paragraphs on page 3-18 have nothing 

to do with the project. All of the recreation top paragraphs on page 3-19 have 

nothing to do with the project. NCTCOG functions as a liaison between cities, 

but it is doubtful that at this point tens of thousands of acres of open space are 

being preserved within the river corridor as stated, if so where? Unless !he 

I EIS demonstrates where the open spaces are being preserved, this statement is 

nothing more than political. 

As stated on page 3-19, 3-20, especially the last pan.graph on page 3-20, 

the report makes the point, 11 ••• natural habitat in the area has given 

way to increased urbanization, making the remainio1 natural 

habitat more important ... and future actions should rocus on 

prJtecti~g and enhancing the remaining natural environment of 

the area." This statement makes the point in the GRRIEIS that the project 

should not go through because the natural environment will. be significantly 

altered. 

Furthermore, (page 3-19, last paragraph) the CESWF illegally got away 

with no set aside mitigation areas for Joe Pool Lake and I...ake Ray Roberts, 

although reluctantly CESWF developed a mitigation area for Cooper Lake 
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128. Chapter 3 of the Draft GRR/EIS is intended to identify the problems and 
needs of the area, and it not intended to identify or evaluate alternatives. The 
recreation plan, as proposed in the document, would be consistent with locally 
adopted recommendations for long range development of a "Great Trinity Forest 
Park" within the Floodway Extension area, as described beginning on page 6-7, and 
in Appendix I. 

129. Putative proposals for acquisition of park lands is not a part of this proposed 
project. 

130. These paragraphs describe the common goals of the cities and counties with 
jurisdiction along the Trinity River, including the area investigated in the Draft 
GRR/EIS, and shows the regional efforts to develop a system of parks, recreational 
areas, and linear trails. 

131. Comment noted. 

132. The planning process used to derive the proposed DFE project attempted to 
minimize impacts to existing environmental resources while providing the maximum 
amount of annual net economic benefits. Environmental restoration was 
incorporated into the design, and a mitigation plan was developed in coordination 
with the appropriated Federal agencies for any impacts caused by implementation of 
the project. 

133. Both of these Corps of Engineer projects were planned, designed and 
authorized prior to specific authority (WRDA 86) was provided to the Corps to 
mitigate for fish and wildlife resources. No overriding public or agency comments 
were provided on these projects that developed or showed a strong interest in 
requesting specific authority from Congress to provide environmental mitigation. 
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(White Oak Crwk Mitigation Arca, WOCMA) as the last item of a fifty year 

project that still may not be completed, which started long before the two 

prcviousty mentioned lakes. Several law suits forced the CE to develop the 

WOCMA mitigation area (25.000 acres). The mitigated land represents a ratio of 

approximately 1.3:1 acres of mitigated land to project land (19,300 acres). 

Therefore, the statement pertaining to the two lakes above developed before 

the CESWF bad to mitigate is incorrect. 

Chapter 4 and S Pl.an Formulation and Selection of Recommended Plan 

General comments: these two chapters (91 pages plus maps, and 16 

pages) should be ta.ken out and put under aoother cover as a stand alone 

report. as well as chapters 2 (28 pages and maps) and 3 (20 pages and maps). In 

fact, all ts! pages including maps represent the development of the 

Recommended Plan (RP) but not the RP that was voted on by the taxpayers 2 

May 1998. This report (GRR) should have been available to the voters before 

the election describing the development of the plao(s) as was stated by a letter 

from the City of Dallas stuck in the back of Appencli,r; J where it states the G~ 

should have- been made available in a timely fashion before the bond election 

so ev't:n th:_ City could be informed of what was planned, which is a violation of 

40 CFR 1500.5 a-j (Westview Publishing, 1992). The GRR/EIS came out after the 

bond election. The GRR is inadequate, as pointed out in some of the various 

136. review comments above and below. The EIS, according to CPR Title 40, 1502-

1502.25 (ibid.) should reflect the RP impact on the environment as written in 

y 
Chapter 6. This is the plan that the EIS should be based on and the impacts to 

the environment from implementing such a plan. According to 40 CFR 
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134. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14. Furthermore, the Draft GRR/EIS 
is a reevaluation of a previously authorized plan (Section 301 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1965) for the Dallas Floodway Extension and was never intended to 
include all items proposed in the city of Dallas bond election. · 

135. See response to comment #2 on page N - 21. 

136. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14. 
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1502.2,.6,.12 an EIS shalt incorporate the interdisciplinary analytical results 

from scientific analytical work and the social sciences into an accurate and 

adequate summary of the data concerning major issues, conclusions and 

controversy including those issues raised by the public. The CE used a team 

composed minimally of 30+ hlgh paid full time individuals (minimum pay 

$45,000.00) that were assigned to this project and put this report together. 

Many have worked on aspects of this project for years at an astronomical cost 

to taxpayers ($50 million for the NED plan atone). This GRR/ElS report docs not 

represent an EIS, instead it represents a self serving Federal project planning 

document by the ·CESWF with Environmental Assessment (EA) level 

documentation done completely in·house (e:itccpt for one lateral Federal 

supporting agency) by topical section Federal managers (see Table 7•1) instead 

of e:itpert field technicians and specialists. The GRRJEJS lacks outside input, 

I 
and interagency coordination input (Appendix .L with only one letter each 

from only two agencies). The EIS should have been contracted out to some 

professional environmental f1tnt. The CESWF is not capable of doing an in• 

house EIS, they lack the physical facilities, however they adequately possess 

the contractual ability. Only two outside contractors bad limited (a redundant 

Cultural Resources survey for the third time; limited. inadequate and 

incOmplet~ HTRW sampling) input into the GRR/EIS. 

The cost to the tax.payers for each copy of this 900+ page report is 

estimated at $125.00 per report (Gene Rice. 9 June 1998 CE ~blic Meeting), and 

clearly violates CFR Title 40 1500.4 a•I, 1502.7 (ibid.). The regulation, 1502.7 

clearly states that the EIS should not e:itceed 150 pages and 300 pages for more 

comple:it unusual plans. This is not an unusual plan, a borrow ditch (swale) in 
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137. The EIS was completed in accordance with Federal regulations for 
implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA). as amended. The compliance of the document with these regulations 
has been reviewed and deemed adequate by the appropriate agencies. 

138. Public scoping, which included invitation to other agencies to suggest areas to 
address during the planning process, coordination with EPA on guidance on how to 
conduct the NEPA process and prepare the draft EIS. coordination with the federal 
and state fish and wildlife resource agencies. TNRCC, SHPO. Half! Associates, and 
numerous other sources was continued through the entire process. 

139. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13 and #1 on page N - 14. Every 
effort was made to reduce the size of the combined GRR/EIS length through 
incorporation of items 1500.4 (b-h) and, 0-k). The Corps did not impose a · 
requirement on Commenters to keep comments as specific as possible (1500.4 (I)) 
hoping to not stifle expression of legitimate concerns by the public. The text of 
Section 1502. 7 uses the word '"normally"" in describing the number of pages within an 
EIS. 
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the floodplain to build two levees and channelization of the river. What is 

clear from all of the developmental background provided is the lack of 

creativity in solving the problem of conveyance by alternatives such as buy

outs, conveyance basins in the upper Floodway, and hy removirig, restricting, 

and deterrance enforcement of landfills by both the City and the Federal 

Regulatory section of the CESWF. 

However, this is not the plan that was passed by voters that includes a 

toll road inside the levees through the DFE into the Dallas Floodway that also 

included channel widening of the Trinity river (borrow) for the Luna Road 

Levee (LRL). Environmental Impact Statements should be prepared as holistic 

documents about the environment that is going to be impacted by the Federal 

undertak.ing(s). Two of the three aspects of Proposition 11 in the bond 

package that passed are Federal projects and the third (toll road) requires 
I 

Federal involvement at the Regulatory level. A bond package was sold to and 

passed by voters that included the DFE connected to Dallas Ftoodway channel 

widening with levees up the southern portion of the Elm Fork, and a toll road 

inside the levees up through the completed DFE and the Dallas Floodway levee 

proj;~ts. An EIS should consider the environmental impact of the three 

interrelated- projects on the environment, and should not be broken up by 

project or !he agency responsible for building each project. The cost to do an 

EIS for each project as a separate entity is astronomical to the taxpayers and to 

separate projects that are interconnected and overlap with ca~h other is also 

deceiving the public. Furthermore, this EIS makes no statement relative to the 

toll road that is planned to go through the DFE inside the levees. The entire 

justification for the DFE project was the Lack of conveyance and the backup 

effect of water in the DFE jeopardizing the CBD with flooding. To put a toll road 
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140. See response to comment #134 on page N - 117. 

141. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 
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on each side of the river inside the levees would displace floodwaters and 

create another flooding problem caused by lack of conveyance. The DFE 

supposedly relieves the flooding problem, only to make room for another 

project in the Floodway, the toll road that would create flooding problems 

again. This represents a conflict of interest for the Federal government. 

Therefore, the impedance created by the toll road (raised road grade built out 

into the floodway, high concrete flood walls) inside the levees would be 1 

violation of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, impeding the navigable waters 

of the United States. The CE would have to permit such an action under Section 

10, but can not ~ssue stich a permit because it would increase the potential for 

flooding in the same tloodway that they are trying to clear and lessen the 

potential for flooding. 

Turning to more specific comments on these two chapters: Planning 

I 
Objectives (page 4•1, first bullet in para. 3) makes no mention of protection of 

property which is the economic basis for the entire project. 

Second bullet (page 4• 1), • the channel portion of the Trinity 

RITer h largest (longest) remaining natural channel within 

Dallas.• Absolutely, so the City should leave the river alone and appl)' for . 

•scenic wa:terways exclusion· within National Park Service and apply for 

ISTEA fun_ds tO develop it as such with native natun.1 trails, parks, cultural 

history and remove the contaminated landfill impediments and encroaching 

development out of the floodplain into a safe zone above the SFP level flood 

elevations of approximately 425 ft. asl. 

Third bullet is incorrect. CE is not in the business of preserving or 

protecting cultural resources, but the CE is in the business of complying with 

36 CFR Part 800 concerning an undertaking and mitigating the impact to 

so 
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142. See response to comment #4 on page N - 14. 

143. The first bulleted paragraph on page 4-1 states that one of the planning 
objectives for the study is to " ... Reduce flood damages .. ." which is the economic 
basis for the flood control portion of the project. 

144. Is a recommendation to the City and not a comment on the draft EIS. 

145. The planning objective to preserve and/or protect historically and culturally 
significant areas signifies the desire to not only mitigate cultural impacts but to strive 
to avoid (preserve and/or protect) these impacts if possible. 
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cultural resources eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the Natiottal 

Register of Historic places (NRHP). 

Page 4-2. The me11tion of General Investigation Plan {GIP) is the first 

time ia this report and it fails to explain what this has to do with the present 

project. 

The first bullet, under planning contraints !ays, • ... solve problems 

in one area but compound them (problems) in others should be 

avoided, unless onrridin& public interest favors lmplement1tlon 

or such a plan." (emphasis supplied). A compounded problem is the 

admitted enhancement o( flooding created by this projeet south of Loop 12 and 

further downstream. Floodwater btckup ii atilt possible in CBO, in part 

because of constriction and tact: of opening up bridges on roads perpendicular 

to the flow. Included in the backup of floodwaters i11Volves the increased 
I 

volume of floodwater reaching the DFE once the upstream levees are built that 

were also included in the bond election such as the seven mile long Luna Road 

levee. The Dallas Flood-way channel widening, sumps, and levees should be 

included as part of this EIS for the DFE projecl Segmenting the upper project 

in ~~ Dallas Ftoodway from the DFE project when they essentially abut onto 

one another is incorrect and the need for the CE to do IO needs to be explained. 

The EIS _fails to provide justification for this segmentation. The 2 May 1998 

Dallas vote passed (by only 1.2%) also included Upper Trinity Luna Road levees, 

but the EIS fails to discuss the impact of the new levees on towns downstream 

such as Wilmer-Hutchins, Seagoville, etc. These represent separate towns that 

were not included in the vote. The H&H has not been discussed for these towns 

downstream. The impact of floodwtters at the same flood intetvals (I year, 5 

ll 

N-

146. The General Investigation Program is merely the Federal program under which 
the funding for this study is appropriated. 

147. See response to comment #3 on page N - 18 and comment #8 on page N - 19. 
With over 2,500 structures in the SPF zone. the protection provided by the DFE 
project to currently unprotected areas would clearly outweigh the minor water surface 
elevation increases downstream of the project. In addition, approximately 10,000 
structures in the upstream reaches would receive added flood protection from 
implementation of the project. 

See response to comment #7 on page N - 21. Studies for potential levees in the 
Luna Rd.IN. Slemmons area have not been completed. Any potential downstream 
effects of these levee plans on the Dallas Floodway and the Recommended Plan 
would be fully documented at the completion of these studies. 

148. The DFE study is a reevaluation of a previously authorized project for the DFE 
area. The impacts of the proposed plan on the existing Dallas Floodway have been 
included in the analyses. Furthermore. the Phase I improvements completed by the 
city of Dallas in the Dallas Floodway have been incorporated into the hydraulic 
models. 

149. See response to comment #8 on page N - 19. 
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year, to year, IS year 25 year, SO year, 100 year, 500 year, SPF flood) should he 

provided for these areas downstream of the DFE project, so, as stated on page 4-

2 and fflentioncd above the compounded problems downstream can be 

di!cussed. No reference is made documenting the down.stream impact that 

admits the projects will raise the flood levels downstream. 

Page 4-2, (last para.) does not explain or provide the exception the 

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA CW) granted for a project 

of less scope than the NED Plan, This is pertinent to the whole DFE project 

Without a proper exception the DFE project could not go forward in any form. 

Page 4-3, (second bullet, first para.) alternative plan1 must be evaluated. 

Where? No coverage is provided. A total of 73,000 acres is considered within 

the Designated Project Area (DPA) or affected area. The plan b designed to last 

SO years. Mitigation area for OFE detailed project area is listed by the 
I 

government at possibly 1,135 acres, then later changed (Appendix F) to 1,119 

acres, plus other values. Even though the total acreage of impacts by the OFE 

project is 2,774 acres. 

Under Environmental And Social Criteria (page 4-3), the CE can not 

imp~ve the quality of certain cultural resources, only avoid, impact, assess, 

and mitigtte impact if wamnted, unless the alternative ii no project. The EIS 

omits a discussion of Federal requirements under the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 1992, plus the Clean Water Act. All the 

bullets arc only considerations and nothing bu been included to eorore that 

these measures shall be takeo by the Federal government or City. 

Page 4-4 (second para.) • ... environmental restoration was DOI a desired 

project feature of either the local sponsor or special interest groups .. .focus of 

all environmental concerns was directed primarily toward minimization of 
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150. See response to comment #3 on page N - 13. 

151. A review of the outline of this chapter, as seen in the Table of Contents, reveals 
that the paragraph to which this comment refers is included in the "FORMULATION 
AND EVALUATION CRITERIA" section, which is intended to merely describe the 
criteria by which the investigation was conducted. The screening and evaluation of 
alternatives begins later in the chapter. We are not able to concur with your conclusion 
that 73,000 acres are within the designated project area. The area of detailed study 
was approximately 6,000 acres. Nor can we find that the project would impact 2,774 
acres. The TFSP would impact approximately 385 acres and the LPP would impact 
about 425 acres. 

152. Mitigation for the LPP as outlined in the Draft GRR/EIS and FSP as identified in 
the final GRR/EIS would require 1179 acres and the mitigation requirement for the 
TFSP as outlined would be 1135 acres. 

153. See response to comment #151 on page N - 122. 

154. This paragraph is contained in the "INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES" 
section, and as stated in the first sentence of the paragraph, refers to the initial plan 
formulation investigations conducted from 1991 through 1993. The comment omits an 
important phrase in the quoted reference. The complete sentences contained in the 
draft GRR/EIS state that (italics added), "During this time frame, environmental 
restoration was not a desired project feature of either the local sponsor or special 
interest groups. During this period, the focus of all environmental concerns was 
directed primarily toward minimization of impacts to bottomland hardwoods." 
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impacts to bottomlaad hardwood . • This is just inaccurate, the swale is a project 

impact (a borrow ditch inside the floopdplain), the desire to pump treated 

sewage Water through the swale that is contaminated above the standards of 

the TNRCC 67 percent of the time with fecal coliform (plus other chemicals 

such as ch.lorides and hydroxides) is the CE's plan to actually extend CWWfP 

sludge pits ou1side their land limits and into the floodplain sanctioned by the 

CE who does need a permit to do this, however, !he CWWTP could never do this 

because they would have to get a permit from the CE. This is not 

environmental restoration, and anyone that thinks 10 ii misinformed. 

The Federal government is involved in an undertaking that will impact the 

existing environment Therefore mitigation is the required solution for this 

impact, not this type of fecal sludge restoration. 

No action Plan (page 4-4, para. 4) contains a table of flood year and flood 
I 

surface elevation in the DFE since 1962 when Congress fir!t appropriated 

funds for study. Actual flood damages would be appropriate here. The City of 

Dallas could provide these figures and the number and dollar amount of 

Federal Flood Insurance claims attainable from FEMA. EIS assumes people 

livh!J in this area have flood insurance and made claims to FEMA. Therefore, 

this •estimate· is questionable, because lt is highly likely that people in di.is 

are'a did not make claims because they have no flood insurance. A more 

appropriate and better statistic would be the number of the households in the 

DFE that have flood insurance and would participate In claims to FEMA. The 

Flood uble should also show the years when the various lake flows higher up 

in the drainage entered into the total dnimge net. 

Under Flood Management (page 4-4, last para.) the CE considers, 

~Floodplain management the most effective means to control future 
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155. Neither the referenced paragraph nor the referenced page contains a table of 
flood year and flood surface elevations in the DFE. 



156. development of the floodplain and insure existing flood problems do not 

worsen: The section is inadequate as written. If floodplain management is 

the most effective means to control development and flood damage the CE 

should not have permitted landfills in the DFE that have exacerbated the 

problem of constriction in a naturally narrow corridor. The EIS docs oot 

157, provide the current City zoning in the DFE and subdivision regulations for the 

DFE. The Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) is introduced for the first time 

without explaining what the CDC is or the agency (NCTCOG) that awards the 

certificate and the process required for a certificate. Because this is a Federal 

158. project does it therefore transcend the CDC agreement between cities? This 

needs to be explained and clarified. It is obvious that the City has no floodplain 

management guidelines In practice or the DFE would never have gotten to it'1 

current constricted state.. Up until recently an.yone that wanted to dump 

rubbish c1rJve to the floodplain and did so anywhere they wanted. Recently 

159. 

160. 

161. 

the City has signed the area and added locks to some of the gates where 

landfills are located. This is management too late too little and since they 

signed onto the DFE study as a sponsor. In the explanation of what the CDC is 

all appropriate agency(s) should be included. 

FI09d warning (page 4-S, top), it is unclear that a flood wuning system 

is in pla~e in habitable areas of the DFE. These warning systems, if they exist, 

should be indicated on a map and explained bow they work. 

Relocation (page 4-6), claim is made, •each of the structures within the 

study area was analyzed on an individual basis ... • EIS docs not clarify how 

many structures and the location of these structures relative to the DFE and the 

various flood levels under the protection of the Recommended Plan. EIS should 

include households in Cadillac Heights and businesses along: Lamar Street and 
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156. We believe the information presented in the section entitled "Flood Plain 
Management" provides adequate support to justify the conclusion stated. Further 
support for the conclusion presented in this section is located in Appendix F, the 
section entitled "Executive Order 11988 Flood Plain Management", pages F-40 and 
F-41. 

157. The CDC is a local initiative that is coordinated by the NCTCOG. 

158. The CDC process is an agreement between the cities and will be followed. 

159. See response to comment #157 above. 

160. The warning system consists primarily of public notification and is coordinated 
by the River Levee District, City of Dallas. 

161. Non structural plans were evaluated sufficiently. 
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in Cadillac Heights that fall within the various elevations of the flood zones. It 

would be hard to relocate the old Proctor and Gamble plant used by DISD. The 

Relocation alternative does no! really fit the project as a viable alternative so 

discussion should be invoked about the impracticality of this altcrna1ivc. 

Instead, more attention should have been paid to the buy-out alternative. 

It is clear in Appendix C and J that the CE possesses maps with very fine 

scales (one inch to 200 feet) that can provide all the structures within the 

various flood zones. The maps provided in Plates. A-39 to A-42 lack sufficient 

detail and are not of the quality common to CE reports that provide detailed 

topographic maps thtt tccompany the various water level flood profiles 

(Appendix A Plates A25 - A38). These maps should have been included for the 

DFE showing 1be project alignment with housing and bwineu structures (in 

the 100 ft and SPF level flood zones for the FSP, l.PP, RP). 
\ 

What is disturbing about the profile illustrated on Plate A-38 depicts the 

Dallas Floodway Modification Channel will be excavated 20 ft. deeper (into 

bedrock, emphasis added) than the present channel, potentially creating 

enormous storage capacity in the upper reach of the Dallas Flood.way Luna 

Road_ Levee (LRL) future project. If this deeper and wider channel (basin) is 

to be exctnted in the Dallas Floodway above dte OPE the hydrology models in 

the ·oFE _do not reflect this enhanced storage capacity. This needs further 

discussion and clarification, 

EIS sensitive and topical issues need to be mapped on the same scale and 

level of detail as shown in Appendix C. The environmentally sensitive 

bottomland bndwood forests (BLH or BHF, wetlands), Hazardous, Toxic, 

Radiological Waste (HTRW) (sample locations, known contaminated locations) 

and Cultural Resources (historic properties) can be mapped along the levee 
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162. The floodplain area maps on Plates A-39 through A-42 provide an easily 
readable overview of the floodplain within the entire study area. These plates were 
originally plotted with structures indicated on them to a scale of 1 inch equals1200 
feet and were approximately 30 inches x 36 inches in overall size. These larger maps 
were displayed in public meetings but were considered too large to present in the 
format of the report. If this map were displayed similarly as a single map at the 
suggested scale of 1 inch equals 200 feet it would be approximately 15 feet x 18 feet. 

The horizontal line with arrows below the note Dallas Floodway Channel Modification 
has apparently been mistaken as an excavation depth. This line with arrows is used 
to indicate the downstream limit of the channel modification. The excavation depth is 
shown above this note as an extension of the line labeled Thalweg. The Thalweg is 
the lowest point in the channel. The excavation depth of the channel improvement at 
this location is elevation 471.0 feet and is approximately the same as it was prior to 
the channel improvement. , 

163. Plate A-38 does not depict the existing Dallas Floodway being excavated 20 feet 
deeper than the present channel. The Commenter apparently mistook the line (with 
arrows) below the note saying "DALLAS FLOODWAY CHANNEL MODIFICATION" as 
an excavation depth. Furthermore, the channel modifications in the existing 
Floodway, constructed by the city of Dallas. have been incorporated into the DFE 
hydraulic models. 

164. The level of detail shown in Appendix C for engineer drawings is more detailed 
than is necessary to adequately depict the impacts to bottomland hardwood forests, 
show the sites of possible and confirmed HTRW etc. The impact assessment utilized 
scale drawings superimposed through computer methodology over the vegetative 
cover maps. Showing all maps at the level of detail requested would add little 
meaningful information to the decision-maker and would add several hundred pages 
to the length of the report. 



165. 

166. 

alignments, channel and swale as well as the utilities lines and pipes shown in 

Appendix C. These are the upfront issues germane to an EIS that have to he 

dealt with 'and should have been included in this EIS. The various study inputs 

into this EIS need to get on the same page and reference the same deiailed scale 

maps instead of having a plethora of various maps and scales developed with 

in section for each section's own purpose. 

This is an in-house report and obviously illustrates the study sections 

are not in synch when it comes to the larger holistic EIS. It is obvious from 

the detailed mapping in the appendices that detailed GIS and CADD maps 

(Appendix C and J) · exist and the above study subjects need to be incorporated 

into this EIS on these types of maps. Although the maps in Appendix C need to 

widen their perspective, add street titles and other landmarks more clearly and 

include the Trinity river alignment per section and the surroundings. 

' Permanent Evacuation (page 4-6), or a form of buy-out is DOI discussed 

as an alternative with feasible or infeasible ponibllitie1. No discussion is 

provided of the number of structures, cost, or economic criteria. Table 3-S for 

Reach :S, 294 structures are listed within Cadillac Heights and 181 structures for 

Reach •. •A along'' Lamar Street. But there is DO map showing which structures 

are in the i,roject footprint and the various flood probability levels. Invoking 

the high vilue economics of CDB Reaches 7 and 8 and the potential high cost of 

damages from flooding at approx;imately $5.4 billion to these Reaches, it is hard 

to imagine that a buy-out of housing and businesses in the DFE, opening up 

flow conveyaoce by removal of critical parts of landfills that impede flow and 

opening up other impediments such as raised roadbeds and road bridges can 

cost so much that makes this alternative not cost beneficial. The 1950's levees 
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165. The first iteration of three non-structural alternatives investigated in the study is 
included in the "Analysis Results~ Individual Structure Evacuation" section, 
beginning on page 4-6, and in Table 4-1. This evaluation was performed as part of 
the Initial Screening of Alternatives, and due to its infeasibility, detailed maps were 
not included in the document. 

166. Improving flow conveyance by removal of a portion of the Linfield Landfill is a 
part of the FSP. The excavation and disposal cost of this relatively small portion of a 
single landfill site is a significant percentage of the total project cost. This feature 
enhances the efficiency afforded by the wetland swales due to the added flow 
conveyance area, shorter flow path, and the landfill's critical location in the 
floodplain. However, this excavation represents a very small percentage of the total 
volume of landfills in the study area and the actual benefits derived from the 
excavation alone is very small relative to the high cost of removal and disposal.. The 
conclusion is that removal of landfills and excavation in general for the purpose of 
adding flood damage reduction benefits is not economically justified. 



167. 

168. 

in the Dallas Floodway stopped short of this area leaving this area prone to 

flooding and property damage, devalu.ation of property. neglect for 40 years, 

City zoning that neglected and ignored residential communities. landfills. 

indiscriminate trash dumping, a huge sew1ge treatment plant, and the 

location of low profile higb polluting industries that need cheap access to 

water. The discontinuation of the Federal levees in. the Dallas Floodway and the 

City zoning pr.actices in the DFE. can he argued as a violation of Title VI of the 

1964 Civil Right Act where for prejudicial reasons lhe dicootinuatioo of the 

Dallas Floodway levees violated the rights of on e of the oldest racially mixed 

sections of Dallas. ·Due to the discontinuation of the levees in the Floodway 

properties in the DFE were damaged from flooding and devalued to levels, 

especially residential properties, that are so low that they do not represent 

properties of high enough value to provide a high enough cost benefit to 
I 

justify buy-out and rem.oval from harms way. This ii double jeopardy. These 

issues need to be discussed in more than four paragraphs in an Environmental 

Justice section that alto includes potential Title VI violations of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 .. 

In Chapter 3, Reach 2 is described incorrectly ts north of I-30. with 90 

structures. "Reaches are not clearly shown in Figure 3-l. With Reaches 7 and 8 

169. of the C~B included as stated previously in this «!port buy-out in the DFE would 

be an economically feasible alternative. Removal of lhe structures in Reaches 

4A and 5 would incre.ue conveyance and make the two proposed levees 

170. unnecessary. No BCR figures are provided for the following non-structural 

alltttJatives: I) buy-out on1y in Reaches 4A and 5, 2) buy-out in Reaches 4A 

and 5 with 1wale, 3) buy-out Reaches 4A and 5 and removal of major 

constrictions and landfills, 4) buy-oul Reaches 4A and S without swale and 
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167. The issues you address adequately represent the challenges faced with 
projects such as these. Our findings. based upon the research and study efforts we 
have conducted, lead us to the opposite conclusion: not providing flood protection 
would continue the jeopardy to the businesses and residents of the flood prone area. 
Providing protection would enable individuals to live without fear of need to evacuate 
when rainfalls start. It would also enable them to obtain loans to do improvements to 
their properties and make a better life than is now possible. The breach to 
Environmental Justice would occur should the government abandon a project 
proposal that can eliminate the problems you have addressed. A legal opinion was 
obtained which states TITLE VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 does not apply to this 
project as no grants to non-Federal entities are involved. 

168. The description of Reach 2 is correct and should be properly interpreted as 
" ... Includes a portion of the White Rock Creek Tributary from the upstream end at 
1-30 to its confluence with the Trinity River at Linfield Street....'" 

169. Few structures in Reaches 4A and 5 are in the effective flow zones Of the 
floodplain. The farther away from the river channel an obstruction is. the Jess of an 
effect that structure has on impeding the flow; therefore, removal of these structures 
would have a minimal benefit due to added conveyance area. The economic benefit 
of buyouts and relocations is further reduced by the high cost of relocating the 
business or resident, demolition and cleanup of the structure sites, and the loss of the 
benefits of protecting the structure. The future land use is also a factor for buyout 
sites because if the floodplain land were not maintained clear, then future re-growth 
of vegetation will negate the benefit of structure removal. Additionalyh, if a project is 
infeasible, addding more cost to the project will not make it feasible. 

170. See response to comment# 169. 



171. 

172. 

173. 

174. 

opening 11p of roadway bridges (Loop 12, Bruton, Second Avenue). with 

removal of major constrictions and ltndfi!b, S) buy-out and removal of partial 

prominent coostrictoh (ei. Linfield Landfill prottudence on meander into 

floodplain) and minor landfills that take up water storage, to list a few non

structural alternatives. In additioo a iwale could be added to the last two 

alternatives u well but the alignment would be different with 1he removal of 

atructures and landfills. 

Under Benefit Methodology the EIS does not clarify if methodology 

pertains to pennanent evacuation {buy-out). The EIS should include buy-out 

a!teroatives and the cost auessments should reflect the one time buy-out of 

the prol)Crties with .structuies along Reaches 4A and S. The btnefiu should be 

cost accounted to property damage lessened in Reaches 7 and 8 H well by 

increasing the conveyance through Resches 4A and S. The cost assmment 
; 

should abo show !he ltcl: of dunage to areas in Reacl!e! 4A and S after 

removal. lf the buy-out and opening of conveyance cost Sl billion with 

Reaches 7 and 8 included at $5.4 billion the BCR ~tio would be 1.8:1. The 

figures for buy-out provided in thi1 GRR/EIS are flt leu lhan these amounts. 

F~ermore, some detailed discussion is needed explaining the use of 

Reaches 7 and 8- for eeooomic justification fur the DFE project and the use of 

the SJ.me Reacpes for ecooomic ju1tification for the Dallas Floodway LRL 

project which 1bows the overlapping interrrelatedneu of the two projects and 

the reason for an integnted holistic environment.II Impact statement for the 

two floodway projects and the toll road that goes them. 

With the evacuation completed no further damages could be claimed in 

these areas. thereby releasing the City and FEMA from continued additional 

175. cost when flooded. Furtherm::n-e, the location of Reach 4A (page 3-7) is 
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171. Reference to the Table of Comments and to the method of outline used in the 
document reveals that "Benefit Methodology" is a sub¥section of "Permanent 
Evacuation", which confirms its applicability to the permanent evacuation analyses. 

172. The $5.4 billion figure represents the total value of Reaches 7 and 8, which 
already have a high level of flood protection. The benefit of improved conveyance 
due to removal of structures and/or fill downstream of Reaches 7 and 8 must be 
compared to the increment of added flood protection afforded to Reaches 7 and 8. 
This increment of flood protection represents a very small percentage of the total 
value of $5.4 billion. See response to comment # 1 on page N - 13. 

173. See response to comment # 124 on page N - 14. No economic justification for 
a Luna Road Levee has been presented in this GRR/EIS. Plans for a Luna Road 
levee are incomplete and under current investigation. 

174. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

175. Description corrected to reflect westerly direction rather than north. 
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177. 

178. 

179. 

Jescrihed it11ccura1ely. The cost benefit methodology assumes flood insurance 

· subsidy but does not consider the uninsured. The EIS needs to clarify the 

uninsured as well as the insured for eatb retch in the DFE DPA. The EIS does 

not establish how many properties with structures have flood insurance. 

Therefore, with.Ou! flood insurance property damage can be total withoul 

insurance to rebuild. The EIS needs to consider multi-family dwellings as well. 

Thus, according to Table 3-5 huy-Qll.t of Rach 4A with 107 single family 

structures, 6 multi-funily structures, and 68 commercial properties would cost 

$44.7 million. In Reach 2 a buy-out would include according bJ Table 3-S, 68 

single family, 3 multi-family structures 1nd 19 commercial properties for $7 

million. A grand total of ·sst million. This is considerably less than the $127 

million part of the bond i1sue slated for the DFE. However in Table 4- l the 

report lists only a total of seven s1rucwres with I co5t of $1.45 million. The EIS 

does not explain bbw these few structure~ were selected and wbere they :are 

located. Nor does the EIS detail the total number of structures within the DFE 

DPA that are in jeopardy of the 100 year flood and higher floods. The EIS fails 

to demonstrate that a bny-out would cause less damages in Reachts 7 and 8 and 

therefore a_ fivortble BCR. According to the low cost or !he structures shown 

in Table 4- t th&- BCR should have been much hi&tter relative to leu datn.tats in 

Reaches ; and .8 the • 

Analysis results (pages 4-6, 4-7) Individual S!ructure Evacuation Table 

4-1 provides analy1i1 of only selected structures in Reaches 2 and .5 u 

mentioned above. Rach 2 u described on page 3-4 of the EIS is oorth of 1-30 

ls incorrect The GRR/EIS omits Reach 4A which should have been included in 

this table as well. According to the tables provided in the GRR/EtS structures 

in this Reach are more germane to the project and flood damages to structures 
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176. Current methodology assumes all properties within the 100-year floodplain are 
insured. In the case of uninsured residents the costs associated with assistance 
would be borne by the public in the form of low subsidized loans and public 
assistance. All property types were evaluated for both structural and nonstructural 
plans. 

177. Values included in table 3-5 are based on the economic replacement cost of the 
structures and contents. These figures do not include the value of the land nor the 
cost of demolition. Further, project justification is not based on the amount of funds 
available for project implementation. The seven structures presented represent the 
only structures throughout the floodplain that a buyout plan would be economically 
justified on a structure by structure basis. 

178. See response to comment #169 on page N -127. 

179. See response to comment #168 on page N - 127 regarding description of 
Reach 2. The entire floodplain was initially evaluated to identify areas where a 
buyout would be economically feasible. The results in table 4-1 represent only the 
structures throughout the floodplain that a buyout plan would be economically 
justified on a structure by structure basis. 



180. 

181. 

182. 

183. 

in Reach 2. The GRR/EIS fails to provide footprint maps of these structures in 

relation to the various flood levels. The GRR/EIS fails to provide this datz 

when descrihing structures in or out of the DFE DPA projecl Without 

structural footprint maps that include flood limits iuperimpmed on 

topographical elevations it is impossible to comprehend the flood limits and 

damage lo property as discussed in the GRRJE[S. The statemeot, "The 

inve1tigued alternative yielding the greatest net benefits is shown shaded in 

the table.• Shading includes Reaches 2 and S combined totll!ing seven 

structures is incorrect according to Table 3-S !isling e,:isling conditions. 

There is a total of 384 structures in Reaches 2 and S as compared to 475 

1tructures in Reaches 4A and 5. If there are only seven structure• in hums 

way of flooding within the DFE it appears that there ue no big flood problems 

in the DFE. Explain what Reach 2 bas to do with the DFE DPA project wben 

Reaches ◄A and 
1s are the critical reaches. 

Furthermore, in lhe first paragraph, page ◄-7, the CE logic b fl.awed. 

The annual damages of 5 (Reach 2) commercial structures (not described, 

assumed) equab $154,300.00. The report docs DOI comider that once these few 

structures~·have been eliminated the damage, go away, therefore saving in IO 

years $1,543,000.00 and in SO yem $7.72 million in potential cla.imed damtjes. 

fo Rea:h S (2nd para., page 4-7) according IO Table 3-S there are 66 

commercial structures oot 2 as stated. The GRR/EIS fails to identify the two 

structnres for buy-out in Rueb S and how the damages were calculated when 

reporting the annual damages totalling $419,000.00. The footprinl of the other 

64 commercial structures needs to be provided along with the two selected 

providing the topographic elevations with the various flood heights 

superimposed on the topography. The term •first cost" used in Table 4•1 needs 
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180. See response to comment #162 on page N • 125 and comment #165 on page N 
· 126. 

181. Table 4-1 shows that a total of only 7 structures are economically justified 
(meaning that benefits exceed costs) for acquisition, in accordance with current 
Federal economic methodologies for determining feasibility. 

182. The economic evaluations were performed in accordance with applicable 
Federal regulations and policies regarding non-structural flood damage reduction 
projects. 

183. Table 3-5 presents total floodplain investments by reach. The analysis 
presented on pages 4-6 and 4-7, and Table 4-1, was performed in accordance with 
applicable Federal regulations and policies regarding non-structural flood damage 
reduction projects, and shows that only 2 of these structures were economically 
justified for acquisition and removal in Reach 5. See response to comment # 165 on 
page N · 126. 
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185. 

186. 

further explanation. The evacuation benefits ratio of 8:1 is higher than any of 

the others and alludes to the success of such a plan (buy-out) over structural 

in the long run; The GRR/EIS states that evacuation {buy-out) is a viable 

alternative that needs further investigation, ~ •.• benefits derived in this 

reach (S) si1nal the need for additional Investigation to obtain 

empirical noodin& etidence associated with the contents in these 

structures." 

Summary (3rd para., page 4-7), GRR!EIS describes evacuation found 

only economically feasible for 7 commercial structures, first time that 7 

commercial structures is. stated without identifying the 11tructures. The 

GRR/EIS 1otally disregards the people that live and work within Reaches 4A 

and 5. This appears to be highly 1eleetive, lnaccunte, biased (discriminatory), 

and docs not relate clearly the reality of the properties. with structure, in 

these Reaches anh the others close by to the DFE project. Most of the buy-out 

properties the CE recogaizes are businesses and industrial and cot residential 

properties within the area. 

Uniform Relocation Auls.ta.nee Program (URAP) (4th pm., page 4-7), 

concerning displaced property owners compensated a maximum of $22,000.00 

allowable, refw to residential properties. The GRR/ElS listed ott1y coriimcrcial 

structures for evacuation, therefore no allowance Is necessary for residents in 

the flood prone areas., and therefore not applicable to the DFE project is 

incorrect and needs further explanation. The GRR/ElS does not explain 

however, how the maximum cost allowable is calculated. If a $150,000.00 single 

family house structure, or several were in jeopardy, it is preposterous that the 

maximum allowable cost would be $22,000.00. This definitely needs to be 

e,cplained and clarified further. The GRRJEIS does not provide a cost by cost 
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184. The term ''first costs" refers to the total estimated economic costs that would be 
required for implementation of the project. A benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR) of 8:1 
indicates that this alternative has economic benefits that outweigh the costs of 
implementing the plan. However, Federal regulations dictate that selection of plans 
are based on net annual benefits and not BCR values. Table 4-1 presents an 
economic analysis of non-structural alternatives only and, in itself, does not allude to 
the "success" of this plan over structural plans. 

185. The analysis did not disregard residential structures. However, the analysis 
showed that no residential structures were economically justified for acquisition. 

186. The referenced paragraph in the draft GRR/EIS presents a general discussion 
of the Uniform Relocation Assistance Program (URAP). The maximum allowable 
compensation of $22,000 for residential structures, under URAP, is not the maximum 
cost for the acquisition of a residence, but is meant to cover moving expenses, 
temporary lodging, etc., as discussed on page 4~7. Maximum relocation expenses 
have not been set for commercial and industrial properties. 



187. 

188. 

189. 

190. 

191. 

assessment of the flood prone slructurcs in Re.aches 4A, 5 and 2 within the LPP. 

The cost appr1.is1I per structure should be in the Real Estate Appendix (E). 

Property value! were based on the assumption no HTRW contaminants 

exist (Appendix E-5). However, clearly in Appendix J, HTRW contamination 

was found for seventeen (sic. 14) known sites that were investigated. Not all 

areas have heen investigated especially in the upper swale alignment and the 

groundwater. The HTRW severity prohlems vary and will have an effect on 

property values (depleting values) which is not calculated {page E-2) into the 

cost benefit ratios. The cost of the landfill area to the southeast (Post Oak road, 

1-45, Wintergreen, MAPSCQ, 1992: 18-79), landfill in the Golf Course, landfill 

for existing landfills, and· mitigation lands is not coDSidered. 

Furthermore, by using the CE stated· coil tllowable according to URAP 11 

$22,000.00 per structure and considering the existing conditions given in Table 

3-S; the following 
1
costs for evacuation of: Reach S with 228 single family 

structures would only cost a little over $5 million to buy-out, Reach 4A $2.3S 

million, Reach 2 $1.5 million, Reach I $1.61 million for a total of $10.5 million. 

Reache .(8 is east of Lamar Street and Reach 3 i1 behind the Rochester Levee 

and above_ the 100 year flood. The commercial structures do not receive money 

as stated under-ORAP. That leaves 121 multi-family structures and the amount 

allowable· for ':hese is tlOt stated in this section or the Real Estate Appendix. 

The cost allowable for multi-family structures should be presented in the 

GRR/EIS. This Is tremendously less expensive than the Recommended Plan. 

This would certainly effect the BCR ratio and should receive further 

consideration. 

The specific recreation deliga (5th para., page .(. 7; Chapter 6 page (8) is 

not considered betau$C tLte BCR ratio is greater than 1.0. T~refore, delete 
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187. The Real Estate Plan is not intended to address all flood-prone properties in the 
study reaches. Values for all structures which receive flood damages are included in 
the Economics database. The Real Estate Plan evaluates the cost of those lands 
and structures which will have to be acquired for construction, operation and 
maintenance of the project features. Values for these properties are determined 
through a gross appraisal, not individual property appraisals. It is not appropriate to 
list estimated values on a property-by-property basis in a GRR. 

188. The assumption that all project lands will be free from HTRW materials when 
assessing land values is in accordance with Real Estate Policy Guidance Letter No. 
1 - Appraisal of Lands Containing Hazardous and Toxic Wastes. Prior to 
implementation of a Federal project, the non-Federal sponsor is responsible for 
providing lands free of HTRW materials. 

189. Real Estate costs have been included for use of the required disposal site as 
well as for mitigation lands. These costs are part of the Real Estate cost estimate. 

190. As stated in comment #186 on page N - 131 the maximum allowable 
compensation of $22,000, under URAP, is not the maximum cost for the acquisition 
of a residence, but is meant to cover moving expenses, temporary lodging·, etc., as 
discussed on page 4-7. 

191. A review of the Table of Contents reveals that the referenced paragraph is in 
the "INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES" section, and is not intended to 
represent the final Recommended Plan, as presented in Chapter 6 of the Draft 
GAR/EIS. Recreation can only be constructed on lands acquired for other project 
purposes, such as flood damage reduction or ecosystem restoration. Due to the very 
limited area that would be acquired with this alternative, a specific recreation plan 
was not formulated. 



192. 

193. 

194. 

recreation from the Syllabus and the long Appendix Ibecause ii is not part of 

the Federal project and cost of recreation is the sponsors. However, the City'• 

recreation plan that is part of this project needs to be included for impacts to 

the environment, Cultural Resources and HTRW. 

Investigated Structural Alternatives (page 4-8 to 4•13) - Chao.nel Plans 

were abandoned so long ago they should be deleted. 

Levee Plans (page 4-13) - SPF levee height vtries from 17 to 31 feet 

(Appendi,; C) along Lamar Street {Reach 4A). The surface profile eleutions 

along the footprint are provided graphically in Appendix C, however the levtt 

profiles need to be repre;sented along with the hydrologic profiles in Appendix 

A. There are so many, varying heights discussed throughout the report as to 

the correct SPF elevation, 100.year flood elevation and eottttpondiog levee 

heights, that the entire report needs to be sc.anncd for consistency with 

regards to the R~ plan and the major flood protection levee feature e\ev.ations 

in that plan. The 100 year levee is on average IS feet high indicating a 12 foot 

difference in height between SPF and 100 year levee levels. Cadillac Heights 

(Reach S) SPF levee height vtries by 25 feet and the 100 year levee IS feet 

high, aga~ the levee surface elevation! are oot provided along with the 

bydrologic moo.I profiles in Appendix A. Levees providing 100 year 

protectio·n would raise downstream water surface elevsiions 0.3 feet 

(3.6inches). SPF levees would raise surface wtltr elevations downstream 0.6 to 

2.0 feet (6 inches to 24 inches). Therefore, a relief channel or swale would be 

required to offset effects to existing floodway. Although, it is 11:D-clear which 

floodway the CE is writing about, the Dallu Floodway or the DFE, or both. 

No downstream water surface elevation s1atistical variance is provided 
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192. In accordance with Federal planning regulations, the document is intended to 
present the plan formulation process conducted to derive the Recommended Plan. 
The channel plans investigated were included in the "INITIAL SCREENING OF 
ALTERNATIVES" to show these alternatives were studies early in the planning 
process. 

193. The levee crest elevations for the Recommended Plan and the Locally Preferred 
Plan are provided along with the hydraulic model profiles in Appendix A. Plates A33 
through A38. 

194. The initial investigations of levees, during the early screening process, were 
conducted for stand-alone levees. As stated on page 4-13, the levees alone would 
raise water surface elevations "at the downstream end of the existing Floodway" by the 
stated amounts. Existing Floodway refers to the Dallas Floodway. 



195. for lhe 100 year flood after levee construction. An upper and lower limit 

should be provided. The same applies to the water surface elevation variance 

downstream for the SPF levee after corutruclion. The downstream raise in 

surface elevations are real, significant, and should be defined. Tbe GRR/EJS 

does not define where the dowCLStream rise in surface elevations will occur. 

This needs to be clarified as pertaining to the immediate end of the project 

1outh of Loop 12 as well as the entire Lower Trinity river corridor. It should 

he made cleu that the short length of the levees (leu than 3 miles} further 

contricts the floodwaters through the DFE creating a ttise in the surface 

elevation of the floodwaters downstream anf flow speed. Otherwise, the 

floodwaters would expand° out into the DFE area and not cause a amface rise in 

downstream floodwater surftce elevations. If properties with ttructures were 

196. removed and key constrictions lessened the floodwsten would have 1ddi1ional 

. I -• . th room for expansmn eWJancuig e con'leyance of floodwaters in a more 

. timely manner. Opening up road bed impediments would also further enhance 

coaveya.nce of floodwaters. These alternatives should be included in the CE 

non-structuraUstructunl mo_dels. In Table 4-3 all SPF le'ltet and all 100 year 

197. events hav,:_ negative net benefits and the SPF BCR bl 0.S way below 1.0 as 

needed for the 1)f'Oject lo proceed (page 4-13). Therefore, it is inconceivable 

!hat the 'proje~t can go forward. 

198. Vegetation Management (page 4-13) as written does not make sense. An 

overstory of trees consisting of 20 feet is impossible if clearing oecurs for 

1,000 feet on both sides of a centerline (2,000 foot total width) wit.bout 

determining the limits of what is considered understory. However, clearing 

the understory seems expcnsi\'C although no con estimates are provided. Once 
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195. See response to comment #8 on page N - 19. 

196. See response to comment #166 on page N - 126 and response to comment 
#169 on page N - 127. 

197. As stated in response to comment #194 on page N - 133, Table 4-3 presents 
preliminary results of stand-alone levee alternatives. These preliminary results show 
potential feasibility of individual levees, but infeasibility for a system of SPF levees . 
Further evaluations, presented later in Chapter 4 through Chapter 6, show that in 
conjunction with the chain of wetlands, an SPF Lamar Levee and a 100-year Cadillac 
Heights Levee would be feasible. This combination of features represents the 
Recommended Plan, as presented in the Draft GAR/EIS. However, subsequent to 
the release of the Draft GAR/EIS, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) 
has determined that the plan providing SPF levels of protection to both the Lamar 
and Cadillac Heights areas, denoted as the Locally Preferred Plan in the draft 
GAR/EIS, should be the Federally Supportable Plan, and therefore the 
Recommended Plan. Revisions to the GAR/EIS have been made to reflect this 
decision. 

198. The Vegetation Management Plan simply would result in the removal of all living 
and dead vegetation up to a height of 20 feet above the flood plain for a distance 
1000 linear feet to each side of the river. If the vegetation is less than 20 feet tall, it 
would be entirely removed, if it were taller than 20 feet, the trunk and the portion of 
the tree taller than 20 feet would remain. A key component of the bottomland 
hardwood forest is represented by the richness of structure that exists in the total 
vertical profile from forest floor to top of the canopy. An initial determination was 
made that the impacts would be so significant to bottomland hardwood forest that the 
alternative should not be considered further. In addition, as you have indicated, 
operation and maintenance would be expensive due to the extensive investments of 
man and equipment power. For this alternative to continually provide the protection, 
the regrowth of vegetation would have to be kept constantly in check. 



199. 

200. 

201. 

202. 

the dense secondary undeutory growth that presently exists from bahitat 

disturbances in the DFE floodplain wu removed and mint.tined it would 

enhance the conveyance and the parkland bottomland hardwood appearance 

of the DFE. This alternative needs further consideration with the first cost 

provided followed by the maintenance cost!. Further discussion is needed 

pertaining to the undr:rstory vegetation and definitions of what should be 

removed. The very deasc lhicl:ets that grow in disturbed areas is not 

necessarily environmentally useful for birds and other animal, and ctn cause 

restricted conveyance snags in the river and along the floodpltin. Dense 

understory vcgeta1ion growth was not considered in the HEP evaluations and 

discussions provided in Ap°pendces F and G. The GRRIEIS does not consider this 

alternative or combinatio111 of this alternative, with for example, buy-outs, 

opening of road bridges, and removal of landfillJ. 

In Table +! (page 4-14) clarify which swale b used in die NED Plan. 

Lowet Ovcrbank Swale reference to extending from U.S. Highway 75 (Central 

Expy) incorrect Lamu Street turns into South Central Expy. after crouiag 

the Lamar Street bri~e now titled S.M. Wright Freeway or Highway 310. For 

clarity thi~_ reference should be designated Highway 310. 

Lower O,,,erbank Swale slope gradient of 0.0005 is preposterous. Figure 

4-S doe,· prov_ide a cross-sectional perspective, but lacks ¥1CW direction or 

cardinal directions. None of the swale plans in Table 4-4 are to used in lhe 

upcoming proposed plan, therefore delete, or put In a separate GRR report. 

These "maybe- plans are a wute of reviewers limited lime_ for reviewing 

this EIS. Pages 4-8 through 4-22 (top) on pul history of the evolution of die 

planning for structural study alternatives needs to be taken out and put in a 

st.and alone report. Such long explanations are most likely needed for peer 
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199. Table 4-4 is part of the "INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES" section, and 
presents the analysis of swale alternatives investigated to derive the NED plan. (A 
review of the chapter outline in the Table of Contents, page ii, shows the various non
structural and structural alternatives investigated during the initial screening process) 
The last sentence of the last paragraph on page 4-14 shows that the 1.200-loot 
bottom width (BW) swale would produce the greatest net benefits of all the 
alternatives investigated during the 1991-1993 initial screening period. The "Summary 
ol 1991-1993 Preliminary Investigations" section, page 4-21. shows that this 
alternative was designated as the NED Plan and was carried forward in the plan 
formulation process. 

200. The text has been revised for clarity, as indicated in the comment. 

201. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14 and comment #192 on page N -
133. 

202. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14 and comment #192 on P.age N -
133. 



203. 

,d $Upmisor reviews at the CE Division (Dallas) and CE Headquarters 

Nashington D.C.), demonstrating to them, !hat the local CE District satisfied 

heir (CE Division and Headquarters) National bias for structural alternatives 

and to justify the massive amount of public funds spent on studying phases of 

this project. It is the law that the public has a right to review bow public 

funds are spent by the govcrnment(s). We are rcques1iog !hat the amount of 

Federal money spent on Planning Study pluses of this project by the CE 

District, Division, aod Headquarters be included in the GRR and made public. 

The 1moun1 of expenditures for planning should be compared to the amount of 

Federal public funds spent on the EIS part of thi1 project. Then, an honest 

accounting of the amount the City bu contributed to the pl.toning of this 

project (including new job him specifically for thit project, etc.) should be 

added to their cost accounting and made public II well lbil should be 

_ compared to the cxJen.d.iturc1 on the EIS. The11, rummatited in a simple 2x2 

table showing Federal, City, Planning, EIS. 

204. On page. 4--n, 19 July 1993 at a meeting the CE de11itd City credits a11d no 

205. 

me11tior:1 of buy-out of Roosevelt Heights and Floral Farms as a credit item. 

GRR/EIS di:?,~l not explain why the CE did oot credit the,e buy-outs to the City. 

The GRR.IEIS needs to clarify and di1cuu the local spollSOt lcgisb.tivc approval 

the City 11eede4 to seek for the project to proceed and lhe agency providing the 

necessary approval. The CE delll.ll of ctedils were de11ied at this meeting, but 

accepted currenlly, GRR/EIS does not explain why !hey ue accepted now. 

Second bullet (page 4-22) should precede the one above. Explain and 

clarify initial guidance. 

206. Fioal Analysis of NED Pb.n - GRR/ElS does not provide the dates of the 

updated aerial photo! used for the NED Plan in the DFE. According to the 
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203. The study is ongoing and a total expenditure is not yet available. The estimated 
cost of the Fort Worth District's efforts through Draft the GRR/EIS is been 
approximately $5.1 million. An analysis of the city's expenditures will need to be 
requested from the city. 

204. See response to comment #21 on page N - 76. WRDA 1996 had not been 
enacted into legislation at the time of the meeting on 19 July 1993. The passage of 
this Act was discussed on page 3-10 of the Draft GRR/EIS. 

205. The order of the bullets is irrelevant. "Initial guidance" refers to guidance 
received from Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, dated August 21, 1992, 
regarding use of risk-based analysis. 

206. The date of the updated aerial photography was February 1991, as discussed 
on page 3-8. 



accounts in the GRR/EIS, this review auumes they must pre-date 1992. 

207. . Laodfilli,g in the DFE DPA (see b,dfil!i,g de,cdbed i, Appe,di, J fo, sit<s 

208. 

209. 

210. 

inveitigated) hu gone on at an alarming rate since 1992, panly due to CE 

floodpbin permits and violations of the CDC that the City participates in (if a 

developer fills in the floodplain they have to remove same m.ount). CE permit 

actions or whatever permil action applies to landfilling within the DFE DPA 

should be listed in the EIS portion of thi! report as part of the history and 

literature Se.3rch included in a well written EIS. This is as germane IO an EIS u 

the Planning project history of the DFE is to the GRR, It is not clear in this 

report if the pre-1992 aerial photograph1 used for determining H&H models 

include some of the major changes in the DFE DPA such as the final Rochester 

Levee and borrow area, the final CWWTP levee and borrow areas, the DART 

landfill, the many small landfills that presently exist along Lamar Street. the 

McCommas Bluff1 Landfill levee, Southeast Landfill Levee, and the White Rock 

Creek Sludge Landfill to name a few. In the report (pa,e 4,-22) the H&:H model 

wed for the NED Plan was the Upper Trinity River Study model. The dates of 

the aerial photographs for the Upper Trinity River Buin should be provided 

as well because these determine the flood level, in the DFE DPA. Acrb.l 

photographs w¢n years old are probably outdated for determinina: the H&H 

of the Upper Trinity River with the fast pace of the changes thal have 

occurred within the floodway. 

Tbird bullet (page 4-22) references statistical probabilities wi.thoul 

confidence intervals. The GRRJEIS falls to provide statistical c~nfideoce 

intervals about the probabiltics. This is 11.!nally provided u plus or minus 

facton. Ar.cording to the report the incremental year floods (I yr., 2 yr., S yr., 

10 yr., 25 yr., SO yr., 100 yr., 500 yr., SPF I,00}+ yr.) equal the cormpondfog 
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207. Your comment is noted. A historical listing of all permit actions in the proposed 
project area is not relevant to the proposed action and therefore is not warranted. If 
this information is desired, the relevant resource agencies should be queried to 
provide the desired documentation. 

208. The last paragraph and bullets on page 3-8 of the draft GRR/EIS describe the 
projects included in the hydraulic model used for this phase of the investigation. 

209. See response to comment #206 on page N • 136. Updated topography will be 
obtained during the next phase of detailed design should the project be approved to 
that stage. 

210. Confidence limits are addressed on page A-24 of Appendix A under "Risk and 
Uncertainty Analysis". 



211. 

probabilities given as percentages {99%, 50%, 20%, 10%, 4%, 2%, 1%, 0.2~. 

0.001%) of flooding by chance. Wben these incremental floods are put into 

real turface flood elevations that include the statistical coafidence intervals it 

will show thtt the amount of overlap at one standard deviation is substantial 

and at two standard deviations {99 percent confidence) the elevations can not 

be segregated cspedally when the difference hetween levee heights for the 

100 year levee and the SPF levee are within 12 feet as previously written and 

commented on in this review. 

The GRR/EIS fails to provide the 1990 flood surface elevations 

topographically, but does. provide one profile graphic in Appendix A. This 

should be provided as a, modem datum profile for the DFE DPA. The 191}() flood 

212. was reported in !he local media as a flood tbtt fit somewhere within the 1-21 

probabilities as de1cn"bed in thi1 reporL However in this report the 1990 flood 

was considered 1Ju than a 35 year event (Appendix A, Plate A-25). This flood 

surface water elevations was less than two feet below the levees at the 

213. 

southern end of the Floodway with levees in the profiles 1bat are suppose to be 

426 ft ul. The 191ll flood was also reeorded u a large flood event 1hat reached 

the tow~_ elentions of Oakland Cemetery (see 1917 topographic map, $Cl.le 

1:50,000 on fit.. at the CE), pcrllaps larger than the 1990 event, H well as a 

large flood in the 19SO's. These three major floods in less than 100 years would 

indicate that these floods belong in the 2 • 4~ probability range, however they 

were devastating to OtJlas and the DFE DPA. Oakland Cemetery elevations 

exceed 420 feet asl and the proposed SPF levee heights may be sufficient but a 

confidence level about the variance should be applied. 

Recreation Plan (page 4-21) should only be included in the Federal 

discussion if Federally funded. If the &p0nsor pays the whole amount it should 
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211. Comment noted. 

212. See response to comment #42 on page N - 81. 

213. A review of the Table of Contents shows that the referenced paragraph is in the 
"INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES" section. and is not intended to represent 
the final Recommended Plan, as presented in Chapter 6 of the Draft GRR/EIS. As 
stated in Chapter 6. beginning on page 6-7, recreation is included in the 
Recommended Plan. with applicable Federal cost sharing. as shown in Tables 6-10 
through 6-12 of the draft GRR/EIS. 



214. 

215. 

e attached as an appe11dix hetause it czme about as a result of the Federal 

.,roject and thert:fore any impacts by the City's recreation plan to Cultunl 

Resources, the environment, and HTRW contaminalion would also be paid by 

the City, sptlled out in a Memorandum Of Agreement (MOA). The GRR/EIS 

needs to stale whether Recreation is included or not. As previously stated 

funding for recreation ia doubtful because the project exceeded a BCR of 1:0. If 

funded, the GRR/EIS needs to provide a recrettion plan as the trail described 

h1 Appendix I, and previously commented on in this review. The rest of the 

Recreation u presented In Appendix l is wi11dow dressing for this report, 

however interesting from the overall planning aspect of the DFE study area 

and should be included in !he siand alone GRR. la Table 4-5 the shaded row 

should be labeled the NED plan. The cost and the economics of the sponsor 

paying for the recreation is not included In this GRR/EIS. 

Investigated !tructural Alternative (1st pm., page 4-27) smaller 

projects such as svn.les would pl"O'lide no upstream benefits but have benefits 

in the OFE OPA. Clarify why swale1 in the upper reaches do not provide 

benefits. Previously, the entire jmtifie1tion of this project wu based on the 

backwater f!?Od effect from the DFE and this project is suppose to provide 

relief for the upttteam portiollS including the CBD. Here, as writtetl, the 

swales do' not provide relief upstream of the CBD, therefore why 'iVOUld they 

provide relief downstream? This needs further ei.pl1n1tion, otherwise swales 

are not justified as a flood prevention feature. Take the swale out of the 

project, th:lt supplies the dirt to build the levees, males the project not viable. 

GRR/EIS dots not explain what benefits would be knt. 

216. The GRR/EIS briefly mentions the Unfield Landfill in the third 

paragraph (page 4-27). In this abort paragraph the GRR/EIS does not provide 
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214. See response to comment #199 on page N • 135 and comment #213 on page N 
• 138. 

215. Following the initial screening of alternatives and subsequent "In-Progress 
Review Meeting", described on page 4-22, the process of optimizing alternatives was 
initiated. The "Revised Swale Plans Investigated' section, on page 4-27, presents 
the results of investigations conducted to determine the optimum size of swale which 
would yield the maximum net economic benefits. The smaller width swales would not 
provide " .. as many upstream benefits ... " as the 1,200-foot swale, as stated"in the first 
paragraph, but would convey flood waters through the DFE area more efficiently than 
under existing conditions, and would therefore yield economic benefits. These 
smaller swales were investigated due to the significant environmental impacts of the 
1,200-foot swale. As shown in Table 4-6, all the swale alternatives were feasible. 

216. Due to the lengthy nature of this study, the plan formulation process was 
described as succinctly as possible. Appendix J presents the final plans, and the 
investigations done for the final plans were not complete during the preliminary plan 
formulation process. The alignment of the 300-foot upper swale would follow the 
alignment of the 1,200-foot upper swale, as shown in Figure 4-6. Figure 4-8 presents 
the revised alignments in the lower swale. Presentation of levels of protection was not 
deemed necessary for this table. 
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219. 

my information on the HTRW contaminants in the Unfic!d Landfill (Appendix 

J). The GRR/EIS fails to provide a brief history when the Linfie!d Landfill (LL) 

was created and what agency created the Landfill This pan of the GRR/EIS 

fails to incorporate information provided in Appendix J. Figure 4-8 provides 

no upper swale alignment which has always been considered in any of the CE 

plans for the DF'E. GRR/EIS provides the various swale plans woithout 

providing the level of protection by the different alignments. 

GRR/EIS doe1 not provide any description of the contaminated :mu 

within the Joppa community (5th para., page 4•27} u shown in Appendix J. 

GRR/EIS does not prO'o'ide the metbOO for determining 10 tree1 per acre 

(6th para., page 4-27), or What kind of trees, or the size of the trees. 

Table 4-6 (page 4-28) shows a 47 percent increase In the cost of the 

·chain of Wetlands· over the 300'fSOO' Llnfield Swale. The ·cum of Wet1tnds• 

(COW) was describe! as only up to 2 feet deeper i.a some utat. The GRR/EIS 

does not explain the utroi,omical difference i.a cost between the two projects. 

Then, due to the much higher cost of the "Chain of Wetlands" only a 0.1 drop in 

the BCR, but a S1.7 milliol'I dollu increase i.a net benefit• needs to be 

explained. 

220. Then, in Eigure 4-9 the upper swale shown as 400 ft bottom width, 

approxlmaiely l~,160 ft long, and 2 ~ deep. The lower swale is described 11 

600 ft. bottom width, approximately 13,160 ft long, and 2 ft deep (page 4-27). 

With the variance of deplh for the wetlands described 11 2 feet deeper the total 

excavation of this project will minimally exceed h:io6 yd3 of excavated 

floodplain ,oil redistributed in the two levets. The swale through LL i! 

described with a maximum deplh of JO ft and a minimum depth of 9 ft. deep 

which tremendously exceeds the- 2 ft. depth described previously. This part of 
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217. Appendix J presents the final plans recommended for possible implementation. 
and the investigations done for the final plans were not complete during the 
preliminary plan formulation process. 

218. The provision of 10 trees per acre was a preliminary estimate, prior to detailed 
habitat analysis. It has been determined that ten trees per acre could be planted and 
allowed to grow to maturity without adversely affecting hydraulic efficiencies of the 
COW. The type of trees has not been determined but probably would be hard mast 
producing trees that can tolerate temporary inundation. 

219. The preliminary cost estimate for the Chain of Wetlands included the costs for 
deeper excavation and disposal of material, planting of trees and grasses, and 
addition of pipes and small water control structures to interconnect the wetlands and 
regulate water elevations within each cell. The difference in net benefits between the 
Chain of Wetlands and the 300'/500' Linfield Swale. which have the same alignments. 
is only $0.8 million, which is explained by the additional conveyance area resulting 
from the wetlands. A difference in BCR (of 0.3) is inconsequential, as selection of 
alternatives is based on net benefits. not BCR. 

220. The early plan formulation efforts as presented on Figure 4-9 were subsequently 
refined leading to the final recommended plan fully described in Appendix C and 
Chapter 6. 



I 

221.1 

1e GRR/EIS does not incorporate the information provided in Appendix C 

I 
/ 'lhere 12 million cubic yards will be removed from swale excavations. The 

/ GRR/EIS provides no· surface elevations of this alignment and needs to explain 

these descrepancies, or further incorporate Appendix C and delete this 

discussion altogether. 

Table 4-7 shows the COW with SPF Levees. The levees appear to cost $32.6 

million, a whooping $10 mi!Uon more thin the credit the City of Dallas got for 

the two levees they bad huilt and completed three years ago. The GRRJEIS 

needs to explai11 this higher cost differeoce. lD fact the cost of the federal 

levees far exceed the cost of the two levees of similar size built by the City. 

This cost difference needs tO he explained. 

222. The GRR/E[S (page 4--28) reads as if the COW was in the NED Plan, as well 

u previous plans, and it should clarify whether this concept wts part of the 

previous plans. Orig&..11y, there was the 1200 ft. NED Plan swale, then various 

versions of the western awale alignment, then the addition of the levees, and 

then the addition of the -chain of Wetlands.' The GRR/ElS is not consistent 

223. with the plans they describe in the GRR part of this document, according to 

Figure 4-10, the COW developed within the swtle alignments exceed the widths 

of the each respective swale (400 a upper, 600 ft. lower). 

224. The GRR/ElS needs to explain the negative amounts shown i11. Table 4-7 

where the Annual Cost of the COW with SPF Levees will cost more annually 

than the Net Beoefita the project provides by I ratio of 1.7:l. This indicates 

thal lhe GRR/EIS needs to explain bow the Annual Benefit for the a~ve 

alternative were calculated. Whatever the explaution, it bas been lost in the 

225. myriad of alternatives 2nd benefit juggling previously described. The latest 

plan, the RP is the one that counts, and the benefits derived from that plan arc 
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221. The cost of the Rochester Park Levee and the CWWTP Levee modification was 
approximately $27 million, according to information provided by the city of Dallas. 
Additionally, the CWWTP Levee modification involved raising an existing levee, and 
was not an entirely new levee. Differences may also be explained by the difference 
in real estate costs estimated for the city's levees versus the proposed levees. 

222. The planning process, by nature, is an iterative process through which vario·us 
measures, or alternatives, are investigated to derive the optimum plan. The initial 
screening of alternatives resulted in the preliminary determination that a 1,200-foot 
bottom width swale should be further investigated, as stated and shown on page 4-
21. Variations on this measure were then investigated, as presented on pages 4-27 
and 4-28. One of these variations, in conjunction with the sponsor's desire to add 
wetland features to the plan, was the chain of wetlands. 

223. Again, the alternatives presented in the plan formulation process were 
investigated in order to derive the final Recommended Plan; as such, the final plans 
may not be identical to the preliminary plans. 

224. Net Benefits, by definition, equals the Annual Benefits minus the Annual Costs. 
As shown in Table 4-7, the Annual Benefits ($11.5 million) exceed the Annual Costs 
($7.2 million), thereby producing the Net Benefits of $4.3 million. A comparison of 
Annual Costs to Net Benefits is inappropriate. 

225. The Recommended Plan, and the environmental impacts thereof, are certainly 
important elements of the EIS. However, as stated, the Draft GRR/EIS is an 
integrated document, in accordance with 33 CFR Parts 230 and 325 (ER 200-2-2) 
and must, therefore, describe the planning process used to derive the Recommended 
Plan. 



226. 

227. 

228. 

what is important. 

The GRRJEIS is vague and unclear about how much the RP con (Table 4-

7) when the cost of a 1.200 ft sw.1.le that is longer wider and deeper, requires 

more mitigation area, requires land acquisition to dump excavated material, 

land acquisition to develop the swlle, etc. is only about half the cost of the 

proposed plan. With ease three of the proposed upper swales and two of the 

proposed lower swales would fit in the 1,200 ft NED plan at twice the depdi. In 

the RP the excavated material has two alignments for the excavated material 

that can be placed at much less cost. and the mitigation area required is much 

smaller because the pr9ject uea is much smaller. 

The GRR/EIS Deeds to clarify If the ooit or other alternatives reflect 

today's prices as in the RP, or reflect prices when the plans were devised such 

as in 199'2 fot the 1,200 ft. NED Plan. This is brought into qneition in Table -4-4 

and Table 4-7 that have different dollar amounts $43.8 and $47 .S million for the 

l,200 ft. swale. 

The GRR/EIS needs to explain the omission of the TXDOT 1-45 channel 

realignment that has received no discussion in the text or included in the cost 

accounting up to this point. The GRR/EIS needs to explain the three channels 

229. that are ·showy. in Figui-e 4-10 or at lent incorporate into the discussion 

Appendices (C, F) that detail the channelization. At the lower end of the upper 

swale a channelized portion of the river is shown west of the existing channel 

and a pipeline connetting the lowest swale with the upper swalc tight next to 

each other. Wetlands are dlown as Open Space/Undeveloped Land, •wetlands" 

to the southwest of this proposed channelized part. In order to create less 

environmental impact the GRR/EIS should consider connecting the swale to 
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226. The Recommended Plan (RP) is not included in Table 4-7. As stated. this 
section of the document includes preliminary analyses of alternatives and does not 
represent the detailed analysis and design performed for the Recommended Plan, 
as presented in Chapter 6 and in the appendices. A comparison of the costs for the 
1,200-foot swale in Table 4-7 with the costs for the Recommended Plan in Chapter 
6 is invalid due to the different price levels (October 1995 vs. October 1997) and 
levels of detail involved in the designs. 

227. The italicized portion of the heading for each table in the document shows the 
price levels, Federal interest rate, and period of analysis used in the economic 
analysis contained within that particular table. The outline of the document. as 
presented in the Table of Contents, also reflects the chronological presentation of 
the investigations. 

228. The proposal by TxDOT for realignment of the river at the IH-45 bridge was· 
presented during the EIS scoping process in December 1996. which is beyond the 
chronological date of the analysis presented on page 4-28. 

229. The details of the channels in the Recommended Plan are presented in 
Chapter 6 and in the appendices mentioned. The channelized portion of the river at 
IH-45 was unintentionally shown on this figure at this point in the document. This 
figure has been revised to remove this channelized area at IH-45. , 

The proposed chain of wetland swales cannot be hydraulically connected to the 
existing CWWTP swales because of the large differences in the excavation depths 
and the design water levels between them. The proposed swales and the existing 
swales are already "connected" in terms of their close proximity, which enhances the 
flow continuity between them since both have similar floodplain roughness 
characteristics. 
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the already existing wetlands that were created as borrow for the CWWTP 

Levees. This would also lessen !he cost of the project, maximU:e land lhat has 

already been tlisturbed, lessen the impact to the forest and create less 

mitigation. 

The CE needs to explain in the GRR/EIS wby they are doing TXDOT's wod 

for them by channelizing the Trinity River shown in Figure 4-10, The 

GRR/E1S needs to clarify which agency is paying for this wort. and the cost 

involved. So far in the text, the channelization hu not shown up in the cost 

accounting. The channel appears to be approximately 300 ft. wide and 2,640 ft. 

(112 mile} long. The GRRIEIS does not discuss where the material excavated 

from this channel wili be placed, either in the planned levee$ or at some other 

depocenter. However, in Appendix C the channelized portion of the Trinity 

river is fu\ly discussed and the existing channel will be filled in (see 

Photograph 10 'and discussion on pages 33-35). Again the information 

provided in the Appendices is not incorporated and organized well into the 

body of the text The GRRJEIS provides ao discussion of an MOA or MOU 

231. (Memorandum of Agreement or Understanding) being composed between the 

two agencies for such an undertaking which is the normal protocol for work 

232. 

eitchanges be~een two government agencies. There is no correspondence 

with TXDOT_ provided in Appendix L. This part of the project should be shown 

as a reduction from the overall project cost if TXDOT is paying, and included in 

the project cost if the taxpayers are paying with the bond money that was 

passed on the 2 May 1998 election. The GRR/EIS needs to dearly° state who is 

paying for this work. 

The GRRJEIS should state the real purpose for this channelization 

which has to 00 with some wearing away of the concrete supports by flood 
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230. The channelized portion of the river at IH-45 was unintentionally shown on this 
figure at this point in the document. This figure has been revised to remove this 
channelized area at IH-45. See response to comment #33 on page N - 27. Again, 
the information provided in the appendices pertains to the Recommended Plan and 
the LPP, as presented in Chapter 6 of the draft GRR/EIS. 

231. See response to comment #33 on page N - 27. 

232. The explanation of the river realignment at IH-45 was presented on page 4-69 
and on page A-25 and A-26 in Appendix A of the Draft GRR/EIS. 
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234. 

dehris hitting the upstream end of the concre1e pillars supporting the 1-45 

bridge. When the bridge was built highway engineers planned that the 

channel would pass to the southwest where they built larger pillars and 

abutments that would withstand debris from floods. It is hard to understand 

why they placed the reinforced pillars where they did when historic maps 

(1917 topographic maps surveyed iD 1908) show the present flow pattern of 

the Trinity River has been stable since at least 19:17 or earlier, and admitted u 

such in Appendix A. TXOOT, or the CE ii tai.ing it upon themselves, co simply 

alter the flow of the Trir:tlty River to go where the CE claims without 

supporting documen1atio11: that the bridge Is weak. and poses a danger In it's 

presecit condition.. The CE just states that supports were built where the river 

should go through the bridge and the CE will fill in the existing channel. 

Although there are no reports from structnral engineers or any other detailed 

report in the GkRJEIS from any other agency that details, indeed, the bridge is 

weak and this work bu to be done. The river channelization combined with 

the new swale, a naturally narrow channel, new narrow channel, and the 

already existing disturbed borrows to the southwest will potentially alter and 

erode the oxbow that has been there since before the land wu occupied by 

settlers and u,set the river aquatic ecology. Tbe oxbow i1 there naturally for a 

reason ·altho~gh not explained in the geotecbnical (Appendix B) part of trus 

report. The crosioa would create a channel between l,000 to 2,000 ft. wide 

filled with sediment bars creating shallows for more flood debris to pile up 

under the l-45 bridge, restrict aquatic mobility up the river, a.nil ultimately 

impede conveyance. 

Furthermore, the GRR/EIS fails to recognize that the Cultural Resources 

sites 41DL 317, 318, 319, 357 located OD the oxbow may be aubjcct to 
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233. The 1-45 channel realignment would minimally alter the existing meander pattern 
of the river and has been sized to closely approximate the capacity of the existing 
river channel. The dominant river discharges that have the greatest influence on 
channel geomorphology have not been significantly altered. In addition. the wetland 
swales have been designed and located so as not to disturb the existing dense forest 
on the overbanks of the oxbow channel area, thereby limiting the near bank flow 
velocities. Therefore, no additional erosion in this area is expected. 

234. See response to comment #96 on page N - 105. 



erosion and disturbance u a result of the alignment of the southern most 

swale in the upper swale alignment directing floodwaters at the sites (see 

Figure 5 in Cliff et al., 1998, and compue to Figure 4" 10 in the GRR/EIS). Even 

if the CE ctn avoid these sites by designing tbc project around the sites they 

are still going lo be impacted u a result of the undertaking and further testing 

and mitigation is going to be needed. Therefore, Phase H test e~cavations are 

necessary at these sites to determiDC if they represent one large site or three 

separate sites and lo detennine the NRHP eligiblity status of the sites. 

235. Addi1ion.ally, the channelization of the Trinity river and the swale at 

236. 

237. 

238. 

the southern end of the northern swale alignment will impact Cultural 

Resources sites 4 lDL 337, 338, 3SS, 356 where the old CWWTP outflow channel is 

klcated (see Figure S in Cliff ct tl, 1998, and compare to Figure 4-10 in the 

GRRJEIS). Again, this will require Phase n test excavations at these sites to 

de1ermine the tr I NRHP eligibility. 

In Figure 4-lO of the GRR/EIS the use of the term1 Great Trinity Forest 

Trinity Stite Park and The Trinity Trtil are erroneously used because these 

entities do not eJ.ist at present nor during the Ian 1ix yetn since the 

develop~~nt of the NED Plan. This leads to cottfusion and misconceptions. 

Tbrougbcut the GRRJEIS it is twd to correlate project features with 

landmuln b~cause in all figures displtying certain project feature, the text 

describes the features relative to the roads, highways and street$ that have 

been mostly omitted from the maps. The project should be overlaid onto 

Mapsco type street coordinates, or If streets, highways and railroads are used 

io the text they should be bbeled accordingly. 

hi the GRR/ElS Figure 4-10 there are two gaps remaining in the levees 

after the planning stage that arc unexplained. A small gap occurs along the 
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235. See response to comment #4 on page N - 16. 

236. See response to comment #66 on page N - 88. 

237. New figures have been used in the final GRR/EIS. 

238. The Lamar Street Levee ties into the existing East Levee of the Dallas Floodway. 
A gap in the figure is unintentional at this location. The current proposed swales 
combined with the proposed levees will provide a small increment of flood benefits for 
properties along Cedar Creek that are subject to flooding from the Trinity River. A 
potential levee placed across Cedar Creek to provide a high level of flood protection 
from the Trinity River is impractical due to the size and configuration of the Cedar 
Creek drainage basin. Such a levee, while protecting properties along Cedar Creek 
from flood waters of the Trinity River would also prevent runoff from the Cedar Creek 
drainage basin from entering the Trinity River during a flood event. The result would 
be worse flooding on Cedar Creek since sufficient space to store the required runoff 
volume is not available. Alternatives to extend the proposed levees between Cedar 
Creek and the damageable properties along Cedar Creek are impractical due to the 
close proximity of these properties to the creek. 



239. 

240. 

241. 

242. 

243. 

left side of the floodplain at the north end of the proposed Lamar Street Levee 

between the existing southern cad of the Dallas Flood.way Levee where 

floodwaters cilo migra1c northeastward flooding businesses along Industrial 

Boulevard and Lamar Street. A huge gap occurs on the right side of the 

floodplain between the southernmost extent of the Dallas Floodway Levee and 

the planned Cadillac Heights Levee. The confluence of Cedar Crctt is left open 

for floodwaters to backup and flood Moore Part and Cadillac Heights, therefore 

no level of protection is provided. Figure 4-10 ii very similar to Figure 6-1 in 

the Recommended Plan except the Cadillac Heights Levee is reduced further 

providing even leH protection. Therefore, the GRR/EIS fails in all of it's 

descriptions of protection and benefits to provide protection and prevent toss 

of property for Cadillac Heights making all the BCR highly ru1pect 

The GRR/EIS briefly describes and considers for the ftcst time in this 

long account of
1 

the evohttion of the DFE plans a buy--out when it comes to the 

Locally Preferred Plan (LPP). In the LPP a buy--out of the entire 100 yw flood 

zone consisting of SOS ttn:lcturcs. The GRR/EIS docs not relate the number of 

structures and the cost to the figures presented in Figure 3-5. GRR/EIS does 

not pro".!de any footprint map(s) of structures within the 100 yr. flood zone, 

or SPF level flood zone for any of the Reaches H produced on the CE in-house 

GIS tllaps. • These maps should be provided for clarity when discuuing land, 

easements and right of way{s) (LER) In Appendix B (Real Estate). Topographic 

elevation tines arc omitted as well within the Reaches and structures within 

the 100 or SPF flood zone. These elements should all be included ·in a well 

written EIS and provided in the first Appendix on the physical geography, 

geology, street maps, railroads, etc. 

The way this GRRJEIS non-structural part is written it lacks- dte 
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239. It is correct that Figure 4-10 and 6-1 in the draft GRR/EIS were similar, except 
that the Cadillac Heights Levee are reduced. Subsequent to the release of the draft 
GRR/EIS, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), has determined that the 
plan providing SPF levels of protection to both the Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights 
areas, denoted as the Locally Preferred Plan in the draft GRR/EIS, should be the 
Federally Supportable Plan, and therefore the Recommended Plan. Revisions have 
been made in the final GRR/EIS to reflect this decision. 

240. The non-structural analysis shown on page 4-35 and Table 4-8 is the second 
iteration of three non-structural plans investigated in the document. The first is shown 
in Table 4-1. page 4-8, and the third is presented later in the document. beginning on 
page 4-72, as a combination structural/ non-structural plan. Table 3-5 presents the 
total floodplain investment, by reach, under existing conditions. The structures in 
Table 4-8 would be included in these structures. 

241. Due to the infeasibility of all the non-structural alternatives, detailed maps of the 
footprints of the structures was not deemed necessary. 

242. Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix E provide property line boundaries for those 
properties affected by the Recommended Plan. 

243. See response to comment 241 on page N - 146. 



244. 

245. 

246. 

that lhe other structur1.\ 1!1errutivu rtceive and it appetn the 

msions are U!Own before the plan is I.aid out (pages 4-35,36). Tbe cost 

1 
ided in the third alterna!ive "0-100 year flood zone· (p11e 4-36), 11 $60 

I
I lion is certJ;ioly cheaper than the amount that wu passed in the bond 

·ction. The GRR/EIS fails 10 compare this non-urucltlrll altema,ive 10 the 

!commended Plan (RP). 

Furthermore, the GRR/EIS flils to provide a cost bred: down of the 378 

;1111ctures, 88 commercitl, 39 industrial, 3 public, or a list of die (508) 

properties which is commoo on government projects. The GRR/EIS fails to 

show the footprint of where lh~sc 508 properties are loCl!ed relative to the 100 

year or SPF flood elevations ind in which Reaches Ibey arc located. The 

GRR/EIS at a minimum fails to ioch1de among the 508 properties which 

properties are within Reaches 4A and S, tht most critical in the DFE pl111. The 

GRR/EIS f.tils ro use ithe Reichu delimited earlier in the report, therefore, 

what good do they setve if they are oot going to be used ill the text Therefore, 

delete the entire Reich text that does oot apply lo the Df'E. GRRJEIS needs lo 

provide the LPP or RP by Reach with structures for the DFE Deiailed Project 

Area only. 

Table 4-8 which is applictble to a buy-out, the amrua1 costs are listed as 

$5.8 million after the cost of the buy-out at $60 million. The GRR/EIS 

does not explain what the annllll cost is for after the buy-out and once the 

structures are removed. The GRR/EIS n~ds lo justify these costs and where 

and what the money is going to be spent on annlllily. 

The GRR/EIS still contains no mention of other non•structural/ 

;, structural alternatives or other creative ways to reduce flood potential in the 

DfEc 
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244. The analysis shows that a buyout of structures by flood zone would not be 
economically justified. Although the cost to which the comment refers ($60 million) is 
less than that passed in the bond election, lowest cost is not the criteria by which the 
selection of a Recommended Plan is made. Maximum annual net benefits is the 
major criteria used. The "0-100 Year" buyout plan would have negative annual net 
benefits of $4.5 million, thereby making it infeasible. 

245. The entire study area is evaluated during the plan formulation process. The 
study area remains constant while the plan formulation focus shifts to the area in 
which a viable alternative has been identified. 

246. "Annual Costs" are not over and above the "First Costs". The project first costs 
are converted to an annual basis, using a 50-year period of analysis and the current 
applicable Federal interest rate. Economic benefits for a project are also annualized 
so that a direct comparison of annual benefits to annual costs can be made to 
determine "Net Benefits" ("Annual Benefits" minus "Annual Costs"). 



247. 

248. 

249. 

250. 

251. 

252. 

I) opening up existing impediments to the river flow such u 

oadbeds, increasing openings of existing bridges (Loop 12), removing ptrts of 

landfills and lem11irrg landfill impedance for coovey1nce; 

2) sub1erranean conduit conveyance of water downstream and 

possibly using the Super-Conducting Super Co!lidor (SSC) underground tunnel 

as I bypm for floodwater to Riehl.and Cltambers Reservoir (water from this 

reservoir is used by Tarrant County Water District), or the Trinity lower down 

3) ups1re1m West Fork as well u. the Elm Fork conveyance bu ins 

and additiontl subterranean sump1 in the Dall.u Floodway; 

4) pumping floodwaten up the Ellt Fork of the Trinity river to 

Lake by Hubbard reservoir' {Dallas County Water District). This is DOt too fu 

fetched bec.ause witer from Cooper Lake reservoir b pumped from mt Tex.as 

(Bowie County) to Dallas County, and water from Rieblu1.d Chambtts reservoir 

(Navarro County) i1l pumped to Tarrant county (u wu 1e1:n Ibis summer with 

the wi.ter line brea~ from the reservoir to Fort Worth); 

.S) Use of D1tural or borrow pill OOwnstream for detention or 

1tilling basins ponds that cin be used as I l)'stem of s.m.tll reservoir! for 

irrigation ii:_ soath Dallas and Ellis County. 

6) Or, a combination of any of the above, would recycle the water 

whtte it would _be put IO good use as opposed to just pushing the flood 

downstream effecting the ecooomics and lives of those cities and toWDJ lower 

in the Trinily river corridor as was the case In !he 1989 and 1990 flOO<h when 

heavy raios In the Upper Trinily River Basin including the DFE combined with 

substantial rains and runoff in the middle reach causing catastrophic floods l11 

the lowest part of the basin. to the prevlou.sly mentiooed floods almost all 

floodwater was lost into the Gulf md none wu put to good use, lhcrefore, 
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247. See response to comment #47 and #48 on page N - 83, comment #121 on 
page N • 113, and comment #166 on page N - 126. 

248. The capacity of an underground conduit would not provide any significant 
benefits to the DFE area. Diversion of polluted floodwater to reservoirs from which 
municipal water supplies are drawn would induce higher water treatment costs. 

249. See response to comment #168 on page N - 127. 

250. Diversion of water for flood damage reduction for the Trinity River by means of 
pumping is not economically feasible. As you indicate, providing augmentation to 
available local water supplies by pumping from other sources has been found 
feasible in some cases. 

251. Storm water detention must be located upstream of the damage reach in order 
to provide benefits to that reach. 

252. A flood that causes damage is an excess amount of water that cannot be used 
in a given amount of time unless it can be stored for future use. There are limited 
uses for floodwater under these conditions. Needs for surface runoff such as water 
supply, irrigation, and power generation, are generally met by non~damaging runoff 
events. 



253. 

loosing a valuable resource. 

The GRR part of the GRR/EIS is a government planning document, and 

u such, reflects a CE District agency in charge of the nation's waters in their 

District carrying out the National policy. The National policy is not staled 

anywhere in this document. It is highly doubtful that the National policy 

would allow the CE District to issue permits for landfills within a HTRW 

contaminated, highly constricted variable floodplain prone to flooding if the 

CE carried out the National policy in a responsible manner. This area shows 

the lack of management and planniog by the City and individual developers 

armed with CE perm.its creating the landfills that constrict the flow, built 

single purpose levees further constricting the flow, and the overwhelming 

majority of the City of Dallas taxpayers did not create this problem. Through 

shortsightedness. !act of knowledge of the tcea, oo planning by City or the 

Federal goverhment, and mismanagement by the agency's and elected officials 

it should be up to them at their cost to remove the problem, oot the taxpayers. 

They share no liability for their errou of judgement and management The 

254. GRR/EIS must list the permits issued to various individuals and agency's within 

the DFE as part of the background history of the EIS put of this report. The 

GRR/EIS pr~ides no Appendix for the CE Regulatory Section and omits any 

discussion of this part of their work altogether, indicating that the Planning 

Division and the Operations Division at the CE do oot communicate. The permit 

history should extend back through whenever the CE started issuing permits 

for stretches of river· in the DFE since the study began (ca. 1962) and any 

255. landfills that presently exist without a permit should be removed, the owners 

fined, and the landfill(s) removed at the owner's cost. 

Chain Of Wellands {COW), page 4-36 (lst paragraph), •second the city's 
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253. There is no single national policy to cover the complex situation within the study 
area. The proposal has been reviewed for compliance with local and national Corps 
of Engineers policy and has been reviewed by multiple agencies during the NEPA 
process. The proposed plan is in compliance with national policies to provide flood 
damage reduction benefit$ in an environmentally sensitive manor. 

254. See response to comment #207 on page N - 137. 

255. Comment noted. 



256. desire to add project features which would restore some of the corridors fish 

and wildlife habiut qualities ... • series of connected wetland pools within the 

open grass-lined swa!es." The GRRJEIS fails to describe the fish and aquatic 

habitat or any of it's qualities, therefore the fish and aquatic habilat qualities 

can not be restored when they are unknown. The GRR/E1S fails to explain how 

this will be done. A series of connected wetland pools on the average 2 feel 

deep will not restore the corridors fish and wildlife habitat. In hol summers 

like the present 1998 summer the swale will be a dry weeded ditch. The CE does 

257, no! provide the amount of CWWTP treated pumped water that will be needed to 

flow into the swalcs -under the high temperature and evaporative conditions 

prevalent in the summer of 1998 fur instance. The GRR/ElS fails to include the 

258. cost to taxpayers of pumping CWWTP treated sewage water in very hot and low 

rainfall seasons and years such as 1998 when more water is needed The 

' Trinity river in the DFE is the major wetland with rich vegetation, associated 

aquatic life, although stressed from HTRW contamination, the tack of dissolved 

oxygen (high algal bloom content. turtle shells covered with algae), high 

siltation (total lack of bivalves [naiades) , gastropods unknown) from constant 

outlet f!?ws ftom reservoirs upstream (10,000 • 20,000 cf1 Appendix A) that 

need to d.iscbuge the relatively high flows in order to ftll!h the drainage of · 

fecal Colli{~ from sewage treatment plants in the drainage buin. The 

GRR/EIS does not provide any solutions for cleaning up the water quality of 

the Trinity river through the DFE !hat receives all the water from the 

developed cities upstream. The GRR/EIS does not incorporate tbC results of 

259. HTRW (Appendix J) 1ite location, or even potential HTRW aites in areas where 

there has been known pollution such as the old Waste Water Treatmenl !ludge 

ponds in Cell C of the swa1e (COW). The GRR/EIS KrRW section does not show 
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Appendix F. page F-9 provides a description of fish and aquatic h 1 the 
, ,,osed project area. Aquatic habitat in the project area will not be sig. _ntly 
impacted by the proposed project and will therefore require no mitigation for aquatic 
habitat. The chain of wetlands would provide habitat for fisheries and serve as a 
corridor during periods of high river flow. 

257. Pumping capacity has been designed to allow for continual pumping at such a 
time when maximum surface evaporation and transpiration are occurring in the 
wetlands in order to maintain desired water levels in the wetlands. Pumping capacity 
has also been designed to allow refilling of the wetland system within a few weeks 
following a wetland water level drawdown for maintenance and management 
purposes. 

258. As stated in Appendix A, releases from upstream reservoirs are not constant. 
Releases are limited to a combined total of 13.000 to 15,000 cfs and are only required 
for sufficient time to evacuate the flood storage in the reservoirs following a flood 
event. 

259. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 



260. 

261. 

262. 

CWWTP outlet upstream. and existing sludge pits in the area since 19(2, the old 

Fair Park sewerage outlet across from the CWWTP. the chrome recycling plant, 

the melll pl.ants; Two le2d smelters, !he meat•rendering plant, and other 

nearby areas on Sargent Road that were fenced with high barbed wire ftnces 

in 1992 with nu entrance warning signs posted due to contamin1tio11. Tb.e 

HTRW (Appendix J) admiu the work of locating polluted areas and sampling is 

not complete. This work needs to be incorporated into a completed EIS. Again, 

this demonstrates the incompleteness of this document. 

There ii; no discussion or an appendix: on water quality. This isruc of 

water quality certainly needs lo be Included especially with the sMle 

receiving truted sewage water from the CWWTP 67 percent of the time and the 

treated sewage water does not meet lhe TNRCC uaodards 67 percent of the. time 

for fecal colliform aad who knows what other chemicals (such as chlorides 

and fluorides). kother area not included in the ORR/EIS is pre1ently a DART 

landfill along Sargent road that covers some of the contamimtion when 

landfilling operations began in 1992. This landfill is an obstacle to the Cadillac 

Heighls RP levee alignment not considered or updated in !he GRR/EIS. The 

GRRJEIS._docs oot even recognize many of the HTRW areas due to lack of field 

work: and aIJMyses. 

263. Each landowner and business that comes under the Natiottal Pollution 

264. 

Discharge Elimination Syuem (NPDES) should be listed in the El~ and 

verfication should be provided !hat each has a plan and NPDES pennil Cle&n 

up the waler in the Trinity river and the river will do even better, the 

proposed project in the GRR/EIS does not demonstrate any contributing factor 

to the qutlily of the utural aquatic habitat, or wildlife habitat quality within 

!be DFE DPA. 
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260. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

261. Water quality is discussed in the main report and in appendix fas necessary to 
demonstrate existing water quality and to determine the effects the proposed project 
would have on water quality as required by NEPA and implementing regulations. The 
water quality of the wastewater treatment plant has been reviewed and adequate for 
the proposed use of improving the functions of the proposed COW without adversely 
affecting fish and wildlife resources. 

262. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

263. Improving the water quality of the Trinity River is a concern that is being 
addressed by EPA, TNRCC and others. The primary purposes of the proposed 
project is to provide flood damage reduction, recreation and environmental restoration 
without causing additional impacts to water quality. Improving water quality is not a 
project purpose, however, it is believed that use of the effluent as proposed should 
result in slight improvement of the effluent water as it passes through the system prior 
to being placed into the Trinity River. Listing of each discharger into the river would 
provide no overall benefit to the analysis. Enforcement of NPDES lies with other 
agencies than the Corps of Engineers. 

264. The purpose of the chain of wetlands is described on page 4-36 and the results 
of analysis conducted and described on pages 4-36 through 4-41 show that the chain 
of wetlands would provide a net gain of 184.57 average annual habitat units over just 
constructing the swales (Table 4-10). This demonstrates that significant wildlife 
habitat, primarily for migratory and resident birds would accrue due to the 
environmental restoration proposed. 



265. 

266. 

The GRR/EIS revised alignment discussion on pages 4-36 and 4-37 refers 

to tree q1.12lity issues without reference to, or demonstrating any Habitat 

Evaluation 'Procedures (HEP) or incorporating the information provided in 

Appendices F and G. These types of analyses use sampling techniques of 

representative habitats within a project area to measure Average Annual 

Habitat Units (AAHU) making up an Habitat Suitability Index (HSI). These 

mearores are basic procedures in a proper EIS. The way the GRR/EIS is written 

there is a difference in the tree quality in the different alignments suggesting 

lesser tree and environmental value for proposed alignment, therefore less 

mitigation ii needed., Without an HEP field analysis these environmental 

evaluations have DO basis or data to support tucb claima. GRR/EJS does oot 

describe or measure the area of previous disturbance and regrowth from 

abandonment creating less habitat value. If the area wu left atone it would 

improve un1Js disturbed appearance 11 due to contamination, but the 

GRRJBIS provides oo thorough and incomplete 1011 analy&e1 in Appendix J.. 

Environmental Restoration (Wetlands) on page 4.37 11 titled Is 

misleading and a misnomer. GRR/EIS does oot provide evidence of what needs 

to be restored. Nothing has been written in the GRR/EIS that requires 

restoration because the discUlsion is 1till io. the GRR planning part of the 

repori. A. better tide might be ·Development of a Synthetic Managed Sewage 

Sludge Pit As A Wetland.~ GRR/EIS makes erroneous claim on page ~37 (3rd 

267. para.) •literature on wetland development in the Trinity River Basin; 

provides no references to the literature claimed. Literature references 

throughout tbe GRR/EIS are entirely missing except in a few Appendices and 

these are limited. GRR/E1S makes reference to spring and migratory 
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265. The entire area being evaluated for the alignment had been mapped for 
vegetative cover type including predominant tree types within the bottomland 
hardwood forest. Field data including data necessary to conduct an analysis with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures for the area had been 
conducted jointly with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This information was used 
to estimate the mitigation require for the different alignments discussed. One of the 
assumptions used in the HEP analysis was that the bottomland hardwood forest 
would improve over time in the absence of other disturbances. 

266. Environmental needs including the need for restoration of emergent wetlands 
lost from past actions was described on page 3-19 and 3-20. 

267. Literature was reviewed but not cited. General issues related to wetlands do 
not require specific citation. 



268. waterfowl, but none are listed, and makes no mention of the local avian 

populations such as the heron rookery on Rector Street at the east end and 

north side of Midwest Engines property (Photograph 14). One sentence in 

Appendix G mentions the rookery but no details towards the end. This rookery 

contains several hundred adult and young herons and egrets that was once 

larger with more hirds (in 1992), but since DART built their facility and the 

present property owner bas changed the amount of birds at the rookery is 

less, although still highly significant. To list a few of the rookery birds 

observed in two hours in June 1998 and photo documented: rare White ibis 

(Photograph l5),. Black-crowned night herons, snowy egrets. cattle egrets, 

Great white egrets, Little blue herons and according to Appendix C the Cadillac 

Heights levee alignment will impact the rookery. 

Photograph 14. The Rector street heron and egret rookery, June 1998. 
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268. The rookery is well known and the project would not impact as currently 
proposed. See additional discussion to comment #18 on page N - 23. 



269. 

270. 

Photograph lS. Rare White ibis at the Rector street rookery June 1998. 

GRiuE:1s on page 4.37 (4th para.), reference lJ made to 8,000 cfa flow 

would create overbank. conditions great enough to flood wetlands and that this 

condition occurs 67 percent of the time. This is not substantiated by flow 

hydrographs in Appendix A. Appendix A datas not incorporated in the text or 

referenced in this regard. This is a very high percentage, in that, 67 percent 

of the tim:. the Trinity river is out of it's banks. This is incorrect The GRR/EIS 

does not back up this statement with any data. The data could be casil;y 

obtained from gauging stations which is not provided, as wen as the times of 

the year this high flows occur. In 1998, the Trinity river in tl)c DFE bas only 

been out of it's banks a few times and not since March, already indicating the 

average is below 67 percent 

Another alternative not considered would include the upper basin 

reservoir control dams releasing enough water monthly to flood the swale 
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269. A complete review of the referenced paragraph would reveal that (italics added 
for emphasis) " ... approximately 67% of the time, there would be sufficient water 
available under natural conditions, during the spring and early summer ..... However, 
such a flooding event would occur only 5% of the time during August.. (and) 
approximately 40% of the time during the October to January period." 

270. Existing water rights within the State of Texas place a low priority on use for 
fish and wildlife values. It is uncertain that the alternative to use existing water 
supply from upstream reservoirs can be used without concern that the City of Dallas 
might lose some of its existing water rights. The evaluations conducted indicate that 
the use of the CWNTP as makeup water for the wetlands would not cause violations 
of criteria for protecting aquatic life in the wetlands. 

The upstream reservoirs that have flood control storage are required to release ~hat 
storage as soon as practical following a flood event. The remaining conservation 
pool storage is allocated for municipal water supplies and is subject to the water 
rights of the local governing authority. Flood control storage will not be available for 
release year round on a monthly basis and will usually not be available for release 
during the dry months of the year. 



271. 

272. 

273. 

274. 

275. 

276. 

providing natural water flows instead of the chemically treated sewage waste 

water from the CwwrP. This would also purge and regenerate the entire 

floodway I Perhaps this it less feasible although this was not considered u an 

alternative if and when the swale is excavated. 

GRR/EIS (page 4-37 and page 4-38) incorrectly over emphasizes the 

amount of land, an increase of 123 acres of wetland from pumping as opposed 

to 83 acres is an increase of 48.2 percent in acreage and 515 percent increase 

In habitat uniu (117 to 19 HU). Although the Habitat Units Is an unknown 

quantity. The GRR/EIS uses Habitat Unit (HU) for 1he fint time without a 

reference or incorporating Appendices f and 0, def'ming in a loose manner 

what is meant by HU as pertains to the Trinity river and the DFE DSA. 

The GRR/ElS does not discuss the sump areas. Appendix C locates five 

along Lamar 1treet but does provide the specifications and drawia11. 

In APpendix P (Environmental) (page P-59) under item (e) only 373 

acres are accounted for environmenta1ty white 184 acres of the 557 acres 

impacted is not accounted for in the total area by the levees (2), swale, and 

channelization. Sumps are not accounted for in this regard and their omission 

needs to be explained. An additional 1,000+ acre, Is needed for deposit of excess 

excnited ia,;tc:rial totalling 3.2 million cubic yards of dirt. Of the 3.2 million 

cubiO yards 1.3 million cubic yards i1 needed for the levees and 1.9 million 

cubic yards i1 contaminated. The landfill is located in the vicinity of Post Oak 

road, Wmtergreen and 1-45 (MAPSCO, 1992 78-79). The land!UI that will be 

placed here reprcsenu an impact and needs to be included II an 

environmental impact and mitigated accordingly. The area also has to be 

assessed for Cultural Resources. There is DO mention of where the 

00ot1minated 1.9 cubic yards of fill will go specifically. McCommas Bluff 
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271. We concur that percentages were inaccurate, as stated in the comment. 
These percentages have been corrected in the Final GRR/EIS. The percentage 
increases were stated in error. The text was changed to indicate that providing 
pumping increases the size of the wetlands by 48.2% and the habitat units(HU) by 
515%. Habitat units, which is a term developed by the USFWS as quantification 
term for estimating habitat outputs or values through the use of the Habitat 
Evaluation Procedures. The value is calculated by multiplying the habitat suitability 
of a specific area times the number of acres within the area. Habitat suitability 
determined from models is a numerical value from Oto 1.0 with one representing the 
theoretical best habitat within the ecoregion. 

272. Discussion of interior drainage/sumps has been added to Chapter 4 and 
Chapter 6. Additionally, the appropriate figures have been revised to show the sump 
areas. 

273. There are a total of 424.58 acres impacted by the chain of wetlands, the two 
levees and associated sumps and the channel realignment at the 1-45 bridge for the 
recommended plan. Open water totaling 51.3 acres was not included in the draft 
text on page F-59. The errors on page F-59 have been corrected. 

274. The proposed disposal site for excess material from excavation of the chain of 
wetlands is located downstream near the Dallas County boundary. This site has 
previously been approved for disposal of sediment from White Rock lake. No new 
impacts requiring mitigation are expected to occur over those previously addressed 
in the decision making process to utilize the heavily disturbed abandoned mining pits 
for disposal of excess materials from the proposed project. 

275. The site identified for disposal of surplus clean material was previously used 
for disposal of dredged material removed from White Rock lake. This site was 
previously investigated and no significant impacts environmental or cultural 
resources would occur from placing additional fill at this site. No additional 
archeological survey would be required. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will° 
complete all Section 106 coordination on any other alternative disposal sites that 
might be identified in the future for use by the current project. The use of existing 
disposal sites would not have an effect on historic properties eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) if the site does not expand or impact additional 
areas which can be shown to have a potential for intact historic properties. 
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landfill aod others are mentioned but there is not any correspondence 

suggesting the CE has even contacted these landfills for permission 10 use the 

landfills. Furthermore, often additional costs are usessed by landfills for 

accepting such a large amount of fill. The1Je issues need to be discussed in 

detail in an EIS. The highly contaminated landfill from such areas as Linfield 

Landfill (see Appendix J, TNRCC letter of 1994) and lead smelter areas needs to 

be discussed further in terms of deposition site and standards for CERCLA 

related materials. There is no discussion of how the CE will detetmiae the 

278. contaminated areas from the non-contaminated areas when they excavate the 

swale, swnps, and <;!car for the levee right of ways. So far, admittedly in 

Appendix. J the H'rRW work b incomplete and further nmpliag and analyses 

need to be completed. Furthermore, areu within the swale alignment have 

279. 

280. 

281. 

282. 

not been sampled. The Geotechnical work is incomplete as well (Appendix B). 

The EIS is 'obviously not complete. 

According to the Environmental appendix a total of 2,770 acres of the 

DFE study area. will be impacted by the project which includes the mitigation 

areas. For Cultural Resources the mitigation areas represent an undertaking 

by discing, plowing, raking, grubbing, and planting much of the acrea.a:e in 

the U 79 icres described as mitigation areas. Much of the environmental 

info,mation in hidden away in Appendix F and not incorporated into the text 

and this is what an EIS is all about 

USFWS did the HEP analysis for the CE and is hidden away in Appendix G 

and not incorpor.ated into the body of the text which again is what an EIS is all 

about. No detail maps arc provided that locate where the HEP analyses were 

conducted. No descripdon of the sample site for AAHU to determine HSl. Very 

little discussion of the environment other than normalized topical literature 
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276. As presented in Table 1. page J-19 in Appendix J, of the Draft GRR/EIS. a 
total of approximately 478. 700 cubic yards of "Contaminated Material"" was 
estimated. This material was classified as non-hazardous based on current data. 
The only HTRW material tentatively identified was lead leachate from Linfield 
Landfill. Additional testing in Linfield Landfill, completed in November 1998, has 
shown that there are no hazardous levels of materials in the area of the landfill 
which would be impacted by the DFE project. These data have been incorporated 
into Appendix J, with resulting cost apportionment changes reflected in Chapter 6 of 
the main report. Discussions with the Avalon landfill were conducted in the 
development of disposal costs; however, construction could not begin for at least 
three years while awaiting project approval, so a definitive agreement for use of the 
landfill was not pursued. Final agreements for use of the disposal area would be the 
responsibility of the local sponsor. 

277. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. 

278. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14 and comment #12 on page N -
22. 

279. The level of detail presented is appropriate for this stage of design. Additional 
testing and analysis will be completed during the next phase of detailed design 
should the project go forward. 

280. The level of detail presented is appropriate for this stage of design. Additional 
testing and analysis will be completed during the next phase of detailed design 
should the project go forward. 

281. The information in Appendix F indicates the LPP would impact 424 acres of 
habitat and that 1.179 acres would be required to mitigate the losses from the 
impacts. This same information is disclosed in the main text of the report. Some 
technical information used to develop environmental resource baseline and impact 
information was not included in the main text but was displayed in Appendix F which 
is more technical in nature. 

282. Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service jointly conducted the 
habitat evaluation procedures. The results of the overall process were documented 
by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report, which is included in Appendix G. Detailed information related to sample 
sites, field data, and computer analysis were not included in the report but 
maintained in office files. 
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284. 

285. 

286. 

and no in depth study of the environment was conducted. The BHF and the 

environment in the DFE is 40-50 years old and represents a regrowth of forest 

and wildlife habitat when most of BHF have been cleared in the state and 

across the country. It is rather presumptuous for the CE to assume What plants 

and animals occur in this environment. This la why this environment needs 

detailed study in the field, hccause we, and the CE, do not know what plants and 

animals make up this urban forest. Very little direct observation and field 

work went into the HEP analyses. Many of the cited works in Appendix F do 

oot show up in the references, and this one of the only sectioiu of the report 

where references are provided. 

In Appen~ G the mitigation area is not evaluated. The types of 

vegetation is in the mitigation areu need to be discussed. If mitigation areas 

arc to be in•like-kind the high amount of plantings need to be discussed 

further. Th~ total project impact 557 acres project features, 34 acres landfill in 

golf course, 1,000+ acres comes to total impact comes to approximately 1,600 

acres. The land set aside to mitigate for the project only represents 1,179 

acres, or less than a 1:1 ntio (0.73:1) and is too smaU of a mitigation area 

relative to the project size. The mitigation area needs to be increased and lands 

up the While Rock creek drainage could be added if avaUable. 

II is not until one reads the Section 404 permit form at the back of the 

Environmental Appendix that one reads 64 percent of the time CWWTP exceeds 

the TNRCC standards for fecal cotliform with values as high as 8,900 fecal 

colliform per 100 ml (3.5 oz.). This is the type of fecal matter percentages that 

will be pumped through the swile COW. This needs further discussion atong 

with water quality issues. 
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283. Multiple studies have been conducted in the past that document plants or 
animal species are expected to occur within the project area. The area of the 
proposed construction has been heavily impacted in the past and most of the area is 
covered by cottonwood, ash and mulberry which are not unusual in regrowth forests 
in the area. Species lists of plants were also taken as part of the field data at each 
habitat evaluation site. Rather than being presumptuous. the Corps has made 
extensive evaluations of the forest areas within the proposed project footprints and 
has developed, in conjunction with resource agencies, a mitigation plan that would 
provide for preservation and improvement of 1.179 acres of bottomland hardwood 
forest within the immediate area. 

284. Appendix G. contains the draft Fish and Wildlife Service report detailing -
important information about existing resources and project impacts. As stated in this 
reviewers comment #282, the basic mitigation plan was developed and presented to 
the Corps for consideration in that report. 

285. It has been determined that approximately 162 acres of existing bottomland 
hardwood resources would be lost if the FSP/LPP/Recommended Plan were 
implemented. The mitigation ratio for woodlands is more on the order of 7.2 to 1. If 
all the mixed grass forblands were considered to be reverting to bottomland 
hardwood forest in the without-project scenario, then the mitigation ratio would still 
exceed 3.1 to 1. All of this grassland would not naturally revert to bottomland 
hardwood, however. For example, the grassland identified as cover for the Linfield 
Landfill will not because its elevation is too high and the impervious clay top would 
prevent tree growth. Also the borrow area adjacent to the landfill lacks suitable 
topsoil to promote growth of forest. The mitigation was based upon impacts 
identified and management improvements that could be expected to occur on the 
mitigation lands identified. The mitigation plan was jointly developed with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service using the Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures and the 
plan recommended by the Corps is substantially in conformity with the plan included 
in their report. We cannot justify acquiring and managing additional lands for the 
mitigation plan. 

286. The Section 404 (b)(1) analysis located at the end of Appendix F indfcates that 
fecal coliform concentrations within segment 0805 of the Trinity River, not the 
C\/1/WfP effluent. exceeds the criteria 36% of the time. The effluent from the 
C\/1/WfP is disinfected prior to its releases into the receiving waters. 
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288. 

The HTRW Appendix l is incomplete and represents major 

environmental issues not discussed or incorporated into the body of the text in 

the GRR/EIS. Fourteen HTRW silcs were described in the appendiz and th~re 

are actually 17. Only 26 new samples were taken for this EIS. Admittedly too 

few in the appendix. Admittedly. the results of the tests taken were not 

complete. More sites especially in the upper swate need to be sampled. 

Groundwater u.mplcs are lacking. The Linfietd Landfill (LL) needs further 

sampling. The CE bas not done the required work needed to comply with the 

dated TNRCC requirements. The LL is still on the EPA CERCLA lilt. No input or 

correspondence from. the EPA is provided. The text does not incorporate what 

is in the HTRW lppendix. The appendix is basically an iacomplete search and 

find report with incomplete and insufficient data. HTRW in the OFE is a big 

problem with lead conti.mination as high as 129,(M)O parts per million in Area 9 

and over 2,000 parts per million in some of the areas described in Appendix J. 

The entire iubject needs further in depth discussion 1D an EIS. This is not 

done. 

Overall the E[S is too long. According to 40 CFR 1502.7 an EIS should not 

be any longer than 150 pages and 300 pages for more complex issues. This 

GRRIEIS is ... over 900 pages of text, maps., charts, and graphs, It is not clearly 

written, many inconsistencies about project parameters and details are 

continually miswed. This is not an EIS, it is a planning document with the 

environment considered as in an Environmental Assessment An EIS should 

address a single plan and it's impact on the environment The · EIS should 

summarize the findings of study 2!pCCl! u they pertain to the environmental 

impact of the project not just add lengthy descriptions as provided herein. 
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287. See response to comment #3 on page N - 14. The results shown in the HTRW 
appendix have been incorporated into the cost estimate in Appendix K, and in the 
economic analyses in Chapter 6. 

288. See response to comment #1 on page N - 14. 
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July 17, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice,. Jr. 
Project Manager, ti the U. S. Anny Col'J)ll ofEnginttn 
Fort Worth District, CESWF-PM-C 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76l02--0300 

RE Comments or Additional lnfonnation on the DEJS 

The Trinity River And Dallas Alternatives Against A Catastrophic Flood 

Dear Sir: 

Dallas needs and should get the most Bang For The Buck. 

Our protection proposal for the Maximum Probable Event for approximately the same dollar investment will 
reap an incn:ae protection from 226,000 cubic feet per ICCODd to 449,000 c& • S l %. 

For approximately the ~ture, why not protect for the whole calamity. 

We are a four geneotion 100,000,000 plus cubic yard flood control t"amily. 

The existing flood protection offered by the Dallas Trinity Floodway is approximately 226,000 cubic feet per 
second, cf1. The current flood plan. is a Corpt of Engineers. Standtrd Flood Plan. It increases the flood 
prot~oo to "f"°ximately 269,000 cfs which is approximately a 15% increase above the existing flood 
protcdlon. 

The optimum flood study by the Corps ofEnginecn to meet the Maximum Probable Event inaeases the 
existing flood protection of226,000 cf.sup to 449,000 cfs. This is approximately an 81% increase above the 
existing flood protection and approxhnatel:y 67'/4 above the Standard Food Plan with approximately 269,000 
mfloodprot«tion. 

In the past fifty yean Oallu has made phenomenal growth and has geometric.ally increued its exposure to 
potential Jou due to mreme flows of the Trinity River. The Dsllu Floodway simply, 1w almost half the 
flow C&p¢ty of a mlXimurn potential of rainfall events. 

By comparingtfallu at themlXimum flow of the Trinity River, the recent floodl of the Mid West, and the 
South pak.ota floods, although serious and causing appropriations of$8,000,000.000, would be more 
comparatively referred to, as a ~spring Rise". 

Dallas would seem a more wise community to plan and build a flood control system capable of withstanding 
the greatC5t flood potential. Time ,pent on a plan for less than the maxi.mum exposure, could be spending 
time without Callmrophic Loss protection. Then more time, much heart brealc, and much more expense 
would be required to rebuild to the proper plan al a future date. 

Aoo,rding to the Marvin Spring« report to the Park Board, Dec:ember of 1969, page 17, quoting reports of 
the U.S. Geological Survey, there were two significantly high Trinity River flows. Therewua 184,000 
cubic feet per second Bow in 1908 and an 111,000 cfs flow in 1942. These (lows oo::urred from a sing.le 
event up to approximately IO inches ofrainfill. 

Using a single, a double, or triple compounded rainfall events a.s are experienced in several parts of the 
country in recent years., fw provided good reason for the Corp of Engineers to consider Maximum Probable 

N-

1. The current study by the Corps of Engineers, as presented in the draft GRR/EIS, 
did not investigate alternatives to provide flood protection against flows of 449,000 
cfs. Major factors as stated in the comment, which make the investigation of 
protection against Project Maximum Flood (PMF) or Maximum Probable Events 
impractical include the extremely low probability of such an event actually occurring 
and the high probability that should such an event occur, destruction of property 
protected by the levees would occur from the massive interior rainfall and flooding 
that would occur before the river actually overtopped the levees. 



2. 

Event flows of the Trinity Ri:vtr through the Datlu floodway. This would C&UJC a setting into the Dallas 
Floodwa:y Plan an increuc of the flood flow almost two and one half times the current capacrty 

A Bow of 184,000 cubic feet per second in 1908, and 111,000 cfs are two of the highest flood flows of the 
Trinity River Floodway through Dallas, in the wt 94 years. Studies by the Coq,s of Engineers tbow that a 
Muimunf Prob&ble Event si:r:nilar to those that have struck other area.sin the US, could yield a rainfall event 
or events that would Clll!e a How through the Dallas Floodway of 449,000 cfs. 

A Maximum Probable Event would be a Catutrophic flood water flow which would exceed twice the flood 
water flow ever experienced by the Trinity River Floodway in Dallas. It would be expected that both the 
Dallas and !he West Dallas low lying areas. lmdside of the leveeii, woold not only flood. but would flow 
more flood water through their low lying part! of the city, than has ever flowed between the lt:Vffll in the 
ftoodwty. Few people can really comprehend the devastation of raging flood waters such as are allowed in 
the Standard Floodway Plan. 

Why !houki the design criteria of the publi:lhed plan be, an 800 year Standard Flood Pian, and limit the 
rainfall to approximately a fourteen inch rainfall event or flood water fl.ow of269,000 cfs whm our 
meteorologists have exp~ a Maximum Potential Event of sligtidy more than a thirty inch rain ran event 
that can yield a flood water flow of 449,000 cfs? 

How can a Standard Fll)Od Pwi be equated into the Dallas FJoodway design with the city's potential 
cata5tr0phic loss? 
What happens to the rest of the flood water? Would we can this happening a Standard Catastrophic Evcm? 

Why is this potential catastrophic flooding to the City of Dallas not figurtd as 5erioosly u that ofa dam 
using the Maximum Probable Event? 

What in your ~gn criteria allows this oversight of the potential loss of life too property? 

One must remember that a single, a succession or compounded heavy rs.infall events would fill the upstream 
reservoirs and they would have no more storage for flood water. The el,:vatod reservoir simply puses the 
flood wates- through the emergency spillway. Under these oondition1, the flood protection of Dallas would 
depend directly upon the Trinity River Floodway flow capacity. 

Cooperation, efforts., and costs to build vast regions of the city can be wiped out in a few short hours 
following failure of the Trinity River Floodway to cany the flows brought on by such accumulation of 
floodwater of a Maximum Probable Event. The flow capacity in excess to the Trinity River Floodway in 
Oalla5 Would breach the upstream sections of the levee in the city and then flow through the city and then 
downstream. -

A good example of this potential flood of the City Dallas would be the Ea.st Fork oftbe Trinity River. South 
ofl-20 the Em Fork of the Trinity River has suffered heavy flooding a couple of times in the Jut ten years. 
Each time the flood waim: breached the upstream section of the levee. The heavy flood waters then flowed 
1hrough the intended flood protected area on the easl side. The Hood waters then proceeded to breach the 
levee to flow back into the East Fork Floodway again 

Economic cbanneliz.ation wociated with elevating the plain around the marginal eximng levees could 
eliminate all risk. According to the Corps ofEnginecn. over topping of the levee-.vith flood water· 
represents approximately 95% of the levee failures, while foundation failw-es cau9C approximately S¾ of the 
levtt failures. 

Um.ooal meteorological events of exceptionally heavy rainfall resulting in great flood water flows that 
supposedly happens once in a millemtlum.. seenu to lave happened several times in different places in the 
U.S. in the last few years. It ,eesns we are experiencing a change of climate. Jf one ofthe!e unusually heavy 
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2. See response to your comment #1 on page N - 159. The criteria for Federal 
participation in the implementation of a flood control project states that the annualized 
economic benefits of any improvements must exceed the annualized costs of the 
improvements. 



rain f:a1l events happened in our Trinity River Water Shed. Dallu would encounter a catastrophic Ion of its 
assets. most notably the loss of lives and the diJlupting of lives and the losa of property, unnecessarily. 

Weighting our Meteorologist information mtistically, le!scr ftows than the Maximum Probable Event, but 
greater than the 800 year Standard F1ood Plan in all likelihood would be a CAtutrophic flood in Dalin. and 
could ocdJr anytime approl(UIWely twice or more before the next Maximum Probable Event or a Once In 
Millennium flood. 

When consideration is gjven to the horrendous lou potential, u compared to the very small cost of a 
properly planned and executed Bood protection system to protect the city from any Ion; it would seem that 
the time had arrived to spread this message to the citizens of Dallas and request Federal Aid for assistance in 
the protection oflivel and property from cawtrophic flood damage resulting from the changing climate, an 
act of God. 

Any leu than flood protection from the Maximum Probable Event is a piece ofa plan. To take a piece if 
you can't get the whole protection, in the case of Dallas is probably bargaining for human lives. It does, 
however, put considmhlci resporwOility on the citizens of the city of Dallu to come up with the best plan. 

3. Is there any agenda more serious than putting this nwcimum flood protection system into place for the 
protedion of lives and then property? 

4. 

5. 

6. 

It would seem tha1 t&es'.e requimntnls should be met with the best plan and commence execution. fomnost, 
then start to incorporating other Pfqects around the New Trinity Flood way. 

Planning of the floodway, for secondary uses, should follow a simple, dependable, low cost ''Life .. flood 
protection system. In doing so reasonable as.mrance c.ould be expected that improvements for secondary 
uses would remain in place with tittle financial burden to the ownen:. 

I 
lfthe Trinity Riv« It 1-20 is still coniidered in the Principal Area for flood control, then we actually have no 
oontiguous study of a Downstream Area for the Trinity River Roadway serving South Dallas and !IOI.Ith of 
Dallu. Nor do we utiliz.c the back waler drainage areas of such streams u White Rock Creek. Frve Mile 
Creek, etc. 

A close look shows t1w a flat flood water gradient of the I 00 year or 400 year flood water gradient, could 
be lowered and not be allowed to rise steeply u it does now, in the areas of the Southside Wute Water 
Treatment Plant, Mc Commas Bluff: and near Central Waste Water Treatment Plant. This newer lower 
flood ~ter gradient could yield a lowering of the 100 year or 400 year flood water gradient several feet in 
the arei·of down town Dallu. While there are alternate considmti~ to develop this flood way 
conflguration, io a lowered channel profile. it could represent a substantial increa5e in flood flow through 
Dallas. fn combination with a width increase, it is po151Oly to allow 449,000 cfs and flood protection up to 
the Ma:wnum.Probable Event. 

Construction and development of the Down Stream Area sooth oft-20 would probably be necessuy to 
maintain 449,000 CFS flood water flow well beyond the principal protection area, the City ofDallu. A 
study establishing a lower drainage gradient and greater flood water storage can mean-a considerable 
increase of flood water flow through this Down Stream Area from the Principal Protection Area, the Dallas 
floodway. Studies of this area would be expected to ttvul the required much better than planned flood 
water flow for the Dalles Floodway. There would also be the bonus of additional flood control for Cadilac 
Heights, Roosevelt Heights, and other area tn"butaries, as White Rock Creek and Five Mile Creek, etc. 

Ched: Use for a "Life" Flood Protection Sysaem 

Have all three areas been c.hecked extensively eoougb? 
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3. The current study presents the development of a plan providing the maximum 
amount of flood protection which yields the greatest amount of net annual economic 
benefits, and which strives to minimize adverse impacts to environmental resources. 
As stated in the response to your comments #1 and #2 on pages N - 159 and N - 160. 
alternatives to protect against the PMF would be impractical. 

4. The study area of the DFE project is described on page 2-2 of the draft GRR/EIS. 

5. No additional flood damage reduction measures downstream of the proposed 
project have ben found to be economically feasible. 

6. The study area has ben evaluated extensively and the plan yielding maximum 
benefits was defined as the NED plan within the EIS. 



7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

Up Stream Area sufficiently? 
\Vrthin the Principle Protection Area? 
Down Stream Ams.? Interstate 20 thou:ld represent the beginning of the Down Stretm Area This area 

development would continue drainage, but also could commence storage offlood water at some safe 
distance downstream from the City ofDallu. 

Has the minimum gradient and adequate cross section been incorporated from the principal a:rea to the 
lowest possible downstream control? Has the Trinity River downstream been modeled sufficiently to utilize 
valley storage to maintain or reduce a flood water crcsc of this Muimum Probable Event magnitude? 

Are all downstream flood storage areas being incorporated and arc land ownen compensated with amenities 
that are not particularly expensive? 
Are agriculture areas. tax free in the flood plain? 
Are there allocations for Homestead offarmstcad flood protective mounds? 

There are handsome bonuses th.at come with the simplest excavation plan. Have these been incorporated 
into the entire floodway? 
Is there adequate Me development at the minimum ex.isting gradient? 
The size of cross section of the swale greatly incn:ued the flow offiood watcc. 
By lowering the profile, and maintaining the height of the am, considerable more cfs flow is achieved with 
no forfeiture of safety tp the flood structure during a flood. 
By flattening the gradient of the ,wale, the floodwater velocity can be controlled. During high flow 
requiremcnt5 the velocity will increase as the swale fills and the channd core develop!. At a lower flow 
requirement the velocity will reduce a, the croM section of the swtlc is reduced, with lesser flow. 

Raising the devation of the area landside of the levees hu 11eVml bonuses: 
Increasing the elc-vation of the back water flood plain can be a haz.ardou, remediation plan at the same time 
that it is a teved, a highway, an increased flood protected area and a better drained area. 
Jncreasing the elevation of the area land !ide of the levee makes available elevated developed property. 
Raising the elevation from the levee toward the land side can lend to construct.ion methods of very high 
earth moving production. 
A most recent line of earth movers, of a small single spread, would be expected to produce up to 5,000 
cubic meters per hour. 

Comparod with the current "800 year Standard Flood Plan", a well planned and executed project of 
considerably more floodway excavation thal is utilized adjacent, or nearly adjacent to the 8oodway could 
possibl;r_even cost les!! money. 

In reeent yearit>al!M tw h&d the opportunity to witnc!S cawtrophic losses due to flooding U there wu on 
1he Red River in Minnesota that cost severil billion dollar,. Dallas need not make the wne mistake as this 
area and othec coromunities who were devastated with floods. Wtth this experience, Dallas ha! whAt they 
bad now. an option to save human lives and billiol15 of dollars. 

To quote Mr. Trinity River himsctt: Charles Lively, "There was nothing major done to improve the Trinity 
Rive for thirty .five year!, and that's not progress." 

When we consider the "800 Year Standard Flood Plan" Dallas could iooorporate it and contimie to have 
luck for some time by not encountering a historically heavy meteorologicll event of approximately 14 + 
inches of rain. 

However, we mu.st be encouraged. Now there are many more new facts that were not available just three to 
five yea.rs ago. UnJilce the Midwest and other parts of the country, Dalla.s 1w hem fortunate to be able to 
,tocp on a Trinity River upgrade plan, and look at all the new facts and the old ones related through these 
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7. The design of the chain of wetlands swales has been optimized from the 
standpoint of economic benefits and environmental impacts. 

8. Downstream flood storage has been accounted for. To our knowledge, there is no 
program in operation that is providing land owners compensation for preserving 
existing downstream water storage areas. 

9. While tax rates set on agricultural lands are usually based upon the value of the 
lands production, we know of no agricultural lands that are exempt from 

10. The intent of questions 9. And 10 is unclear in how they pertain to evaluation of 
alternatives within this study. 

11. The plan was developed to maximize net economic benefits while minimize 
adverse impacts to environmental resources. 

12. See response to comment# 7 on page N - 162 .. 

13. Raising the elevation of the areas protected by proposed levees would reduce 
the direct economic benefit of constructing the levee while incurring huge costs to fill 
and relocate existing infrastructure and buildings. This concept could also negatively 
impact interior flood protection measures and existing storm drainage systems, and 
therefore, has not economic viability. 



14. 

The MlxilD.tm Probable Event flood protectiott plCkage reflects our best effort for adequate safe flood 
protection for the Cny ofD,JJu 

A fuw que,tion, areJ...iiecting on ddays becmue of a ,hort,go of money or dday, becmue of the 
need to anivc at the plan 

&J.. i'l ~ 
Cleal Watts. President 
HF Const Co. Inc:. 
PO Box 181867 
Dalla!, TX. 7.521!-8867 

Tel 214-328-166.S FAX214-328-2m 

• 
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14. Implementation of a Federal project is dependent upon the completion of 
technical reviews, policy compliance reviews, agency reviews, and public reviews to 
derive the best plan in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and policies. 
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possible; within O T days; 0 20 days; D 30 days from receipt of this deposition. ALL CORRECTIONS MUST 
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2 

P R O C E E D I N G S 

JON HEIMBURGER: It's my 

understanding that there's a possibility some 

of the wetlands or and/or forest mitigation 

land could be located outside of this project 

area further south along the Trinity. I do not 

7 believe this is a good idea for this project. 

8 

9 
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Even if it is slightly cheaper to do in this 

metho~,. it will put a greater burden on the 

City ~f Dallas for maintenance for whichever 

entity maintains the mitigation land, and this 

is a rather complicated project that is 

iAtegrating a lot of different agencies, both 

the flood conveyance, the levees, 

transportation and recreation. 

Dallas did have a bond program 

where the citizens were voting to help support 

tnis and it is being presented as an integrated 

package. Many people understood that the 

mitigation land would be part of the additional 

forest and recreation package. So since this 

is such a complicated and integrated project, 

it would be much better to keep that in the 

area to where it benefits the other portions, 

such ~s recreation and the natural forest in 
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the area, which is another aside which a large 

number of citizens are supporting. Thank you. 

LOIS DAY: I just wanted to 

say that the mitigation of land needs to be 

local and not downstream. The immediate area 

is where we're eliminating open space and trees 

and that's where the mitigation needs to occur 

from the standpoint of air quality as well as 

open ~pace for recreation. And I'm also 

conce~ned about heavy metal contaminants in the 

sludge that's going to be dredged from the 

Trinity, and there's some conflict about the 

adcuracy of the City's information on that and 

some reports that the EPA has done that need to 

be brought to light. And also the level of 

lead contamination in Cadillac Heights that 

remains is a concern as to whether that's been 

done adequately. So that's it. 

CHARLES ALLEN: I have 

concerns about several areas of the EIS. 

First, my concerns about the flood control 

aspects of it concerning the swale. The 

original purpose for the swale was for flood 

control for the central business district. The 

levee plan was incorporated at the City's 
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18:54 

5. 

18:55 

6. 

18:55 

7. 

18:56 

8. 

18:56 

4 

1 request but it erases the flood control 

2 benefits of the swale. The report itself 

3 recognizes if the Cadillac Heights levee is 

4 built to the same standard as the central 

5 business district that projected although rare 

6 but expected flood levels would increase in the 

7 central business district. If the Cadillac 

8 Heights levee is built to the 100-year 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
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15 

16 

17 
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standard, it would serve no purpose most years 

yet would be over topped by a flood event to be 

expected within a decade or so. Hydrologic 

analysis does not take into account the effects 

o~ continued construction and the addition of 

more impervious services in the water shed. 

Participation in the Council of Governments' 

ordered development certificate has not halted 

construction or fulfilled these dutieS even in 

tire 100-year flood plane and not all 

communities in the water shed participated. 

This also applies specifically to the study 

area of this report in that the effects of 

runoff from proposed highways that are 

intimately connected to this project are not 

considered, both from the effects on water 

quality and flood damage reduction. 
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18,56 

9. 

18,56 

10. 
18,57 

18,57 

11. 

1 

2 
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The current report baseline 

conditions also depend on the widening of the 

mainstem channel upstream of Corinth Street as 

far upstream as possible, the effects of which 

5 would be extremely damaging to the repairing 

6 habitat and would have an extreme negative 

7 impact on water quality which is more often 

8 waste water effluent than natural flow. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 7_ 

18 

From an environmental 

standpoint, the bottomland deciduous forest is 

the most diverse habitat in Texas and the most 

threatened. The effects on air quality in 

0A11as, whether the affected percentage of 

trees in Dallas is 1 percent or 3 percent, our 

net loss for the coming decade is the 

oxygen-producing capacity of that forest. This 

is in an area already failing to meet public 

tederal health standards concerning air 

19 quality. The mitigation plans recommended in 

18:57 20 the EIS are the least expensive in terms of 

21 initial plant materials required, which is 

22 partially paid ·for with federal money but 

23 requires the most maintenance from the local 

24 sponsor who must pay for the maintenance. The 

18:58 25 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service advises using more 
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18,58 

12. 

18,59 

18,59 

18;59 

13. 

6 

1 mature planting at a higher initial cost with a 

2 greater chance of surviving. 

3 From a recreational standpoint, 

4 the reference material is 10 to 12 years old 

5 and shows its age. It does not reflect recent 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

recreational trends in river usage. The 

identification of recreational needs does not 

specifically include paddle sports along with 

hikin9,. biking, and equestrian pursuits. A 

more 'recent survey by the Dallas Parks and 

Recreation show 10 percent of the respondents 

answering in favor of greater boating access. 

wt11e a local sponsor is building canoe, they 

should be coordinated with multipurpose nodes 

or trail heads incorporated in the recreation 

plan to minimize the duplication of effort and 

to minimize the size of the impact in the 

sensitive area. The Dallas County trail plan 

is an example of more current reference 

material for -- I should say not for -- but 

reflecting current needs. 

Another major concern is the 

segmentation of studies in this region 

concerning projects dealing with the flood 

19,00 25 plane. All the studies in this area should be 
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19,00 

19,01 

19,02 

19,02 

• 

1 

2 

3 

4 

7 

coordinated. The effects of all the flood 

control, highway, and other projects currently 

under study are cumulative in their effect on 

the flood plain, hydrology, and ecology. I 

5 would also like to say that some areas 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

' 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

identified as difficult to gain access to, to 

reach -- could be accessed more easily through 

use of my company's services, Trinity River 

Expedi_tions. Thank you very much. I will be 

submitting written comments before the June 

10th deadline. Thank you. 

COL. WELLER, Good evening. 

I 1would like to welcome you to the public 

meeting on the Dallas Floodway Extension, 

General Reevaluation Review Report, and the 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

Tonight we've done things~a 

li"ttle different in terms of having what's 

called an open house, starting at about 5:00 

this afternoon, and had some Corps employees 

had some displays set up, gave folks an 

opportunity to come here earlier and discuss 

the project and hopefully get a lot of your 

questions answered. I hope that folks were 

19,02 25 able to take advantage of that. If not, at the 
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1 

19,02 

19,03 

19:03 

19,03 

19:03 

• 

8 

1 conclusion of tonight's meeting there will be 

2 some folks that will still be here for a little 

3 while as we start to take things down and you 

4 can take an opportunity to ask further 

5 questions if you would like. 

6 Could I have the next slide, 

7 please. The purpose of tonight's meeting is to 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

receive public comments. We're not really here 

to in.this forum answer your questions or 

respo'nd to your questions that people will make 

on the court record officially as part of this 

process. But we do want to take advantage of 

t~is opportunity to hear from the public, hear 

what you have to say about this project, and -

more about that later. 

Hopefully when you came through 

by the front desk you were able to pick up a 

card and some other information, a card like 

t~is to fill out. This will serve a couple 

purposes: One, if you would like to speak, we 

annotated these in the order they were received 

and that's the order we'll call folks to talk 

tonight. It will also serve as an opportunity 

to get your name on a mailing list for future 

19:04 25 mailings on this and other projects. And also 
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19,04 

19,04 

19,04 

19,04 

19,05 

9 

1 we had copies of the slides, which you're 

2 welcome to take with you. It has some 

3 background information on the Dallas Floodway 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Extension, very short summary of what you see 

in the book on the tables in the back, the very 

thick notebook, which you can still request 

copies of if you're interested. But this is a 

8 brief summary. The last slide has a copy of 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the a~dress to request information and also to 

submit comments. 

There was also a notice of 

availability on the GRR that was in the mail to 
I 

most folks, I think, that were already on our 

mailing list. Those of you that did not 

receive that, you're welcome to pick that up on 

your way out tonight if you haven't done so 

already. 

Let's go ahead and go to the 

next slide, please. 

Let me just talk briefly about 

the procedures for tonight's meeting. Again, 

the purpose is to receive your comments and 

input and not to answer questions at this time; 

although the folks around at the boards have 

been trying to explain things and answer 
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10 

questions in that format already this evening. 

All comments and input will be 

given consideration during the finalization of 

the EIS. I was asked the question a few 

minutes ago, "How does this process work?" 

Every comment becomes a part of the official 

record. We have a court reporter here taking 

down verbatim the words spoken in this might. 

You can. also submit written comments. The 

perio'd to do that is through the 10th of July. 

That's when the comment period will be closed. 

It's our responsibility at that point to take 

ail these comments and respond to them as we 

work through this EIS process. 

Everyone that would like to 

speak, we will make sure you get an opportunity 

to speak. We will at this point limit comments 

t·o five minutes per person. We have 

Mrs. Marsicano sitting in the front, hand 

raised. She may be hard to see, but she will 

hold up a sign that says "one minute'' then 

"time out. 11 

The microphone that we would ask 

you to come up to talk from is up here in the 

front. When you do that, one of the first 

FULLER & PARKER, INC. 800-443-DEP0(3376} 214-369-DEP0{3376) 
LONGVIEW DALLAS FORT WORTH TYLER 

N - 174 



19,06 

19,06 

19,06 

19,06 

19,07 

19,07 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

11 

things I would like you to do is state your 

name and the organization you represent and 

then make your comment. The purpose of stating 

your name is so we can get that in the official 

record of tonight's activities. 

Now if I could have the next 

slide, please. 

What I would like to do is 

briefly summarize the Dallas Floodway Extension 

project. This project was originally 

authorized by Congress in 1965 and was part of 

a basin-wide improvement for the Trinity River 

aJa tributaries. The slide talks to the four 

authorized purposes: Navigation, flood 

control, recreation, and fish and wildlife. 

I'll expand on those a little bit more later in 

the presentation. 

Next slide, please. 

The plan -- a plan was presented 

in 1981 as a project that represented the 

standard project flood. That's what SPF 

represents in that first bullet, standard 

project flood. And the bullets under that 

discuss what was involved in that 1981 report. 

The plan included mitigation and recreation. 
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Next slide, please. 

In the 1980's, due to lack of 

support and sponsorship by the City of Dallas, 

the plan was not further pursued. It wasn't 

19:07 5 

6 

until the flooding in the '89-90 time frame 

that renewed interest in the study was found. 

19:08 

19:08 

19:08 

• 
19:08 

7 ·A reevaluation study was initiated by the Corps 

in 1991 and a NOI, or notice of intent, to 

prepa~e an EIS was issued on May 15, 1991. 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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Next slide, please. 

The City of Dallas, in 1991, 

constructed levees on the Rochester Park and 

C~dillac Heights levees. Alternative 

formulation and evaluation continued in the 

period '91 to '96, but due to time and change 

conditions, a new NOI was issued on November 1, 

1996. Normally a draft EIS would have issued 

w'f'"thin a year or two of the original NOI. 

Because of the long and complex project 

formulation process, which included extensive 

public involvement, the new notice of intent to 

prepare an EIS was issued. 

Next slide, please. 

Between 1991 and 1993, numerous 

al·ternative measures and combinations of 
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19:08 1 measures were considered. These include 

2 non-structural plans, channel plans, levee 

3 plans, vegetation management plans, swale 

4 plans. 

19:09 5 Next slide, please. 

6 The '93 to '96 time frame was a 

7 plan formulation phase devoted to work 

8 authorization and selection of alternatives. 

9 This phase of the study involved extensive 

19:09 10 input from the various citizens committees and 

11 other interested parties to regularly schedule 

12 meetings and a number of public meetings. The 

13 12
1
00-foot bottom width swale identified as the 

14 National Economic Development plan at this 

19:09 15 time. National Economic, or NED, plan is the 

16 plan that maximizes net economic benefits of a 

17 project. The NED plan was used by the crty of 

18 Dailas to aid in identifying a Locally 

19 Preferred Plan or LPP -- Locally Preferred 

19:09 20 Plan. 

21 Next slide, please. 

22 Planning objectives for the 

23 Locally Preferred Plan included non-structural 

24 alternatives, minimizing impacts to bottomland 

19:10 25 hardwoods, providing some level of protection 
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14 

to Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights as 

existing Dallas Floodway, and avoiding 

disturbing or dividing the Joppa neighborhood. 

considered. 

Next slide, please. 

Non-structural plans were 

Permanent evacuation is what a 

non-structural plan is. But currently Corps 

criteria do not allow buyout on a 

struc~ure-by-structure basis. We evaluated 

this ~or the 2, 5, 10, and 100-year flood 

zones. No economically feasible non-structural 

plan was identified for the entire study area. 

sJall incremental non-structural plans were 

found to be economically feasible for the 

Cadillac Heights neighborhood. 

arternatives. 

Next slide, please. 

The realigned swale 

A 300-foot upper and 500-foot 

lower swales were less environmentally damaging 

than the NED but still economically feasible. 

We moved to the west to minimize impacts to the 

Great Trinity Forest and this led to the 

identification of the Chain of Wetlands Plan 

that many of you are familiar with. 

Next slide, please. 
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15 

These two resolutions adopted by 

the City of Dallas helped identify the 

preferred alternatives by the City of Dallas, 

the Locally Preferred Plan. City selection was 

a two-step process, one focusing on the Chain 

6 of Wetlands and the other on the addition of 

7 levees. 

8 Next slide, please. 

9 The Chain of Wetlands in the 

19:11 10 uppe~ reach was from the confluence with Cedar 

11 Creek to the large oxbow just downstream of 

12 

13 

I-45. It was approximately 1.5 miles in 

1Jngth. The area of excavation varies and 

14 undulates, but averages about 400 feet in 

19,12 15 width. The average depth of wetlands in the 

16 

17 

18 

levee is about two feet. 

Next slide, please. 

In the lower reach, from just 

19 downstream of the large oxbow below I-45 to the 

19:12 20 Trinity River just upstream of Loop 12, 

• 

21 approximately 4.3 miles in length, area of 

22 excavation varies but averages about 600 feet 

23 

24 

in width. Average depth is about eight feet. 

In 1965, the Congressional 

19:12 25 authorization for the Dallas Floodway Extension 
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16 

included fish and wildlife, flood damage 

reduction as project purposes. It does not 

include the multiobjective outputs that the 

Chain of Wetlands would provide. These outputs 

or benefits include habitat diversity, natural 

flood damping, groundwater recharge, water fowl 

and shore and wading bird habitat and water 

quality improvements. Authorization for these 

proje~t purposes would be required and is 

propoSed to be achieved under the umbrella 

purpose of echo system restoration. 

Next slide, please. 

This discusses the Lamar Street 

levee. The length, 3.1 miles; average height, 

18 feet; maximum height, 31 feet. 

Next slide, please. 

The Cadillac Heights levee area. 

Tne Federally Supportable Plan has a length of 

levee that's 1.1 miles long, has an average 

height of 5 feet and maximum levee height of 16 

feet. The Locally Preferred Plan varies a 

little bit. It has a length of 2.25 miles, 

average height of 15 feet, and a maximum height 

of 26 feet. The difference in size and level 

of protection of the Cadillac Heights levee 
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19,14 

19,14 

19,14 

19,15 

19,15 

17 

l component of the proposal represents the only 

2 difference between the Locally Preferred Plan 

3 and Federally Supportable Plan. 

4 It needs to be recognized that a 

5 waiver is being requested by the City of Dallas 

6 which would allow the Corps to participate in 

7 

8 
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the Locally Preferred Plan. It should also be 

recognized that although not shown in the 

slides, the Recreation Plan, as well as the 

Habi~at Mitigation Plan, would be essentially 

the same as the Locally Preferred Plan or the 

Supportable Plan. Federally 

I Next slide, please. 

This shows the schedule going 

back to the Notice of Intent published on 

November 1, 1996, and then talking about where 

we are today in terms of what happenid in May 

wlth the issuance of the Draft Reevaluation 

Report and EIS to the public. The bullet 

second from the bottom which says comments will 

be accepted until 10 July 1998, and we expect 

the final EIS to be issued sometime in the 

spring/summer of 1999. 

a lengthy process. 

As you can see, this is 

Now we're about ready to get 
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started on the public comment period. I would 

like to remind you again that we're going to 

limit you to five minutes. We will do that in 

the order that the cards were received. And at 

the conclusion of all the cards that I've got, 

I'll ask again if there's anyone who would like 

to make comments and we'll try to take you in 

that order. 

·At this point we have 19 cards, 

so we're talking about probably well over an 

hour to get through 19 folks, but -- by the 

time we get folks up and down to the mike. I 

wob1a remind you again to state your name and 

any organization you represent when you come to 

the mike. 

The first speaker, first person 

who's asked to talk, is Mattie Nash. 

co1ne to the mike, please. 

Please 

AUDIENCE, She had to leave. 

COL. WELLER, Second is 

James Flood. 

JAMES FLOOD, My name is Jim 

Flood. There's one disadvantage to arriving 

early, and that's you get to be first on the 

list or near to be first. 
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14. 
l 

2 

19 

One of the first things I would 

like to say is I don't think 30 days is long 

3 enough time for a public response. I would 

4 like to see that extended to at least 90 days. 

19,16 5 And I would like to thank you for allowing me 

6 the opportunity to speak. 

15. 
19,17 

19,17 

16. 
19,17 

19,18 

7 I own a home less than five 

8 miles from the Trinity River in the southeast 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

sector of the City of Dallas. I will submit 

additional comments at a later time, but would 

like to say at this time that I adopt the 

comments of the Dallas T. Connor Group, the 

Ldne Star Chapter of the Sierra Club, and the 

Dallas County Audubon Society. 

I would also like to comment at 

this time on the plight of many of the 

long-time residents of Cadillac Heights. 4 The 

Dallas Floodway Plan to build a levee around 

part of that neighborhood and not implement a 

fair and just voluntary buyout program is to 

condemn those minority citizens t~ additional 

hazards due to pollution and a virtual 

stab-in-the-back sellout by industrialization. 

The Cadillac Heights levee is nothing short of 

»ghett9ization" by taxpayer dollars and a 
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19:18 

17. 

19:18 

19:19 

19:19 

20 

1 backward-thinking flood control plan and is a 

2 final insult to what little dignity is left of 

3 those residence in that polluted flood plane' 

4 Thank you. 

5 

6 

7 

COL. WELLER: 

is the next speaker. 

LEE ALCORN: 

Mr. Lee Alcorn 

Thank you. My 

10 

11 

12 

8 name is Lee Alcorn, President of Dallas NAACP. 

9 I would like to thank the Corps for bringing 

this information to us and provide us the 

opportunity to share our concerns about the 

project. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I had talked with some of the 

people around the room in reference to the 

non-structural approach and I wanted to make 

sure that we had given full consideration to 

the non-structural approach to this particular 

prOject and whether or not it is something that 

the local Corps is doing. We had some 

information the national Corps is promoting 

non-structural approach to flood Control. So I 

would like to just really understand that there 

is no conflict between what's happening here 

and what the policy is on a national basis. 

Also there seemed to be no 
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19:20 
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20 
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22 
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24 
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21 

information available in reference to the 

effect of building roads in between the levees. 

It seems that nobody on your staff had that 

information currently. Whenever this 

information does become available, I would like 

to have access to the effects of roads inside 

the levees. 

Also whether or not there is any 

envir~nmental concern for building flood 

proteCtion from levees for people living in an 

environmentally unsafe area. It doesn't make 

much sense to me to provide flood protection 

fo
1
r people who are living in an environmentally 

unsafe area, whether or not there's any 

coordination between the Corps and the EPA in 

reference to Cadillac Heights. And if we could 

develop some kind of -- get some kind of, 

aSSessment from the EPA in reference to this 

kind of protection for people who are in an 

environmentally unsafe area. 

The buyout options, I would like 

to know whether or not the buyout options have 

been finalized, whether or not there is any 

further consideration for buyouts. The 

information that I got from a couple of people 
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19,20 

19,20 

19,21 

21. 
19,21 

19,21 

22 

1 around the room suggest that because Cadillac 

2 Heights is not a compact neighborhood that the 

3 feasibility of the economics of buying them out 

4 would not be feasible. I don't understand how 

5 when you're talking about people who have been 

6 

7 

in a neighborhood for SO years you would have 

compact neighborhood. If you had a compact 

8 neighborhood, that would mean you would have a 

pre-developed -- or a neighborhood that had 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

somellow been already programmed. And I don't 

think that nowadays you would have people that 

would be in the neighborhood where you have a 

c~mpact neighborhood· build in the flood plane. 

So it just don't make much sense to me to say 

that because people in Cadillac Heights are not 

in a compact neighborhood it's just 

economically non-feasible to be able to provide 

a-buyout for these people. 

And finally, whether or not -- I 

haven't read the EIS and whether or not in the 

EIS study does it talk about the ·effects of 

upstream development and what kind of effect 

that would have on the proposed program that we 

are in the midst of now. 

So that's essentially my 
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19,21 

22. 
1 

2 

23 

concern, and I hope that the public will be 

able to continue to provide -- be able to have 

3 input with this project because we -- a number 

4 of us have some concerns about this on its face 

19:21 5 and hopefully we 1 ll be able to voice our 

19:22 

19:22 

23. 

19:22 

• 
19:22 

6 concerns and have our concerns somehow 

7 mitigated through this process. Thank you. 

8 COL. WELLER: Next speaker 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

is Mr~ Barnabas. 

Vijay Barnabas. 

VIJAY BARNABAS: My name is 

I'm with a couple of different 

groups. I represent Citizens For Safe 

Erlvironment, the Trinity River Action Coalition 

and Save the Trinity. 

And I've three points I want to 

make. The first one is I have not had a chance 

to read the complete EIS but I did read the 

s·ection about the financial condition of the 

Oity and I'm a little perturbed about the 

complete turnaround in that section compared to 

the draft EIS. I believe that turnaround calls 

into question the integrity of the entire 

report . 

For those of you who don't know 

what I'm talking about, the draft EIS, which 
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19,23 

19,23 

19,23 

19,23 

~ 

19,24 

24 

1 was released prior to the current one, in the 

2 

3 

4 

5 

section describing the financial condition of 

the City, at the end it talked about all the 

different factors and things you look at to 

assess the financial condition of the City. 

6 And it concluded that it was not advisable for 

7 the City of Dallas to take on new debt at this 

time because, among other reasons, the amount 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

of debt per capita was too high. 

Now in the new EIS in fact, 

this is not the new EIS, this is an errata 

sheet, it says based on this analysis, the City 

of Dallas appears to have room to expand their 

debt load to accommodate new capital projects. 

Apparently the reason was -- for the prior 

version was that it was based on dated and 

incorrect information. My concern is that if a 

draft report was allowed to be released with 

such an error, how is one to have any 

confidence that the rest of the report is any 

good? I mean, isn't it possible Where the EIS 

now says there will be no negative impact that, 

in reality, there might be a negative impact? 

How could the Corps of Engineers assure the 

public .that there are no other errors of such 
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24. 

19:24 

19:24 

25. 

19,24 

19:25 

26. 
19:25 

25 

1 magnitude and that the rest of the report is 

2 not based on dated and incorrect information? 

3 

4 

The second point I have is a 

specific thing on the current plan. There is a 

5 gap where the current levee system ends and 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

where the new Cadillac Heights levee would 

begin. My concern is that through the gap is 

where the flood water would come through and 

inund~ted Moore Park and Cadillac Heights from 

the back side. And then, ironically, because 

the levee is there, it won't allow the water to 

drain back into the river. And the final point 

I 
1
have to make is that I don't believe that 

there have been any studies done to determine 

what the effects or impacts of building all of 

these things, the levees and swales and chains 

of wetlands, what impact that would have on 

d~wnstream communities. 

Thank you for your time. 

COL. WELLER: Mrs. Anna 

Albers is the next speaker. 

ANNA ALBERS: My name is 

Anna Albers and my name is Anna Albers and 

I'm speaking on behalf of a number of Trinity 

River Action Coalition members. I want to echo 
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19,26 

27. 

19,26 

19,27 

28. 

19,27 

26 

l the request for an extension and a comment 

2 period. Thirty days is not sufficient time. 

3 We would like to ask for an additional 90 days. 

4 We're joined by the Sierra Club, NAACP, Audubon 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Society, some T. Connor members, Citizens for a 

Safe Environment, the Dallas Historic Tree 

Coalition, and Save the Trinity. So -- the 

report is much, much larger, I guess, and more 

compl~cated than some of us thought. And so we 

want 'to have the opportunity to visit with the 

people who know more about it than we do. 

I would also like to echo 

c~ncerns about out-of-date information being 

used in the Corps report. From what I gather, 

the modeling is based on a topographic map 

prepared in 1977 and FEMA flood maps, some of 

which were updated in 1986 and so some go back 

a·s far as 1977. And one of my concerns is that 

none of these have been updated to reflect a 

massive, illegal, and legal filling along 

Highway 310, White Rock Creek, and in southern 

Dallas; the project area in general. 

It bothers me that there has 

been absolutely no hydrology study to determine 

the effects of building more levees on 
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29. 

19:27 

19:28 

19:28 

30. 
19:28 

19:28 

1 

2 

3 

4 

27 

neighborhoods along 8th Street, Joppa, Floral 

Farms, neighborhoods below Loop 12 where the 

swale is going to shoot out water. And there's 

absolutely no discussion of the impact of 

5 building the tollway inside the levees on flood 

6 levels downstream or upstream, on tributaries, 

7 and I do not see how you can proceed any 

8 further without doing an engineering study at 

9 this time to determine the combined effects. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
, 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

To me it's a waste of taxpayers' money for you 

to go any further until you've made this 

determination. We should know now the effects 

ot building that highway. And it is going to 

be a significant impact if that bench is going 

to be 120 feet out from each side of the levee 

and 20 feet down. That's a tremendous amount 

of water that's going to be displaced along an 

if-mile stretch of time -- of levee. 

And there's also no 

acknowledgment of the location of the sumps and 

detention ponds that are going to be on the 

outside of the levee. And from your map over 

here, we were told that if there are people 

living where those sumps are going to be that 

they' r.e going to have to move out and I think 
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19:29 

19:29 

31. 

19:29 

32. 
19:30 

19,30 

28 

1 that should be addressed right now. These 

2 people should be told that they're going to 

3 have to get out and make way for sumps and 

4 highways and other things. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
; 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COL. WELLER: Next speaker 

is Mr. J.C. Morris. 

J.C. MORRIS: My name is 

J.C. Morris and I'm by myself on the 

prope~ty -- next to the flood plane of the Elm 

Fork River. I'm very concerned about the 

totality of this project. Instead of 

segmenting it into just this floodway, how you 

cJn know what your floodway will handle or not 

handle by the volume and such that will be 

changed with levees built on the tributaries, 

the West Fork, the Elm Fork, and this type of 

thing. And it's -- it puzzles me to try •to 

find these things out. They're not mentioned 

in this report, that I can see, to an extent. 

It is very lengthy and very difficult to go 

through. I also would like to haVe more time 

if I could to go through it. But it's a 

question I think that should be answered is how 

can you determine what you're going to do with 

this part of the floodway as a separate segment 
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33. 

34. 

19:31 

19:31 

35. 

19:31 

19:31 

1 

2 

3 
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5 

6 

29 

from the Elm Fork and the West Fork. 

very much. 

Thank you 

COL. WELLER: Mr. Joe Wells 

is the next. 

JOE WELLS: I'm Joe Wells 

and I also would like to concur with and adopt, 

7 once they're submitted in writing, the Sierra 

8 Club and T. Connor written comments. I also 

9 want to join in the request, as a citizen 

volunteer who has a real job, additional time 

to try to do a good job of reviewing a lengthy 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

document. And providing the best input that 

cltizens can, I think requires an extension of 

the comment period. I support that. 

My comments tonight -- I'm going 

to provide some written comments and I'll turn 

those in. I want to focus on the omission of 

tne reference to the Parkway proposal which 

proposes to put an eight-lane freeway within 

the existing levee system and on a levee that's 

proposed and studied in this env{ronmental 

impact statement which from my understanding 

from the National Environmental Policy Act 

requires coordination of federal projects and 

activities and a review of all the effects of 

FULLER & PARKER, INC. 800-443-DEPO(3376) 214-369-DEPO(3376) 
LONGVIEW DALLAS FORT WORTH TYLER 

N-

33. See response to comment #5 on page N - 13. 

34. See response to comment #1 on page N - 30. 

35. See response to comment #9 on page N - 31. 



19:31 

19:32 

36. 

19:32 

37. 
19:32 

19:32 

30 

1 those activities and projects. And the roadway 

2 project and this floodway extension are really 

3 

4 

one and the same. The hydrologic effect of one 

effects the planning for the other and vice 

5 versa. To do an adequate job of looking at the 

6 overall cumulative impacts of the project, 

7 you're going to have to look at the roadway and 

understand what the designs -- what 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the n~ydrolic" and other environmental impacts 

are going to be of the roadway. 

In addition to that, I wanted to 

say a little bit about air quality issues that 

r'was able to in a preliminary way review in 

the EIS. In addition to the lack of omitting 

reference to the roadway which has some pretty 

obvious air quality concerns and if it gets 

addressed we would want to comment on those 

c'Oncerns. 

You don't address, from what I 

can tell, any of the impact of the development 

that will occur in flood plane aieas that are 

currently flood plane you'r~ taking out of the 

flood plane by constructing and extending the 

levee system in terms of what the air emissions 

would be. 
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19:33 

19:33 

31 

1 Mr. Tatum in the Dallas Morning 

2 News seemed to indicate in a very strong 

3 editorial there would be a lot more industry 

4 

5 

6 

coming to Cadillac Heights. They already have 

a meat rendering plant, a chromium recycling 

facility. If that's the case, I think your EIS 

7 needs to look at what the potential air 

8 emission also in commercial developments in 

10 

11 

12 

9 areas.that once were flood plane but would be 

devel'oped because of your levee system will be. 

You take credit for the proposed restoration of 

vegetation and the quality of vegetation to be 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 7_ 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I 
restored in some of the mitigation areas and 

I -- you also acknowledge the lack or the 

decline in the air emission reduction for 

vegetation that will be destroyed through the 

construction of the project. The destruction 

hippens at the time of construction, but the 

restoration happens over a long period of time. 

And so I think it's optimistic to think that 

the benefits will actually be what they are 

stated in the environmental impact study as far 

as the restoration, particularly if the 

restoration were less than the City of Dallas 

which doesn't have a particularly good record 
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32 

of maintaining the floodway or restoring 

natural areas. With that I'll leave my written 

comments and I appreciate this opportunity. 

COL. WELLER, Thank you. 

5 Our next speaker is Ms. Mary Vogelson. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MARY V0GELS0N, I'm short. 

I'm Mary Vogelson and I'm speaking on behalf of 

the League of Women Voters in Dallas. This is 

a draft of some of our comments. We will be 

make ffiore details. If we can have more time, 

it would be greatly appreciate. We have been 

steered through some environmental hydrologists 

wJo we have been recommending to look at this 

project if we can have a little more time. 

Briefly the Corps -- the League 

has concerns with the Dallas Floodway Extension 

Project that center around issues of the •Corps' 

cOmpliance with and furtherance of the Clean 

Air Act and Clean Water Action Plan, the Clean 

Water Act. And the executive order is 

1289812250, 12875, 12962 -- I don't think you 

need the whole litany of those environmental 

judgments, justice and executive orders. 

Title 6 under the 1965 Civil Rights Act. 

Also 

We also call your attention to 
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the Corps' Challenge 21 initiative and related 

items that environmental protection could be 

threatened in the very large rookery along the 

Cadillac Heights area. I have been checking 

the maps tonight but we were alerted to that by 

6 U.S. Fish & Wildlife. 

7 The Clean Water Act and the 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

·' 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Clean Water Action Plan seem to be ignored by 

many ~lements of this project. The Trinity 

River' is currently one of the 40 percent of the 

rivers nationwide still unfishable, unswimmable 

and undrinkable. The EPA listed it as highly 

vJlnerable to stressors such as pollutant 

loadings. Pardon the jargon, but it's faster. 

The river is up to 96 waste water effluent 

during low-water drought months, which is a 

large part of the year. The plan to plaoe a 

leVee around Cadillac Heights and locate a meat 

packing plant's livestock barns on the inside 

of the levee next to the river leaves many 

questions regarding the Corps' coffimitments to 

the Clean Water Act. 

The Wall Street Journal reports 

of May 13 that Texas is one of the states where 

the TMPL assessments are not being made by the 
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TNRCC and should the City be forced to change, 

relocate businesses, limit land uses or engage 

in costly cleanup retention programs as a 

result of compliance monitoring by the TNRCC, 

it would be a shame to have the DFE project 

cause further tax dollars to be spent here. 

7 Not part of but definitely associated with the 

8 DFE project is the City's plan to cooperate in 

9 the bu_ilding and sponsoring of an eight-lane 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

toll toad constructed on the east side of the 

DFE levee extension on Lamar Street partly on 

the river side. The USACE/DFE project already 

praces the Lamar levee as close to the river as 

possible. We have made repeated suggestions to 

have the alignment moved away from the river. 

Under Challenge 21 we notice you are building 

more urban levees in some areas but they -are 

never closer together, they are wider apart. 

Others concerns the City has -

and I will skip -- is the extremely poor record 

of maintaining, operating, and coffiplying with 

environmental regulations. I have to stop. If 

23 

24 

19:37 25 

I may just quickly wind up and say we do not 

comply with our storm water runoff rules at all 

and the increased siltation is very damaging 
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47. 
19:.37 1 and we wonder if the Corps thinks its project 

2 will fair better. We also do not have any 

3 staff qualified to monitor, operate, and manage 

4 wetlands. 

19:37 5 COL. WELLER: Our next 

19:38 

48. 
19:38 

19:38 

• 
19:39 

6 speaker is Mr. Ed Fritz. 

7 EDWARD C. FRITZ: I'm Edward 

8 C. Fritz. My nickname is Ned. And I, m 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

9 speaki_ng this evening for the Texas Committee 

on Natural Resources. We have, along with the 

Sierra Club and the Audubon Society, already 

filed a preliminary set of comments on this 

w~ich we want to amplify not only tonight but 

in the remaining period by July 10. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A couple of the points that we 

want to amplify include environmental justice. 

We have met many times with people of Cadillac 

He"ights and the people who represent them and 

the people of south Dallas and we're very 

concerned about the way that the City of Dallas 

in particular, and the Army Corps by doing 

anything practically that the City says, are 

negotiating around to where they can slip 

through this terrible project have been doing. 

And it's not fair to do the way they have 
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particularly with regard to running over the 

modern approach, which has been supported by 

even the president's interagency committee 

including the former general in the Army Corps 

of Engineers of non-structural flood plane 

management and, particularly, voluntary 

buyouts. 

Now before I get to the 

volun~ary buyouts in greater detail, another 

one of the things that we want to add is to our 

statement, and I will hand you a copy of it 

this very evening, is what Joe Wells mentioned 

iJ the City is not finished with Cadillac 

Heights, the Henry Tatum article, which admits 

that the point of this -- of this levee and 

swale business is to get rid of the -- well, he 

didn't say it that way. He just said to,put in 

bii"siness, industry, commerce, so forth, in 

h<>hind them. This is the precise thing that 

the Army Corps' general and others have said 

many times and almost every flood plane 

management expert in the United States except 

those employed by the Army Corps in a project 

which will make more money for them or for the 

water interest is the wrong way to go, to put 
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19,41 

19,41 

51. 

19,41 

19, 42 
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19,42 
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industry in place of people. 

Now very quickly, we have just 

been down to the river this afternoon and there 

we saw where the Heights -- where the Cadillac 

Heights levee would go, thousands of egrets and 

heron of all kind still nesting there. The 

8 

9 

10 

11 

7 putting in of a swale and the putting in of 

levees would ruin the environment down that way 

and therefore we are very concerned about this 

proje~t and hope that it will be -- that the 

renewal of the final environmental impact 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

statement will be very, very 

wJ have the statement of the 

much better. And 

-- of the Trinity 

River card or citizen's committee here that 

recommends the non-structural flood control 

approach alternative. And we think that the 

Army Corps has brushed off the economic 

c·Onsiderations and practically neglected this 

&ystem entirely, this new method, and we hope 

that the new environmental impact statement 

will be extra fair on that. If not, we will 

very closely scrutinize it and get your figures 

straight. Thank you. I'll give you the -- my 

statement with regard to Henry Tatum's 

statement and a copy of his now. 
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COL. WELLER, 

speaker is Ms. Joanne Hill. 

JOANNE HILL, 

Our next 

Many people in 

this room have spent a long time studying this 

issue; some over 20 years, some of us a shorter 

time. I was on the steering committee of the 

7 Trinity River Corridor Citizens' Committee, a 

committee of over 400 people who came with a 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 7_ 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

visio??, plan. I currently serve as chair of the 

Grea~ Trinity Forest Park. 

mind I make these comments: 

It is with that in 

First of all, the citizens of 

nJ11as were promised that the mitigation money 

for the environmental damage done in the 

corridor would be used for the Great Trinity 

Forest Park. It's my understanding that 

Washington is urging us to -- urging you to 

s·end the money to Johnson county. We want it 

in the Great Trinity Forest where it was 

promised and where it's needed. In addition to 

that, we want the recreation money authorized 

for use in that corridor where it should be 

used. 

Mr. Fritz talked about the 

rookery. We went down there today. It appears 
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that the levee would go right through. There 

are thousands of birds down there, not only 

great egrets, lesser egrets, there are heron, 

4 great blue heron, and a pair of black-crowned 

5 night herons which were very visible from the 

6 road. And that seems to me a terrible 

7 degradation. 

8 

9 

19,44 10 

In addition, we cannot be 

concerned with just the trees that are down 

there', we are certainly concerned with the 

11 people in Cadillac Heights and will continue to 

12 push for an environmental justice solution for 

13 ttlose people. And we have been studying this 

14 for a long time. The Trinity River Citizens 

19:44 15 Corridor Citizens Committee came up with a 

16 wonderful relocation plan, and we would like to 

17 see that the people who want to move out·of 

18 

19 

19,45 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

19,45 25 

tfiat area, before they're bought out by 

i~dustries at pennies on the dollar, get a 

chance to have environmental equity for a 

change. Thank you. 

COL. WELLER, 

speaker is Mr. Jim Carrillo. 

JIM CARRILLO, 

Our next 

Good evening. 

My nam~ is Jim Carrillo representing myself as 
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19:45 

19: 45 

19:45 

57. 

19:46 

58. 

19:46 

1 

2 

3 
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5 

6 

a resident of Dallas. 

four comments: 

40 

I would like to make 

First of all, I would like to 

commend you on the Recreation Plan as it's been 

shown. It's a tremendous asset you can bring 

to the Trinity River corridor. However, I 

7 would like to make some comments regarding 

that. 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Number one, the trails in the 

corriaor must be recognized that many of those 

trails that are being proposed are major trails 

that impact a much greater area that serve as 

s~ine trails for a much larger system of trails 

throughout our region, and as such those trails 

must be recognized as significant trails and 

should be what the current standards recommend, 

which is 12 feet in width. 

I would also ask that you 

continue to be sensitive to the forested 

portions of the Great Trinity Forest and 

respect those areas and those trails, not go 

through those areas. 

I would like to also reiterate 

what Joanne just said regarding the mitigation. 

The mitigation, as you proposed it, here links 
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19:4~ 1 and creates a linkage along the entire Trinity 

2 River corridor through this area. That is 

3 something that is very important to the 

4 citizens of Dallas and should be that should 

19:46 5 be taken forward to Washington and should be --

6 the mitigation should occur in this area. 

19,46 

59. 

60. 
19, 4 7 

19,47 

• 
19,47 

7 That concludes my comments. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COL. WELLER, Next speaker 

is Mr. David Morgan. 

DAVID MORGAN, My name is 

David Morgan. I concur that the mitigation for 

the project should preferably be located in the 

iJmediate area, in the immediate vicinity of 

Loop 12 or down into the south part of Dallas 

County. And also that the Texston {phonetic) 

MIS for the Trinity Parkway has been approved 

as a locally preferred concept by the City of 

oa11as and Dallas County and utilizes the Lamar 

Street levee as the embankment for a portion of 

the roadway. With the passage of the City bond 

program, a planning of the Trinity Parkway 

should be incorporated with Lamar Street levee 

plan and design. Thank you. 

COL. WELLER: Our next 

speaker is Mr. Charles Allen. Mr. Allen here? 
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AUDIENCE: 

statement earlier. 

COL. WELLER: 

is Mr. Cecil Armstrong. 

He made a 

Next speaker 

CECIL ARMSTRONG: How do you 

do? My name is Cecil Armstrong. I wasn't 

7 going to say anything, but I was thinking about 

8 it, I live in the Cadillac Heights area and I'm 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

9 not One to fight against progress, but I'm 

defin'itely concerned about the environmental 

concerns for the Cadillac area, for the simple 

reason is if we put a levee in the Cadillac 

ajea with the highways going across it, we 

already have a problem with lead in that area 

and I think that would kind of like enhance the 

area more so for environmental concerns. And 

I'm more concerned about that because I live in 

t~at area and I do have children in that area 

and I'm more concerned about their well-being 

and the health and, like I say, I'm not 

fighting against progress, but I ~hink my 

children comes first about health concerns and 

23 things of that nature. I want to voice concern 

24 about that area. If it's going to be a buyout, 

25 let it be a buyout. If it's going to be -- if 
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it's not going to be a buyout, we need to have 

someone come down there and really check the 

situation, environmental -- economic inflatable 

(sic) to check the environment because we do 

need trees, we do need -- check that lead and 

things in that nature down in that area, 

because I do have children and I'm concerned 

more about them than having highways and 

buildings and things of that nature. 

I would like to see the economic 

development in that area because it is a poor 

area, but I think health comes before anything, 

fdr industrial or anything. So if you want in 

that area, we got to stay in that area with 

levees blocking us in and with highways going 

across us with got the DART rail, DART 

station coming up in that area, all that carbon 

md'hoxide and things coming in on us, got to be 

a.buyout or either we've got to have somebody 

come down there and check aggressively, 

sincerely check every lot that's down there for 

lead to protect our children and the old people 

that lives down in that area. Thank you. 

MR. FRITZ, Attaboy. 

COL. WELLER: Next speaker 
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is Mr. David Gray. 

DAVID GRAY: Hello. My name 

is David Gray. I'm speaking for the Sierra 

Club. We'll submit our detailed comments at a 

later time. Sierra Club adopts all the 

comments of Ned Fritz and T. Connor, the Dallas 

Audubon Society, and the League of Women 

Voters. 

I would like if I may to read 

several excerpts from your EIS. As would be 

expected, river and creek segments which have 

had trees and shrubs removed have been 

cBannelized, lined with levees or heavily 

developed are less desirable and the least 

utilized by ar_ea canoeist, bicyclists, hikers 

and bird watchers. Also, without exception, 

the recreational master plans and sector -plans 

of the cities and counties with jurisdiction 

a~ong the Trinity River call for utilization of 

the flood plane for open space, linear parks, 

access areas, active and passive use areas, 

interpretive areas, natural areas, urban 

wilderness areas and a system of linked hike, 

biking, and equestrian troops. In summary, 

natural habitat in the area has given way to 
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19;51 1 increased organization making the remaining 

2 natural habitat more important. Accordingly, 

3 future action should focus on protecting and 

4 enhancing the remaining natural environment of 

19:51 5 the area. 

19:52 

65. 

19:52 

66. 

19: 52 

19:52 

6 The channel portion of the 

7 Trinity River is possibly the largest remaining 

8 natural channel within Dallas. Flood control 

9 proje~ts would solve problems in one area but 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

compo'und them in others should be avoided. 

This sounds great. 

Unfortunately, this report is incomplete. The 

rJport erroneously admits consideration of toll 

roads. But for purposes of comparison, I'll 

not consider impacts of the toll road tonight. 

If we could have a plan that 

meets all the planning objectives without 

c·iitting trees, digging swales, or building 

l~vees, and that relocates citizens out of a 

toxic polluted environment and costs less in 

Construction costs and much less in maintenance 

costs, that would be a win, win, win plan for 

social, environmental, and economic 

considerations. 

This EIS does not contain an 
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19:52 1 adequate non-structural alternative. The 

67. 2 combination alternative plan is insufficient 

3 and incomplete. It does not represent a viable 

4 non-structural plan. I will try to suggest how 

19:53 5 such an alternative might be constructed. The 

-6 outputs of the recommended plan Chain of 

68. 7 Wetlands are met natural without cost by a 

19,53 

19,53 

19,53 

19,53 

8 non-structural approach. We don't have to pay 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

for those benefits. The recommended plan 

allowS benefits from the existing floodway 

reach in order to make the plan economically 

feasible. 

In the same manner, we can add 

those benefits to a non-structural plan by 

adding additional flood capacity to the 

existing levees. That capacity could be 

achieved through conveyance basins as proposed 

by Texstop (phonetic) and the City of Dallas or 

r~ising existing levees or other upstream 

means. The cost of the .swales are 

approximately the same as the vo!Untary buyout. 

The cost of the levees is approximately the 

same as the conveyance basis. Therefore, a 

couple of -- therefore, a complete 

non-structural plan is feasible and is not 
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19:53 1 contained in the EIS. 

69. 
2 We also request additional time 

3 for comments since most of this massive data 

4 compiled for this plan was not made available 

19:54 5 even though we had requested.it. 

19:54 

70. 

19:54 

71. 

72. 
19:54 

; 

19:55 

6 MR. FRITZ: Attaboy. 

7 COL. WELLER: . Next speaker 

8 is Mr. Campbell Read. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

CAMPBELL READ: My name is 

Campbell Read and I• m here to speak on behalf 

of Dallas County Audubon Society as well as 

save the Trinity, the Trinity River Action 

cdalition, and also trustee of Texas Committee 

on Natural Resources. I want to echo the 

remarks made by several others with regard to 

an extension of the time period for comments, 

and comments by others on a proper in-depth 

analysis of non-structural solutions which 

appears to be lacking in the draft statement. 

And comments by others on the need, the 

important need to include the eft'ect of 

upstream flood plane filling such as the 

proposed toll road between the levees and the 

Stemmons corridor and even upstream from that, 

what is going to be the effect of a proposed 
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19_: 55 1 levee along Luna Road? What is going to be the 

73. 2 effect of the proposed upper arm of the Trinity 

3 Park where the Texas Department of 

4 Transportation plans along the West Fork in the 

19,55 5 flood plane of the West Fork? And on the 

74. 6 effects of the floodway extension plan on 

7 downstr·eam communities, both business and 

8 residences below Loop 12. 

9 I'm very excited by the 

19:55 10 discoVery of the rookery this afternoon. As a 

75. 11 representative· of the Audubon Society, I would 

12 like to point out the destruction of a rookery 

13 li~e that would be a violation of the Migratory 

14 Birds Treaty Act, so it would be a violation of 

19:55 15 federal law if we were to destroy that. 

16 And the closing of the common 

76. 17 period on July 10th, or whenever it might· be, 

18 wollld not substitute further violations of that 

19 Act if we were to find such rookeries or other 

19:56 20 nesting areas for wild birds in the Great 

21 Trinity Forest that might be impaCted or 

22 affected by the floodway extension plan. The 

23 end of the comment period would not affect a 

24 violation that might occur. We need to be very 

19:56 25 much aware of that as we proceed. And I hope 
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19:56 l that the Corps will take into account the 

2 existence of this rookery in its final impact 

3 statement. 

77. 4 Finally, is there going to be a 

19,56 5 coat to the City of Dallas or the county for 

6 the construction of a levee in 

19,56 

19,57 

78. 

7 lead-contaminated areas like Cadillac Heights? 

8 Who's going to pay the cost of that? Is it not 

9 the c~se that the Corps requires a clean up of 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

the cOntamination before the -- before 

construction of a levee would go ahead? 

And we will have some comments 

irl writing later. Thank you. 

MR. FRITZ, Attaboy. 

COL. WELLER, The next 

speaker is Mr. Craig Holcomb. 

CRAIG HOLCOMB, Good 

eVening. I'm Craig Holcomb. I'm the chairman 

19 o{ the Trinity River Corridor Citizens 

17 

18 

19:57 20 Committee. Basically at this point I think 

21 it's important to address the issue of locally 

22 preferred alternative. Structural flood relief 

23 is a locally preferred alternative. The·Dallas 

24 City Council has -- that's the elected 

19:57 25 representatives, has voted for that. The 
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19,57 1 voters of the City of Dallas have voted for 

2 that. Generally speaking, in a democracy, that 

3 is how we decide what is the locally preferred 

4 alternative. 

19,58 5 I am speaking tonight basically 

6 because I felt like that point of view might 

7 get short tripped. Certainly when I hear other 

8 speakers give evidence as fact of Henry Tatum's 

9 op-ed .Piece on the op-ed piece of the morning 

19:58 10 news, I don't take anybody on the op-ed page as 

79. 

19,58 

19,58 

' 
19,59 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

fact. It's opinion. But more importantl'y, the 

report that the committee sent out certainly 

sJid that voluntary buyout was the preferred 

alternative. What is not being addressed is we 

have not had hoards of people volunteering to 

not be bought out. I have attended numerous 

meetings in those neighborhoods, and the ·fact 

ot the matter is they are much more interested 

in crime protection and fixing potholes and 

code enforcement and better parks than they are 

in flood protection, at least in my experience 

in those meetings. 

The voluntary buyout -- "A," 

there hasn't been a lot of volunteers; and "B," 

we have never had the funds specifically 
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80. 
19,59 1 identified that would be used for that. The 

2 questions that are being raised about the 

3 environment are serious questions and they 

4 deserve serious timely responses. However, it 

19:59 5 also must be pointed out that many of the 

6 people raising those questions and asking for a 

7 delay are opposed to the levees, peri.od. At 

8 least one of the current speakers tonight has 

9 said ~epeatedly on television and in the 

19:59 10 news~aper, and I've seen him on television, 

11 that after the election that they would use any 

12 means possible to stop the levees. Now I hope 

13 t~e Corps will treat their questions with the 

14 respect they deserve, but I also hope the Corps 

20:00 15 will not let delay tactics and questions ad 

16 infinitum delay providing flood protection for 

17 the people and businesses who have been waiting 

18 oVer 30 years. Thank you. 

19 COL. WELLER, Mr. Leon 

20:00 20 Ervin, Jr., is the next speaker. 

21 LEON ERVIN, JR., Thank 

81. 22 you. Good afternoon. I'm inclined to agree 

23 with Mr. Holcomb. I also served in flood 

24 control for a long time. Leon Ervin, Jr. I 

20:00 25 represent the South Central Civic League. I'm 
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20:00 1 also a member of the Dallas ffomeowners League. 

2 Truthfully, what I am seeing 

3 here and what I'm hearing, and I want the Corps 

4 to recognize tPis as well, first of all, we 

20:01 5 have a group of people that served on these 

6 committees that are still here and that are 

20:01 

82. 

20:01 

20:01 

20:02 

7 raising the questions just as I am right now. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

' 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Number one, this thing should have been over 

when the election was over as far as some of 

the things that are taking place. 

What we have seems like, if you 

will just look around the room, from the 

sduthern sector you find very, very few. The 

Trinity River is cut up in_ three sections. 

Area J seems to be the topic. Cadillac Heights 

happens to be in that are_a. We have people 

that have been called in supposed to be very 

irttportant people in our area, and I have to 

arate this, and no offense toward the 

gentlemen, the NAACP, supposed to be a powerful 

organization, and it is, in its perspective, 

but I defy being used to represent a people 

that it has not represented as a equal part in 

this flood control. 

Where was it when we needed 
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it - - and I have to say this: I'm not talking 

about the gentlem~n, but where was it or the 

representative when we were fighting trying to 

get things done in the southern sector? As I 

said before, no offense to him, but we have 

people that are shrewd. They use any way, any 

means and tactics to tear down, destroy, and 

hold back. The southern sector too long has 

been denied its equal share in the southern 

secto~. The people deserve the protection. 

To the gentleman that's 

concerned about the cleanup, the lead and 

w~atnot in the area, we have canvassed the 

whole southern area. Believe it or not, about 

five people in the whole Cadillac Heights area 

was interested in getting out. Just like they 

cleaned up west Dallas, they will clean Yp that 

area as well. The people deserve the 

protection. And the Trinity River wi~l always 

perish and suffer even upstream until something 

is done in the southern sector. We need mainly 

the water to flow in the lower sector, whatever 

23 means, but the people deserve that protection 

24 and we want everybody to have it. 

20:03 25 And the truth is we had -- we 
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20,03 1 had a bond package that went through. It has 

2 passed. And I see no need for us fighting 

3 right now, in words or other means, to handicap 

4 or stop anything from taking place in south 

20:03 5 Dallas. The whole southern area deserves more, 

6 it deserves better. And everybody that's 

7 "complainting" doesn't have any interest in 

8 south Dallas. It's not so much south Dallas, 

9 it's who lives there. We need your support. 

20:03 10 Let whatever takes place or has been voted upon 

11 by the people take its course. Thank you. 

12 COL. WELLER: Our next 

13 s~eaker is Mr. Mason Brown, III. 

14 MASON BROWN, III, I'm Trey 

20:04 15 Brown, Big City Crushed Concrete, Incorporated. 

85. 16 We're a concrete recycling facility located 

17 adjacent to the floodway project. We at.Big 

18 C~ty Crushed Concrete and the businesses along 

19 the Lamar Street corridor approve of the 

20:04 20 floodway extension as proposed and we 

21 appreciate the protection the pro.posed levees 

22 provide for us the futures of our businesses 

23 and the careers and livelihoods of our numerous 

24 employees. Thank you. 

20,04 25 COL. WELLER, The last card 
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20:04 1 that I have, and I'm getting a signal from the 

2 back that there are no other cards, is there 

3 someone else who would like to speak? If you 

4 would like a card -- I've got one more person 

20,04 5 to announce but if you would like to talk we'll 

6 get you next. 

86. 
20,05 

20,05 

20,06 

20,06 

7 The last speaker that I have a 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

card for is Mr. Roy Williams. 

ROY WILLIAMS, I would like 

to sa'y good evening to the Corpe and the people 

that are gathered here. Listening at the last 

speaker, and this isn't what I came to address, 

t
1
really came to address the issues and try to 

stay within that peripheral, but it appears 

that a lot of misinformation is coming out. A 

lot of people in Cadillac Heights are going to 

be relocated and moved out of that desolate, 

diird-world condition. They have been begging 

for years to be moved out of there, and I think 

it's deplorable when a citizen would stand up 

and make a statement as such to misinform·the 

general public. If I'm under a car and the car 

has landed on my chest, I don't care what 

person come and relieves the car off my chest, 

just get it off my chest. 
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That's what people in Cadillac 

Heights are saying_. It's no mystery. These 

people have been in a deplorable situation for 

over 40 years and they were forced there by 

racism and they want relief. They begged time 

and time and time -- when Mr. Holcomb was on 

City Council, going back as far as·Jack Evans 

being the mayor, coming forward to our present, 

no one has made any effort, no community grant 

money' has ever been earmarked, by the City -

maybe by HUD but not into the City -- but to go 

into Cadillac Heights· even when Mr. Holcomb was 

od the City Council. 

So there's a lot of 

disinformation being given out here today. We 

know why. It's still business as usual, and a 

lot of people are sent in here to misinform, to 

d:tssuade the effort by those of us that have 

b.een working in the trenches trying to_ get 

relief for poor people. This city has a 

history for not looking out for iis poor, its 

downtrodden, its disenfranchised and its left 

out. By that I know because I was the lead 

plaintiff in fourteen one redistricting, as 

Mr. Holcomb know. We had to take them into 
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20:07 1 federal court to do the right thing as far as 

2 how the Dallas City Council is elected. 

3 Five poor mothers from west 

4 Dallas had to take them into court to get a 

20:07 5 fair housing scenario. And this situation 

6 probably will not escape either without going 

7 to federal court. We are willing to go to 

8 court if necessary to ~ake you ~tand up to some 

9 of the legislation that has been passed down by 

20,08 10 Jimmy Carter and also updated by William 

11 Clinton. So here is my comment to the Corps 

12 Army of Engineers, Fort Worth, Texas. 

13 Can I ask for an extension of 

14 time? I don't know how much time -- since I'm 

20:08 15 the last speaker evidently. 

16 

17 last. 

18 

COL. WELLER: You're not the 

ROY WILLIAMS, No one told 

19 me there was a time limit. 

20,08 20 COL. WELLER: I announced 

21 that at the beginning. 

22 ROY WILLIAMS, I was not 

23 here. 

24 COL. WELLER, I apologize. 

20:08 25 There is a five-minute time limit. 
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20,08 1 ROY WILLIAMS, Well, anyway, 

2 working almost nonstop since the first of 

3 January, U.S. Corps Army of Engineers, restored 

4 the levee from Fresno to Chico along the 

20:08 5 northern course from Del Notra to Santa Cruise 

6 in January '97 during rain. Over 55 contracts 

7 were awarded to repair these levees. This is a 

20,08 

20,09 

20,09 

20,09 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

report from the news release on December 2, 

1997 ~rom the U. S. Corps of Engineers in 

Califbrnia Department of Water Resource News. 

Another Associated Press article concerning the 

damages of California, Governor Pete Wilson 

sJid, and I quote, after looking at many 

counties and their levees, the preliminary 

damage estimate has hit 775 million, end of 

quote. 

Associated article in the 

rninois News, February 26, 1997 relates 

businesses in river hamlet of Cleveland are 

shattered. The roads are submerged under 

several feet of water and many of the residents 

who refused to flee are living in the upper 

floors of potential submerged homes. Many of 

the residents -- the lookout is certainly not 

good said Darryl Parks, the emergency services 
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20:09 1 coordinate for northwest Henry County. 

2 Mississippi River tributary broke through a 

3 second levee about 20 miles upstream and up to 

4 150 residents were urged to leave their home. 

20:09 5 The levee was too far gone to fortify with 

6 sandbags. We would have to put up an 

7 eight-foot wall of sandbags. The way the water 

8 is going through there you could never begin to 

9 stop it said K. B. Melton, fire chief of the 

~0:10 10 City." 

11 

12 

COL. WELLER: Wrap up. 

ROY WILLIAMS: Yes. Can I, 

13 piease, since I didn't know what the time 

14 element was, nobody told me 

20:10 15 

16 

AUDIENCE: No. 

COL. W~LLER: Give you two 

17 minutes to wrap up. Please track two minutes. 

18 ROY WILLIAMS: and the 

19 g~eat Dr. Harold Reimer (phonetic}, professor 

20:10 20 in the agriculture economics (inaudible) at the 

21 University of Missouri maintained· a few basic 

22 principles, one is that water in excess cannot 

23 be made to disappear, a city can build levees, 

24 but to keep water in and supposedly out of the 

20:io 25 area being protected but it will go somewhere 
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20;10 1 perhaps cresting over a downstream levee or 

20: 11 

2 gushing preexisting or newly self-created flood 

3 plane and the more levees that are constructed 

4 the more certain it is that they would prove 

5 inadequate in a future year of excessive water. 

6 I could go on giving examples 

7 and expert opinions on the destruction from 

8 damaged levees but my main conce.rn is with the 

9 residents of Cadillac Heights. The leadership 

20:11 10 of Dallas has ignored the mostly poor minority 

11 residents who were forced to live in Cadillac 

12 Heights by the law of 1940, the support 

13 sJgregation --

14 

20:11 15 

COL. WELLER: One minute. 

ROY WILLIAMS: The Trinity 

20: 11 

20, 11 

16 River project have a price tag of 246 million. 

17 The proposal will spend 54.7 million to build 

18 new levees supposedly to protect Cadillac 

19 Heights and Lamar Street. As we already know 

20 from experience, this will not protect them. 

21 Another concern I have is that 

22 the toxic - -

23 COL. WELLER: Sir, you're 

24 out of time, please. 

25 ROY WILLIAMS: - - as well 
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as the contaminated dirt dredged up from the 

swales to make a levee. The - -

COL. WELLER: The time - -

ROY WILLIAMS: that the 

toxic dirt placed on levee sites will not 

injure them or their children's health. Thank 

you. 

COL. WELLER: The time limit 

certaiply does not limit anyone from submitting 

whateV'er they would like to submit, unlimited 

pages, to the record, at a later date. Thank 

you. 
I Could you please make sure you 

14 state your name. 

20:12 15 ANNIE MALCOLM: My name is 

16 Annie Malcolm and I'm going to speak on behalf 

87. 17 of Save Open Space, because save open space 

18 wants to go on record to request that the 

19 mitigation lands be kept in the City of Dallas 

20:12 20 and in the Great Trinity Forest and not go 

21 elsewhere, because it's part of the consensus 

22 that we developed for this whole project to 

23 keep the Great Trinity Forest intact. 

24 And then I want to also just for 

20:12 25 myself say that I want to reiterate the 
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20:i2 1 importance of the trail system within the 

2 floodway extension area as an important 

88. 3 component of the overall trail system within 

4 Dallas County and within the region as part of 

20,13 5 the Great Trinity Trail. Thank you very much: 

89. 

6 NEELY KERR: My name is 

7 Neely Kerr and I would like to clear up some 

8 kind of misconception here about studying of 

9 non-structural alternatives. That was I 

20:13 10 specialty many years on this Trinity River 

11 committee, and we were sort of led to believe 

12 that Dallas really isn't doing that while, in 

13 f~ct, recently they have done this on the 

14 middle section of Five Mile Creek. In 1944 the 

20:13 15 Parks Department proposed two creeks in parks, 

16 Dixie Creek and Five Mile. Five Mile they 

17 impinged upon. There was a danger of people 

18 being swept way because there was not only 

19 flooding but a velocity problem. The City of 

20:13 20 Dallas implemented a buyout programt 41 

21 structures were removed. These Were public 

22 meetings, people could go to them, they were 

23 wonderful, but they were a relocation, not 

24 buyout. The DISD was called in to help the 

20:14 25 children relocate. 
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During the Trinity River 

meeting, although.I and others asked for the 

buyout -- this relocation program to be 

presented, what was ~vailable, the people never 

heard about it. So I don't know how the people 

can reject that which they did not hear about. 

So when they study, by who about what process 

was this all done by? Thank you. 

BUD MELTON: My name is Bud 

Melto'n and I represent Texas Trails Network. 

notice the board over there mentions 

all-weather trails. And in the push to meet 

fJderal budgets, I know oftentimes the term 

"all-weather" gets adjusted a little bit and 

concrete might become asphalt and I want to 

make sure whatever trails are put down there 

are the kind of trails that will last and not 

I 

be eroded by water. Asphalt doesn't do well in 

water. 

Also, as far as the width is 

concerned, I note that the width in the report 

says 10 feet and the regional standard that's 

been adopted for the North Central Texas area 

is 12 1/2 feet. And I certainly think that the 

experience that Dallas has had in the· past with 
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putting down narrow trails then discovering 

that they're overused and unsafe warrants being 

very persistent about that 12 foot, 12 1/2 foot 

width. 

Also you mentioned you've listed 

four miles of mountain bike trails. And 

frankly I think four miles of trails, which is 

about 15 minutes of riding, is not going to be 

sufficient for most off-road bicyclists. And 

also 1 would like to see that any m~tigation 

properties that are purchased be kept in Dallas. 

County and, if possible, utilized as potential 

e1tensions of trails wherever that's possible 

or appropriate. Thank you. 

COL. WELLER, Is there 

anyone else who would like to make a comment? 

17 NANCY BATEMAN: My.name is 

18 Ndhcy Bateman and I'm here as a citizen of the 

94. 19 United States and a citizen of Dallas and I 

endorse the comments put forward by T. Connor, 20:16 20 

21 Sierra Club, Audubon, and the Lea(Jue of Women 

22 Voters. 

23 In looking over the proposal put 

24 forward by the Corps, which they call their 

20:16 25 environmental impact statement, I find an 
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20:16 1 amazing amount of strange commentary that 

95. 
20,16 

,17 

17 

96. 

J, l 7 

97. 

20,17 

2 doesn't seem to be relating directly to some of 

3 the environmental issues and a lot of strange. 

4 omissions with regard to map and drainage and 

5 other things. For example, in the overview 

6 comments there is a whole series- of rivers and 

7 lakes that are shown as part of the system 

8 whereas they're not. For example, they claim 

that t_he upper Trinity River study region 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

beginS -- excuse me the East Fork of the 

Trinity River is in the upper Trinity River, 

and this is incorrect. The upper Trinity River 

stiudy actually begins above this plan-area. 

The Dallas Floodway Extension area, and this is 

a study region, not a particular land area. 

Similarly, with the Great 

Trinity Forest, there's no such thing 

sPecifically defined. It's a yet unknown 

entity, but it's constantly referred to as 

viability entity in your material. There's 

lot of information that seems to be an 

association of other reports which are not 

cited. And as a scientist I find this 

extremely difficult to read and comprehend 

I can't check the materials that you have 

a 

a 

when 
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20:17 1 obviously put forward here. 

98. 2 So _I encourage you to extend the 

3 study period, allow us all to have a little 

4 more time to re~ad through your eight some 

20:18 5 inches of material presented, 30 or 40 days is 

6 totally insufficient to allow the citizens to 

7 really provide any good consumption and review. 

8 COL. WELLER: Can I get a 

9 show of hands of other folks who would like to 

20:18 10 make Comments? My court reporter's hands may 

11 be about to give out. If I've only got one 

12 more I'll continue. 

13 

99. 14 

20:18 15 

RON DAVIS: My name is Ron 

Davis and I'm also representing the Dallas 

NAACP. We would specifically like a definition 

16 of the EPA's role in this whole project. We 

17 are aware of the conspicuous absence of the EPA 

18 he~e tonight. And in this comment period, we 

19 would formally like the Corps to defin~ the 

20:18 20 role of the EPA, what relationship the EPA has 

21 had with the Corps in addressing Some of the 

22 problems we're concerned with, especially the 

23 problems related to Cadillac Heights and the 

24 environment and concerns there. And we would 

20:19 25 like some type of written response, either from 
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20:19 1 the Corps or the EPA, to talk about 

2 implementation of its responsibility to ensure 

3 a safe environment for members of the City of 

4 Dallas. Thank you. 

20,19 5 COL. WELLER, One last 

6 chance. I don't see any hands or anybody 

7 standing up. 

8 I would like to ~hank you for 

9 your ~ttendants here tonight. Remind you the 

20: 19 10 addre'ss is on the back of the slide package if 

11 you care to submit any written comments for the 

12 record. I would also like to take this 

13 o~portunity to thank the Corps employees of the 

14 Fort Worth district who worked so hard and 

20:19 15 prepared for tonight's meeting. I thought this 

16 was a great effort and a good way to inform the 

17 · public of where we stand at this time. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

coming. 

I would like to thank you for 

Good evening. 
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COMMENTSON 

THE PROPOSED DALLAS FLOODW A Y EXTENSION (DFE) PROJECT 

This document is the second set of supplemental comments of the Texas Committee on 

Natural Resow= (fCONR) with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 

the proposed Dallas Floodway Extmsion (DFE) project. Unless nol<d otherwise, all comments are 

with regard to the Recommended Plan. 

These comments. are divided into several parts. There arc comments regarding the 1988 

Record of Decision on the Trinity River Regional project and the variance process established 

therein. There are comments regarding the relationship of the DFE and the Trinity River Parkway 

Project, specifically im;luding cumulative and secondary impact issues as well as a discussion of 

connected actions. There are comments regarding that failure of the Corps to fully disclose the 

negative impacts to the Great Trinio/ Forest and its wetland values and functions. There are 

comments regarding interaction of the proposed project with the Linfield Landfill. There are 

comments regarding the environmental justice issues associated with this proposed action and its 
i 

impact on the Cadillac Heights neighborhood. There are comments regarding changes and 

additions to federal flood plain management and protection policy. There are detailed comments by 

Dr. Philip B. Bedient on certain hydro logic and hydraulic aspects of the analysis. Finally, there are 

comments regarding non-structural alternatives. 

I. 1988 J!ECORD OF DECISION AND VARIANCE PROCESS 

In the mid 1980s, the Fort Worth District of the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers completed a 

docwnent titled Final Regional Environmental Impact Statement, Trinity River and Tributaries. A 

Record of Decision (ROD) was issued with regard to this Regional EIS on April 29, 1988, and was 

signed by Col. John Schaufelberger of the Fort Worth District. The geographic area that is covered 

by this ROD includes the geographic area affected by the proposed DFE project that is the subject 

of these comments. The following excerpts from the ROD are relevant to the proposed DFE 

project: 
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"Based on my consideration of the data developed and presented in both the Draft 
and Final Regional EJSs and my careful consideration of all public input, I have 
determined that, for the purposes of the Regional ElS study area, my Regulatory 
Program will be henceforth based on the following criteria. The baseline to be used 
in analyzing pennit applications will be the most current hydraulic and hydrologic 
model of the specific site in question. The burden of proof of compliance with these 
criteria rests with the permit applicant Variance from the criteria would be made 
only if public interc.,t facton not accounted for in the Regional EIS 
overwhelmingly indicate that the 'best ovenU public interest' is senied by 
allowing such a variance." (emphasis added) 

"A. Hydraulic Impacts - Projects within the SPF [Standard Project Flood] 
Flood Plain of the Elm Fork, West Fork and Main Stem. The following maximwn 
allowable hydraulic impacts will be satisfied ... 

1. No rise in the 100-year or SPF elevation for the proposed 
condition will be allowed. · 

2. The maximum allowable loss in storage capacity for the 100-year 
and SPF discharges will be 0% and 5% respectively ... " 

The relevancy of this ROD is that the proposed DFE project violates the criteria set forth in 

this ROD. According to the Draft EIS: 

I 

" ... The analysis indicates that a reduction in valley storage in the project reach 
would result in an increase in the peak discharges. This increase has been computed 
and is expressed in tenns of an increase in the peak water surface profile 
downstream of the project. The water surface profile elevations would be increased 
an average of 0.15 feet for the 1 percent chance flood and OJ feet for the SPF. 
Based upon these small increases and the very limited potential for flood damages 
downstream of the project, a variance from the criteria requiring mitigation for 
reduction of valley storage and no allowable rise in the 1 percent chance flood and 
SPF eteVStions should be allowed. The variance from these requirements, as stated 
in the Corridor Development Certificate Manual and the Trinity River 
EnvirortmentaJ Impact Statement Record of Decision, would be further justified in 
light of the very broad ranging economic benefits accruing to lhe residents, 
commercial activities and public service facilities within the project reach as well as 
upstream of the project reach. Careful consideration of these factors indicate that 
the best overall public interest would be served by allowing such a variance" (Draft 
EIS, p. 6-12). 
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1. 

TCONR urges in these comments that the analysis and consideration of the Regional EIS 

and the 1988 ROD in the Draft EIS is both incomplete and contrary to law. The statement quoted 

above fails as full disclosure of the cumulative impact variance issue and it fails to apply the correct 

test regarding public interest (overwhelming vs. best overall). The statement quoted above is 

conclusionary with regard to the variance issue and does not fully infonn the decision-maker of the 

variance process or of the role of the Corridor Development Certificate process in the issuance of a 

variance. To the extent that the Corps has sole authority to issue a variance, it must do so only 

when public interest factors not otherwise considered in the Regional EIS overwhelmingly indicate 

that the variance is in the best overall public interest. Such is simply not the CMe with regard to the 

DFEprojccl 

A. THE CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT CERTIFICATE PROCESS 

The Regional EIS and the associated ROD gave birth to the Corridor Development 

Certificate (CDC) process. The CDC process was initiated in the early 1990s and was fonnalized 

with the adoption of the CDC manual in 1993. The CDC process is composed of cities along the 
I 

Trinity as well as the North Central Texas Council of Governments and the Fort Worth District of 

the Corps of Engineers. This coordinated program of cooperative flood plain management exists 

from Fort Worth through Dallas along the Trinity River and includes all cities wilh jurisdiction 

along the Trinity River and its major tributaries. 

This management system is an important and key aspect of flood plain damage reduction on 

_the Trinity River and its tributaries. This CDC process is established on the principles adopted in 

the 1988 ROI}, including specifically the criteria of(!) no rise in the 100 year and SPF flood levels, 

and (2) no more than 0% and 5% loss of valley storage for the 100 year and SPF events, 

respectively (see CDC Manual, Common Permit Criteria). Each of the citios along the Trinity have 

incorporated these criteria into their- flood plain management ordinances and regulations. A 

functional, coordinated floodplain management program such as CDC is unique in Texas and 

perhaps in the United States. 

3 

1. The statement is intended to be conclusionary. 
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3. 

There has not been a variance granted by the Corps to the ROD since it was adopted in 

1988 and there have been no variances to the CDC requirements since adoption by all the 

· municipalities in l 993. This process of protecting the water surface elevations and valley storage 

within the Trinity River System is important and respected. The decision of the Cotps of Engineers 

and the City of Dallas to seek a variance from these requirements raises major policy issues 

regarding the integrity of the CDC program and the willingness of other communities to restrict 

flood plain development and flood level rise in the future. The role of the Fort Worth District of the 

Corps of Engineers is critical to the success of the CDC program. If a variance is granted in this 

case, then the integrity of the program will be compromised and Trinity River flood damage 

reduction programs will suffer. 

In the context 'or the Draft EIS, full disclosure has not occurred regarding the success of the 

1988 ROD in preventing cumulative_impacts and water level rise on the Trinity River. The Draft 

EIS docs not fully disclose the existence of, importance of and success of the CDC process that 

implements th~ ROD. There has not been full disclosure of the number of variances - none - that 

have been granted from the 1988 ROD and from the CDC criteria. There has not been full 

disclosure of the importance of the variance process to the continued success of the CDC proce$. 

There has not been full disclosure in the Draft EIS of the importance of the ROD and CDC process 

to the long-tenn safety and viability of the communities adjacent to the Trinity River. There has 

not been full disclosure of the effect that granting this variance will have in undermining the 

. integrity Of the _!]ood damage reduction program currently in effect on the Trinity River through the 

1988 ROD and the CDC process. 

B. FAILURE TO DEMONSTRATE OVERWHELl\fiNG PUBLIC INfEREST 

According to the 1988 ROD, a variance to the ROD's criteria should only be iSSued when 

public interest factors overwhelmingly indicate that the variance is in the public interest It is the 

position ofTCONR that the EIS and/or the technical documents m11St support a conclusion that the 
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2. There have been variances granted to the ROD where flood damage reduction 
projects would reduce threats to life and property at existing developments. 

3. The intent of the Draft EIS was to address the impacts of the proposed project and 
alternatives. The hydrology model used for existing conditions reflect the ultimate 
benefits that have been and will continue to evolve from the CDC & ROD. 



proposed DFE is overwhelmingly in the public interest. No such showing has been made in either 

the draft EIS or in the associated t,clmic.J r,ports. Indeed, the only mention of public interest 

factors is found in the section of the DElS quoted above which limits its discussion to economic 

benefits and fails to discuss any negative aspects. That segment is conclusionary, fails to address 

all public interest factors and fails to articulate a defensible basis for making a public interest 

decision. 

Factors to be considered in identifying the public interest are found in the regulations of the 

Corps of Engineers at 33 CFR 320.4(a). Essentially, the public interest test is a balancing test~ one 

that identifies the pluses and minuses of a proposal and attempts to weigh those against one 

another. There are many factors that are identified in the regulations, including conservation, 

aesthetics, economics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, fish and wildlife values, flood 

ha7Brds, flood plain values, land use, recreation, and in general, the needs and welfare of the people. 

It is a broad, general balancing test. 

Under tfte regulatory policies set out in 33 CFR 320.4(a), a permit is to be issued unless it is 

shown to be contrary to the public interest. However, the 1988 ROD fiom the Trinity River 

Regional study changed trus balancing lest. Rather than there being a presumption that the project 

meets the public interest test unless shown otherwise as set out in 320.4{a), the 1988 ROD requires 

that a project must be determined to be "overwhelmingly in the public interest" prior to a variance 

being granted. This 1988 ROD test is a difficult test and nol a simple balancing test :ms 1988 

ROD creates a ~ng and difficult burden that must be met by the proponent of a variance fiom the 

,riteria established by the 1988 ROD. 

The language in the 1988 ROD was not chosen lightly. The Fort Worth District fully 

understood the words that were chosen. Col. Schaufelberger and/or the staff of the Fort Worth 

District knew that thCy were altering the burden of proof regarding public interest as expressed in 

320.4(a). This 1988 ROD was writteu with the full knowledge that politic.J pressure would be 

brought to bear on the district in the future and that simple economics should not be enough to alter 
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4. 

this ROD. This ROD was intended to require a rigorous analysis of the public interest of a project 

because the cwnulative rise in the Trinity River flood elevations had to be prevented. 

TCONR argues that specific factual disclosures must be made regaroing the inputs that the 

Fort Worth District considered in determining that a variance from the 1988 ROD is 

'.'overwhelmingly in the public interest." TCONR asserts that several public interest factors argue 

against the granting of the variance, including (1) the impact of the variance on the CDC process 

specifically and upon flood plain management generally within the Trinity Corridor, (2) the impact 

of the variance in destroying a portion the Great Trinity Forest, and (3) the impact of the variance 

when considered in light of the contamination in Cadillac Heights. Each of these issues is 

discussed in greater detail. However, the primary point is that the burden is on the Corps to 

docwneot the basis for finding that the granting of the variance is overwhelmingly in the public 

interest, a burden that TCONR does not believe has been or can be met with regard to the DFE 

project. 

I· NEGATIVEIMPACTONCDCPROCESS 

First, TCONR asserts that the impact of a variance on the CDC process is a key element of 

the "overwhelming public interest" test. Specifically, TCONR believes that the flood plain 

management activities and flood plain development regulations within the Trinity Conidor would 

be negatively impacted by the granting of a variance to the City of Dallas for the DFE project. By 

such an action, the Corps would have opened the floodgates of the variance process, thereby 

undennining that which the 1988 ROD established. At the least, the Corps should require the DFE 

project to be subjected to the CDC process prior to completion of the Final EIS and prior to a 

determination of whether or not a variance is in the overall public interest or not. The results of the 

CDC review process should be part of the official record and included in tho Final EIS. 

TCONR additionally asserts that if this analysis of the negative effect of the granting of a 

variance upon the CDC process is correct, Executive Order 11988 regaroing flood plains also 
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4. Providing flood protection to over 2,500 existing structures in the Dallas Floodway 
Extension area, which currently have no protection, and increasing orotection to over 
10,000 existing structures within the reaches of the existing Dallas Floodway weighs 
heavy in. the determination that granting the variance is not just within the public interest 
but is "overwhelmingly" in the public interest. 



5. 

6. 
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would be violated by the proposed DFE project. This violation would add another flood-related 

public interest issue arguing against the overwhelming acceptability of the DFE project. 

2. NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE GREAT TRINITY FOREST 

Second, TCONR asserts that the impact of a variance on the Great Trinity Forest must be 

considered as a negative factor in the public interest balancing test. As wiU be discussed later, 

TCONR believes that full disclosure of the impacts of the project upon the Great Trinity Forest has 

not occurred in the Draft EIS. It is clear that the Great Trinity Forest is a unique urban resource. It 

is clear that a swale will be cut through this forest as part of the proposed DFE project. It is clear 

that floodwaters will cause additional damage beyond the construction limits of the swale. It is 

clear that these destroyed and Jost portions of the Great Trinity Forest are either classified as 

wetlands or perform 'Wetland functions and possess wetland values. It is clear that conservation, 

wetland, fish and wildlife and generaJ aesthetic public interest parameters are negatively impacted 

by the hann to the Great Trinity Forest. 

l . 

3. NEGATIVE IMPACT ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONCERNS 

Third. TCONR asserts that environmental justice issues are raised with regard to the levee 

protection for Cadillac Heights. Cadillac Heights is currently zoned industrial. Cadillac Heights is 

currently contaminated with lead. It is misleading if not an outright misrepresentation for the 

documenmtion associated with the DFE project to speak in tenns of protection of the residential 

viability of Cadillac Heights. This area has been lost as a residential neighborhood, a fact well 

·known tO the City of Dallas. 

This environmental justice issue will be discussed in detail in Jater sections of these 

comments. The point, however, is that in determining whether this DFE project is overwhelmingly 

in the public interest, it is important to fully disclose and understand how this project interacts with 

development patterns and public health. In the case of Cadillac Heights, people should not be 

N - • 

5. The project is in full compliance with Executive Order 11988. 

6. Impacts to forest lands have been fully disclosed and a mitigation plan to fully 
compensate resource losses has been developed. 

7. Disagree, no individual would be required to remain in the area at anytime as a 
result of project implementation. 
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encouraged to live amidst this contamination. Instead, they should be given a chance to live 

without contamination through buy out programs. To the extent that the DFE project causes 

persons to continue to live in a contaminated area. the project is certainly contrary to the public 

interest. 

4. PUBLIC INTEREST SUMMARY 

In summary, TCONR strongly believes that the proposed DFE project is not 

overwhelmingly in the public interest. Full and fair disclosure of the impacts of the proposed DFE 

project on the CDC process, the Great Trinity Forest and environmental justice concerns in Cadillac 

Heights will identify significant negative public interest concerns about the DFE project. TCONR 

believes that when these factors are considered together in light of the project's proposed benefits, a 

fair and wibiased decision•maker cannot. in good conscience, find an overwhelming public interest 

in granting a variance from the 1988 ROD. Without such a finding, this project must be rejected. 

II. CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED TRINITY PARKWAY PROJECT, TUE 

GREAT "tRINITY FOREST MASTER PLAN AND OTHER TRINITY RIVER 

CORRIDOR PROJECTS 

A second major concern ofTCONR regarding the proposed DFE project is its relationship 

with other improvements in the Trinity Corridor, including the proposed Trinity Parkway Project, 

the Great_,_Trinity Forest Master Plan and other improvements. TCONR believes and argues that the 

proposed DFE1>rojcc, the proposed Trinity Parkway Projec, the proposed Great Trinity Forest 

Master Plan and other Trinity ruver improvements are inextricably linked and that the impacts of 

these projects should be analyzed together in one EIS. In this regard, it is important to tmderstand 

some of the background of these projects as well as the legal concepts that are associated with the 

analysis of impacts .from these interdependent projects. 
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8. See response to comment #4 page N - 242. 

9. Reasonably foreseeable project descriptions and the cumulative impacts resulting 
from them have been incorporated into the final report. However, commonly 
assumed future projects must withstand the test of affects upon the proposed Dallas 
Floodway Extension project. The Corps of Engineers retains regulatory control over 
any future projects which may affect the Trinity floodway. 



A. INTERDEPENDENOES, SCOPE AND THE DEIS 

In May 1998, the City of Dallas held a bond election. As part of that bond election, 

Proposition II titled "Trinity River Corridor Project" was included. As shown in Figure I, 

Proposition 11 included the proposed DFE projec~ the Elm Fork Levee, various transportation 

improvements including the Trinity Parkway, the Great Trinity Forest Master Plan and the Chain of 

Lakes plan. Together, these projects represented a commibnent of $246 million by the City of 

Dallas to these Trinity Corridor projects. In a document titled "Capital Improvement Program: 1998 

Capital Bond Program Smnmary In-Brief, Election: May 2, 1998", the projects to he implememed 

by this bond issue were discussed. This document is attached to these comments as Appendix A. 

TCONR specifically requests that all documents appended to these comments be included in the 

.official record of this decision•making process. 

Figure 1 

PROPOSmoN 11: TRINITY RIVER CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Proqr,,m Ca!egory Amount Allocated 
Dallas Floodwav Extension S24,700,000 
.Erm Fork levee SJ0,000,000 
Transnormtlon Improvements $118,000,000 
Greal Trinitv Forest $41,800,000 
Chain of Lakes $31,500,000 

TCONR is also submitting a document titled "Interdependencies" as Appendix B. This 

document was prepared and circulated by the City of Dallas regarding the bond issue. As can be 

seen on the document's summary matrix. in Figure 2, the City of Dallas has identified numerous 

interdependencies among the various projects that have been proposed by the City of Dallas and 

included in the.bond issue. It is the very fact that these projects are intertwined that gives rise to the 

concern that these impacts should be considered together in a single EIS. 
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As is shown on the matrix, there are four aspects to the proposed DFE project - the Cadillac 

Heights, Lamar and Rochester Park levees as well as the wetlands project. There is also a Chain of 

Lakes Project that is proposed within the existing levees, the proposed Elm Fork Levee, the 

proposed extension of Woodall Rogers Ftteway, the proposed Trinity Parkway, the proposed <mat 

Trinity Forest master plan and the proposed Trinity Trails. The concern of TCONR is that these 

projects, as admitted by the City ofDallas's own documents, are part of a master plan for the Trinity 

Corridor and are inextricably tied to one another. As such, TCONR argues that the environmental 

impacts of these proposed actions must be disclosed in a single decision-making document - an EIS 

• that addresses the significant issues associated with these multiple projects. 

The issue of scope of an EIS is one of the more difficult NEPA issues. Given the 

complexity of the issue of scope and the large number of projects that are proposed by the City of 

· DaUas, the issue of ·interdependencies will be approached in two parts. First, the issue of 

cwnulative impacts will be addressed from a resource standpoint. In this discussion of cumulative 

impacts, comments will be made regarding the adequacy of disclosures in the DEIS on the 

proposed actiof\ and COmments will be made regarding induced or secondary effects that should be 

included. In other words, although these comments are under a heading titled "cumulative 

impacts", there are criticisms and comments about the adequacy of the analysis of the impacts of 

the proposed DFE project included therein. Second, the issue of a ·comprehensive EIS as required 

by KJeppe v. Sierra Club is discussed. 

1'to~ is asserting that the raiture to disclose these interconnected impacts is a fatal flaw 

in the DEIS on the proposed DFE project as are the deficiencies in the analysis of identified subject 

areas and induced effects set out below. TCONR believes that the disclosure in the DEIS is totally 

inadequate with respect to the proposed action. In each of the following sections, these deficiencies 

arc discussed. 
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10. The master plan of the City of Dallas proposed many projects that are not 
inextricably linked to the proposed Dallas Floodway Extension. 
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B. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

It is well established NEPA case law that cumulative effects must be fully and fairly 

considered (Kleppe v. Sierra Club 427 U.S. 390 (1975). Fritiofson v Alexander. 772 F. 2d 1225 

(5th Cir., 1985)). Cumulative effects are defined in the rcgu]ations of the Council on 

Environmental Quality that control agency actions regarding NEPA compliance at 40 CFR 1508.7: 

"Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the" 
incremcntaJ impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or Non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. CumuJative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 
time." 

The analysis of cumulative impacts keys upon two specific inquiries. First, there must be some 

incremental impact of the proposed action that is of concern. And second, there must be multiple 

actions including reasonably fomeeable future actions that must be considered. 

I 
In these comments, TCONR is specifically alleging that the analysis of cumulative effects 

in the DEIS was deficient in many respects. First, the cumulative hydrologic analysis is deficient 

Second, the cumulative impact upon the Great Trinity Forest is deficient. Third, the cumulative 

analysis of land use patterns and actions arc deficient Fomtb, the cumulative analysis of air 

pollution effects is deficient. Each of these is discussed sequentially in the following sections. 

It is particularly worth noting the comment in the DEIS at p. 6-t 1 which states "[T)he 

proposed action. including environmental mitigation, makes little or no contribution to regiona1 

trends that are of concern in asses.sing regionaJ impacts". Nothing could be further from the truth or 

further from full disclosure . 

12 
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!. HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCE IMPACTS 

The proposed DFE project is designed as a flood control project The Dallas Levee System 

is along the Trinity River and is subject to the 1988 ROD that has been previously discussed. 

According to the cwnulative impacts analysis in the DEIS at p. 6-12, the proposed DFE project will 

increase flood elevations on the Trinity River an average of0.15 feet for the 100 year flood and 

0.30 feet for the SPF, a sufficient cwnulative impact to ~uire that the project seek a variance from 

the 1988 ROD. However, the analysis on p. <.-12 only considen past actions in usoclation 

with the currently proposed DFE project. Reasonably foreseeable future actiom are. not 

considered and must disclosed in a procedurally correct EIS. Several of the proposed Trinity 

Conidor Projects have direct impacts upon flood el~vations that are .added to the proposed DFE 

"project impacts and m~ be considered as cumulative impacts in the DEIS. 

a. Trinity Parkway Project 

The most obvious project that will generate cumulative impacts is the Trinity Parkway 

Corridor. This ~roject was included in the Trinity Corridor Bond Issue and has been the subject of 

a published final study report dated March, 1998. The report, titled '_'Study Report, Trinity Parkway 

Corridor", is found in Appendix C. This project is a reasonably foreseeable future action as that 

term is used in the definition of cumulative impacts. 

There is also no doubt that this project will generate a cmnulative impact on the flood levels 

in the Trinity R.l\rer. According to the study report located in Appendix C, the Trinity Parkway will 

be constructe1 within the Dallas floodway levee system from a point just downstream of 

Mockingbird and witl continue to a point downstream of Corinth Street. According to this study 

report, four lanes in each direction will be placed on fill adjacent to and within the levee system. 

Additionally, there are several new bridges across the Trinity River that are proposed in this 

document, including two crossover bridges where the Trinity Parkway changes sides of the river. 

The fu11 extent of proposed bridge crossings must be identified at some point in the EIS. 

13 



A hydrologic ana1ysis was completed in the Trinity Parkway study although it is not clear if 

all of the proposed transportation projects affecting the floodplain, such as the multiple bridges, 

were included in this analysis or not. The results of this hydrologic analysis indicate that 

substantial cwnulative impacts are anticipated from the construction of this Trinity Parkway 

project: 

"The proposed conditions model was developed by first incolJXlrating the 
embankment for the proposed Split Parkway design in the model to test the impacts 
that the Split Pa"rkway itself would have on the flood elevations in the study area. 
Results showed that the water surface elevations for the SPS and I 00 year stonn 
events would rise by 0.8 feet and 0.5 feet, respectively, over existing conditions." 

There is no doubt that ~s project generates a rise in the water surfaCe elevation and thereby adds to 

the cumulative impact that has already been identified in the DEIS. This project should certainly be 

considered from a cumulative hydrofogic impacts standpoint. 

There isino doubt that this Trinity Parkway Project as designed will require a variance from 

the 1988 ROD and the CDC process. As such, this project rcvcaJs the need for a second request for 

variance from the 1988 ROD and the CDC process. Its impacts must be considered in conjunction 

with the rise caused by the proposed DFE project. 

b. Dallas Floodway Park Plan/ Otain or Lake.! 

In this same Trinity Parkway Study Report, a Dallas Floodway Park Plan is identified as 

being proposed by the City of Dallas. TCONR believes that this Dallas Floodway Park Plan is the 

same project labeled "Chain of Lakes" in the bond issue proposal: This project is relied upon by 

the proponents of the Trinity Parkway to offset the increase in water surface' elevation that is caused 

by the Trinity Parkway Project. The relationship of these two projects must be thoroughly 

.understood and disclosed in the DEIS as cumulative impa<ts. Maps of the Trinity Parkway Project 

and the DFE Recommended Plan are included here for comparison of the proposed lakes. 
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In the Trinity Parkway Study Report, the following statements are made regarding the 

Chain of Lakes project from a hydrologic impact standpoint: 

" ... Modifications to eliminate the rise [in water swface elevation] were tested by 
considering the effects of removing the abandoned Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 
(ATSF) Railroad bridge and emhanlanen~ adding more .conveyance (8 feet of 
depth) to the proposed floodway lakes and adding more cbanneliz.ation. These 
changes eliminated the rise in flood levels (0.0) offsetting the hydraulic impacts of 
the reliever roadway embankment." 

"Additional analysis was performed to develop an alternative which wouJd cause no 
additional rise in the flood elevation with the A TSF bridge remaining in place. By 
increasing the conveyance of some lakes from 8 to 12 feet and adding more 
channelization to the model, this alternative also resulted in 0.0 feet rises. Valley 
storage for this initia1 analysis has a 2% loss for the 100 year and 1% loss for the 
SPS [Standard Project Storm]." . 

According to the 1988 ROD, no loss in valley storage for the I 00 year event is allowed. Therefore, 

given all of the favorable assumptions made by the proponents of the Trirri.ty Parkway and 

offsetting Chain of Lakes, a need will still exist to seek a second variance from the 1988 ROD. 
I 

TCONR considers this situation to be unacceptable. 

c. Additional Bridge Cro!l!llngs 

In the Trinity Parkway Docwnent,. several additional bridge crossings are identified. Bridge 

crossings..must be placed on pilings within the flood plain and have the potential to increase flood 

elcvatiorn and l!ause a Joss of valley storage. New bridge crossings are identified at Singleton 

Blvd, IH-30, 3!1d IH-35, at the least. These bridge crossings are reasonably foreseeable future 

actions and they certainly have the potential to generate incremental hydrologic impacts that must 

be considered. 
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d. The Elm Fork Levtt 

The Elm Fork Levee is proposed as a joint project of the City ofDallas and the U.S. Anny 

Corps of Engineers. It was voted upon as part of the Dallas bond issue. It is directly related to the 

proposed DFE project in that the levee is proposed on the Elm Fork of the Trinity River upstream 

from the proposed DFE project. The Elm Fork Levee is proposed to provide SPF protection to 800 

acres of floodplain within the Sternmons North Industrial District, generally along Luna Road from 

Roya] Lane to the vicinity of California Crossing and east to Bachman Lake. This project will 

utilize material excavated from the Chain of Lakes project (which is intended to mitigate the flood 

impacts from the Trinity Parkway). 

Again, there is the potential for this project to increase water surface elevations 

downstream, thereby · giving rise to the potential of cwnulative hydrologic impacts. It is 

incrementally related and is a reasonably foreseeable future action. 

e. Conclusion 

The request for the variance for the proposed DFE project as analyz.ed in the DFE is only 

the "tip of the iceberg" of cumulative effects. The DEIS is deficient in its analysis of cumulative 

hydrologic effects because it failed to consider the projects identified above. 

TI;e need to conduct this cumulative impacts analysis is not trivial. The City of Dallas, at 

times in conjunction with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, has proposed massive changes to the 

physical' features of the Trinity Floodway system. Nothing less than the flood control security of 

the Trirnty River Basin, the integrity of the 1988 ROD and the integrity of the CDC process are at 

stake. 
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2. TIIE GREAT TRINITY FOREST 

The second area where there are massive cwnu1ativc impacts from the proposed DFE 

project is regaroing the Great Trinity Forest. Cwnulative impacts to the Great Trinity Forest are 

found in the section of the DEIS titled "Ecological Resourees" and is totally deficient from a NEPA 

standpoint. The cumulative impacts analysis presented in tlus document concludes that the project 

would impact only a smaJI area of the Great Trinity Forest and that the proposed environmental 

mitigation plan could be a catalyst to ultimate acquisition and management of over I 000 acres of 

the area which is either currently forested or subject to conversion to bottomland hardwoods. 

TCONR believes that there arc nwnerous problems with the analysis of the impacts to the 

Great Trinity Forest associated directly with the proposed DFE project to which cumulative impact 

deficiencies must be added. This discussion starts with a critique of the analysis of direct impacts 

and proceeds to develop the cumuJative impact concerns. 

a. Deficiencies Associated with Direct lmpaffl 
I 

If the direct impacts are not oorrectly analywl, then the incremental impacts of the 

proposed action can never be correctly added to other past. present and likely future actions. 

Without belaboring the point, the Great Trinity Forest is never identified or discussed as a coherent 

entity within the DEIS. The Great Trinity Forest is the ecological community of concern with 

regard to-the impacts of the proposed DFE project. The Great Trinity Forest is an incredible mban 

resource. Howe-.,er, a reader would never understand this fact if she only were depending upon the 

disclosure in the DEIS. 

In the DEIS discussion of the Environmental Setting, bottomland '\'.egetati.on and wetlands 

are discussed but there is no mention of the Great Trinity Forest. Neither is the Great Trinity Forest 

mentioned in the discussion of fish and wildlife resourteS. The Great Trinity Forest is not 

identified as a cultural resource and the proposed Trinity River State Park is only mentioned in 
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passing in the recreational resources section. The description of Trinity River State Park is vague in 

the DEIS whereas it is much clearer in the attached docwnent titled ''The Great Trinity Forest Parle 

Master Plan", prepared for the City Council of the City of Dallas in association with the Texas 

Parks and Wildlife Commission. 

In the discussion of impacts; there is an analysis that quantifies the loss of bottomland 

hardwoods. However, this analysis underrepresents that true losses that would occur. There is no 

analysis of the losses associated with the rechannelization of the IH--45 bridge that is now included 

as part of the proJX)scd action and there is no quantification of the losses associated with the 

operation of the swale dming flood times. This forest has evolved without open channels coursing 

through it. By opening swales through the forest, the flood velocities are greatly increased, thereby 

causing additional losses in the forest adjacent to these swales. 

What is missing from the DEIS, however, is more than quantification. This forest that is to 

be impacted by this proposed DFE project is called the "Great Trinity Forest", yet it is impossible 

to gain any und;rstan<fing of its greatness from the DEIS. The Dallas bond issue book1et calls this 

forest the "Great Trinity Forest". The City of Dallas/Texas Faries and Wildlife Master Plan calls 

this forest the "Great Trinity Forest". Yet, in the ecology and fish and wildlife sections of the 

DEIS, the term ''Great Trinity Forest" is not found in the affected environment or environmental 

effects sections. 

A°primary deficiency of the DEIS is that it fails to fully and fairly disclose the resource that 

is being impacted by the pro{X)sed DFE project. From reading the D~IS, it is impossible to know 

that a resource called the "Great Trinity Forest" is being partially cut down for flood control 

pmposes. The DEIS must identify for the decision-maker the resource that is being impacted. If it 

is indeed a "great" resource, then the DEIS must explain this greatness. 

TCONR has extensive knowledge about and belief in the greatness of the Great Trinity 

Forest. One of the principal concerns of TCONR is that this "Great Trinity Forest" is being 
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wmecessarily destroyed and that other alternatives exist that could avoid this harm. llus "great" 

resource is proposed for destruction because the existing and proposed levees push the water 

stnface elevation higher and some type of relief is required. The relief that has been proposed is to 

cut down the forest at the bottom of the levee system to let more water flow through it, thereby 

creating channels and lowering flood levels to some extent While the DEIS calls these channels 

"swales" and "wetland creation projects", these channels are first and foremost hydrologic conduits 

that have the effect of destroying part of the "Great Trinity Forest", thereby affecting a nationally 

important urban resoun:e. The DEIS simply does not tell all the facts in this regard. 

b. Impacts from the Great Trinity Park Master Plan 

Once the incremental irilpacts of the proposed action are correctly analyzed, there is then the 

problem of cwnulativc impacts of the proposed action. Once again, a major deficiency exists in the 

characterization of this forest resource with respect to past, present and likely future actions. Of 

particular importance here is the relationship of~ mitigation plan with the proposed master plan 

for the Great Trinity Park. 

' 
In Appendix F of the DEIS, a map has been compiled that identifies mitigation areas within 

the Great Trinity Forest where the losses associated with the proposed DFE project will be offset by 

either purchase and set aside of forested areas or reforestation of areas that are purchased. This 

map, titled "Project Mitigation Plan", shows proposed mitigation lands that are identified for 

reforestatlon or habitat improvement 

·' The cumulative impacts problem exists with regard to the proposed "Master Plan for The 

Oreat Trinity Forest Park", dated March 19, 1997, for the City of Dallas. This docwnent is 

submitted as Appendix D and includes a map titled "Concept Plan". Nwnerous development 

projects are proposed in this "Concept Plan" for the same areas that are identified as mitigation sites 

in the DEIS. An overlay of the "Concept Plan" and the "Project Mitigation Plan" maps on the 

following pages indicates that a conflict between these two proposed actions appears to exist. 
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The proposed DFE project is impacting the Great Trinity Forest. In an attempt to develop 

an acceptable projcc~ the DEIS identifies that the hann will be mitigated. However, the DEIS did 

not tell the public or the decision-maker that other foreseeable actions may undermine this 

mitigation. 

This is the purpose of cwnu1ative impacts analysis - to identify and potentially prevent 

major resource loss by incremental actions that are pending concurrently. That is certainly the case 

here. 

c. Concln!ion 

This second cwnulative impacts deficiency starts with the failure to correctly characterize 

the affected environment and the impacts of the proposed DFE project on that reso=e. This is 

exacerbated by the failure to consider the cumulative overlap between the mitigation plan and the 

proposed Great Trinity Forest Parlt Master Plan. The bottom line is that the proposed DEIS is 

deficient by failing to put the Great Trinity Forest in perspecfae for the decision-maker. Its 

' greatness is never explained and the net result of the proposed DFE project when added to the 

~ Plan is never considered. 

3. LAND USE PA ITERNS 

~e cumulative impact of the proposed action upon land use patterns is one of the most 

difficult types of impacts associated with this proposed DFE project. As has been explained in 

great detail, ~ proposed DFE project is part of a major redevelopment plan by the City of Dallas 

that includes road construction. park development and flood control at the least There are also 

major investment patterns that are associated with these proposed actio~. Again, the DEIS is 

woefully deficient, first by failing to fully and fairly identify the impacts of the proposed DFE 

project on adjacent land use patterns and secondly by failing to consider these incremental impacts 

in association with the other proposed actions that have been prcvio~ly identified. 
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a. Secondary or lndlrut Development M:sociated with the Proposed 

DFE Project 

The discussion of di=t effects of the proposed DFE project is deficient in that the 

provision of flood control features such as levees will enable certain actions to occur that have not 

been included in the DEIS. If it can be stated that some related action could not occur "but for" the 

proposed project, then that related action must be included in a NEPA fuJI disclosure docwnent. 

These "but for" situations are identified as "indirect" effects in the CEQ regulations and are 

oftentimes referred to as secondary effects in the NEPA case law (SCe National Wildlife Federation 

v. Coleman, 5th Cir). These must be fully and fairly disclosed in an EIS. 

In the case of this proposed DFE project, there will be development activities that are 

promoted by the proposed levee systems. There is no identification of these land ~ changes ~r 

even the potential for related land development in the DEIS. This is a major deficiency of the 

DEIS. 

It is important that these land use changes be discussed for sev~ reasons. First, the 

magnitude of the land area that is opened for development activities by the proposed DFE project is 

relevant to a detennination of whether or not this proposed project will cause the further 

development of flood plain land. This certainly appears to the case in Cad.iliac Heights and 

Rochester Park and also appears to be true with regard to the Lamar Levee and downtown 

development as- well. Such sweeping land development will have consequences, such as air 

pollutio~ and social impacts that must be fully and fairly understood. 

Second, the zoning of the lands behind the proposed levees should be fully and fairly set 

forth. The Cadillac Heights levee is being touted as a residential protection plan. However, 

Cadillac Heights is contaminated with lead at levels higher than residential allowances and is zoned 

·industrial. While the residential owners may obtain some short tenn benefits, the real beneficiaries 
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of this levee system will be non-residential users that can co-exist with the lead contamination and 

the zoning classification. These are the types of facts that must be disclosed in an EIS. This 

information should be provided for all areas protected by the levees; and the areas that are removed 

from the floodplain and made available for development must be identified. 

Third, federal government policy regarding the role of structural flood control in inducing 

development of flood plains is changing. Since the 1993 floods on the Mississippi River and 

Missouri Rivers, the following documents have been published by the federal government: 

A Unified National Program for Floodplain Management prepared in 1994 by the 
lnteragency Floodplain Management Task Force; 

floodplain Management Assessment U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June, 1995; 

National Mitigation Strategy - Partnerships for Building Safer Commwrities, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. October 16, 1995; 

Report of the Governor's Task Force on Flood Plain Management Missouri. July, 
1994. \ 

Report of the U.S. Senate Task Force on Funding Disaster Relief, March, 1995; 

Sharing the Challenge: Floodplain Management Into the 21st Century, Report of 
the lnteragency Floodplain Management Task Force, Washington, D.C., June 1994; 

While there is a variety of conclusions and recommen~ons, these reports generally question past 

flood ~on policies and recommend new concepts such as buy-out as important coricepts for 

the future. Consider the following quotations: 

"Governments (Federal and State) have decided that in the long run. it is less expensive to 
purchase flood plain property from willing sellers than to continue repetitively paying 
insurance claims and/or providing disaster relief." Reoort of the Qovemor1s Task Force on 
Flood Plain Management Missouri, July 1994. 

"It is clear to many observers of floodplain management issues that flood protection 
projects do encourage additional development of flood plains." Floodplain Management 
Assessment U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, June 1995, p. 10-18. 
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"If the anticipated availability of federal aid induces (more) individuals to locate social or 
economic activities in hazard-prone areas, then the total annual economic costs are higher 
with an aid program than without one." Report of the U.S. Senate Task force on funding 
Disaster Relief, March, 1995, p. 70. 

The great weight of the evidence is simply against reclaiming flood plain land for development. 

However, reclaiming the land appears to be the primary rationale for choosing a levee system rather 

than other alternatives. 

The important point is that full and fair disclosure of the effects of the levee alternative must 

be disclosed in order than decision-makers can have all of the information available to them in 

making these decisions. The role of the proposed DFE project in ind~cing land use changes must 

be fully and fairly set out. 

b. Cumulative Change in Land Use Pattern~ 

When the proposed DFE project is considered along with the other Trinity Corridor 

proposed impro\iements, a major shift in the land development patterns within the City of Dallas 

would occur. It is impossible to determine the extent of that change without a competent analysis· 

by a land use expert although it seems clear that land use development will be encouraged adjacent 

to the Trinity River by the various levee projects and the amenity value of the Parkway, the Chain 

of Lakes and the Great Trinity Forest Parle Master Plan. The important point is that the analysis 

must occ~ in order to make the determinations that arc required by NEPA. There is no doubt that 

cwnulative land-use changes will occur. There is no question that"these changes can be analyzed 

and projected. Dallas is a zoned city. Plans exist. They simply must be disclosed in the DEIS. 

4. AIR QUALITY 

Air quality impacts are discussed in the DEIS but in the opinion of TCONR are incorrectly 

analyzed. Once again, secondary impacts are generated by the proposed action and must be 

considered. Then the cwnulative air quality issue can be explored. 
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However, the baseline air quality situation is not presented correctly either. Therefore, these air 

quality comments will be presented sequentially as critique of existing conditions analysis, critique 

of impacts of the proposed DFE project and cumulative impacts. 

a. Existing Conditions 

Dallas is clllTetltly in bad shape from an air quality standpoint and getting worse. The 

Dallas Region is non~attainment for 01.0ne as indicated in the DEIS. _ However, the DEIS fails to 

·note that Dallas has failed to develop an acceptable ozone attainment plan and is currently in the 

process of being reclassified from a serious non-attainment area to a severe non-attainment area. 

This means that air quality improvement plans to date have failed to improve air quality and that in 

fact the air quality situation has worsened. No data is presented that indicates that the number of 

days that the ozone stahdard is violated or that indicates the declining air quality situation in Dallas. 

Of particular importance is the recent decision by the Texas Natural Resource Conservation 

Commission (IfRCC) to focus upon the regulation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) to control ozone. 

This recent decision represents a shift in state policy and brings Texas into accord with national 

ozone control policies. For this reason, future Dallas area ozone control efforts will focus upon NOx 

emissions and controls. Therefore, it is important that the existing conditions analysis in the DEIS 

identify the percentage reduction that is required with regard to NOx as well as the relative 

contribution of industrial, on-road and off-road mobile sources as sources of nitrogen oxide 

emission!( 

b. NOx Impacts of the Proposed DFE Projed 

There are two aspects of the NOx impacts of the proposed project. First, there are NOx 

.emissions associated with the con~on activities. Second, there are NOx emissions associated 

with the secondary impacts of the proposed DFE project. These will be discussed sequentially. 
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i. NOx Emb!lion from Construction 

The NOx emissions associated with construction activities must be quantified. In the DEIS, 

the utilization of diesel-fueled heavy vehicles is identified as an impact of the pro{Xlsed DFE 

project. These emissions are not quantified and they should be. Off-road mobile sources of NOx 

are an important component of NOx emissions. This construction project will add emissions of 

NOx at a time when NOx emissions are supposed to be reduced within the Dallas non-attainment 

area. Thls represents a direct conflict. 

Second, the project is identified as affecting NOx remova1 from the atmosphere by cutting 

the forest. Interestingly, the Great Trinity Forest is identified by that name in the air quality section 

of the DEIS. Here, the ability of the forest to remove air pollutants is identified, leading to the 

conclusion that the N·ox removal will be negatively affected and that ozone removal would be 

negatively affected. This loss of emission assimilative capacity must be included in the calculation 

of negative air {Xlllution aspects of the project. Stated otherwise, both ozone levels and NOx levels 

are negatively ~ected by the destruction of the forest resources and must ~ accounted for in the 

emissions inventory process. 

ii. Induced Effect - Trinity Parkway 

As discussed previously, induced or secondary effects occur when a causal relationshlp -

otherwise" exp1:_5sed as a "but for" relatiort'ihip - exists between proposed land use and related 

development. Such a relationship exists between the proposed DFE project and Trinity Parkway. 

According to the report in Appendix C, the Trinity Parkway will be built upon the Dallas floodway 

levee system. But for additional work on the Lamar levee as part of the proposed DFE project, 

portions of the Trinity Parkway could not be constructed as proposed above the 100 year and SPF 

· flood elevations. But for construction of the Rochester Park levee as part of the proposed DFE 

project, the Trinity Parkway could not be built as proposed. Therefore, the air {Xllhrtion effects of 

the Trinity Parkway project must be analyzed as secondary effects of the pro{Xlsed DFE project. 
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This issue of the contribution of the Parkway to air pollution is mentioned on page 4. 79 of 

the DEIS. Under the discussion of futw-e without project conditions, the DEIS states: "Addition of 

Parkways planned by others along existing and proposed levees could result in increases in 

pollutant levels." This discussion fails as full disclosure and in fact conceals and misrepresents the 

true relationship between the levee project and the parkway. It is simply not possible to construct 

the Trinity Parkway wider cwrent state fimding policies if the levee system is not expanded. This 

flmctional relationship between the Parkway and the levees must be fully and fairly disclosed. It is 

the levee project that generates the air pollution associated with the Trinity Parkway because the 

Parkway could not be constructed as proposed "but for" the proposed DFE project. 

Therefore, it is the position of TCONR that full disclosure of the impacts associated with 

the proposed DFE project requires that the air quality impacts ofNOx emissions from the four lanes 

in each direction of the proposed Trinity Parkway be analyzed and included in the DEIS for the 

proposed DFE project. 

f- Camubtive NOx Impacts 

There are incremental NOx impacts associated with the proposed action with the magnitude 

varying depending upon whether or not the proposed Trinity Parkway is considered as an induced 

impact or not. If the NOx emissions from the proposed Trinity Parkway are not considered to be 

induced effects, then they certainly qualify as cumulative effects. The Trinity Parkway is currently 

proposed.'and it adds emissions to the increment generated by the proposed DFE project.' TCONR 

asserts that the Trinity Parkway is more properly coru.idered a secondary impact of the proposed 

DFE pl"Oject hut is primarily concerned that full and fair disclosure of the NOx emissions occurs, 

regardless of whether these emissions are classified as induced effects or secondary effects. 

The issue regarding cumulative NOx emissions is complicated and important. As part of 

the Trinity Corridor bond issue, numerous road projects were proposed. Some may help air 

pollution by eliminating congestion in the "mixmaster" and increasing vehicle speeds, thereby 
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changing emission patterns. Other improvements, such as the increase in lane capacities associated 

with IH~20, IH~35 and Highway 183 may increase total vehicle miles traveled and NOx emissions 

within the key ozone hours. Until a cwnulative analysis is completed, it is not possible to guess 

this result· That is why an environmental full disclosure docwnent is required to analyze and 

quantify issues such as NOx emissions and the attainment of the ozone standard in Dallas. 

C. KLEPPE V. SIERRA CLUB AND THE COMPREHENSIVE EIS 

In the case of Kleppe v. Sierra Club, supra, the U.S. Supreme Court considered the issue of 

cumulative impacts in the context of coaJ leasing projects in the upper mid~west. In this case, the 

Supreme Court discussed the issue of whether or not a comprehensive EIS may be required in 

certain situations even· if there is no overa1l plan that is proposed. TCONR asserts that this 

Supreme Court case is directly on point with regard to the proposed DFE project 

Consider the following statements by the U.S. Supreme Court from the~ decision: 

"We begin by stating our general agreement with [Sierra Club's] basic premise that 
§ I 02(2)(C) [ of NEPA] may require a comprehensive impact statement in certain 
situations where several proposed actions are pending at the same time. NEPA 
annoW1ced a national policy of environmental protection and placed a responsibility 
upon the Federal Government to further specific environmental goals by a11 
practicable means, consistent with other essential consideratiollS of national policy. 
(cites omitted). Section I 02(2){C) is one of the 'action-forcing' provisions intended 
as_,a directive to 'all agencies to assure consideration of the environmental impact of 
their aolions in decision-making'. (cites omitted). By requiring an impact 
statement, Congress intended to assure such consideration during the development 
of a prQposal or - as in this case · during the fonnulation of a position on a proposaJ 
submitted by private parties. A comprehensive impact statement may be 
necessary in !lome cans for an agency to meet tbi! duty. Thus, when sev~ral 
proposab for coal-related actions that will have cumulative or synergi!:tic 
environmental impact upon a rtgion are pending concurrently before an 
agency, their environmental consequences must be considered together. Only 
through comprehensive consideration of pending proposals can the agency 
evaluate different courses of action." (427 U.S. 390 at 409-410). 
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TCONR submits that the factual predicate exists with regard to the proposed DFE project to 

require the. completion of a comprehensive EIS on the Trinity .River Corridor improvements 

proposed by the City ofDallas. 

The criticaJ question in whether or not a comprehensive EIS is required is whether or not 

these multiple projects are in fact proposed and currently pending or whether they are simply 

reasonably foreseeable. There is no question that they are reasonably foreseeable and are required 

to be included in a DEIS as cwnulative impacts. The question under~ however, is whether 

or not the various actions are actually proposals. 

TCONR argues that these various projects meet the legal requirement for proposals and 

thereby must be considered in a comprehensive EIS. Multiple projects are included in the Dallas 

bond issue which passed in May, 1998. The City of Dallas is proposing to construct these projects 

and the voters of the City of Dallas have ratified that action. M. such. the projects included in the 

bond issue • the proposed DFE projec4 the proposed Trinity Parkway projec4 the proposed Elm 

Fork levee and '11e proposed Great Trinity Forest Master Plan - legally pass m~er as proposals. 

Further, these projects are in fact moving forward at this time. A final, sealed engineering 

study has been completed on the Trinity Parkway Project that includes the Chain of Lakes design as 

well as the expansions ofIH-20 and IH-35 bridges as well as the construction of the new bridge 

extending Singleton Blvd. A completed Master Plan study exists for the Great Trinity Forest . 

. These are"not j~ possibilities. These projects are unfolding at this time. 

The Corps of Engineers has or will have jurisdiction over every one of these proposals. At 

least two of these projects - the proposed DFE and the proposed Elm Fork Levee - arc Corps 

proposals. Corps pennits will be required to construct the Trinity Parkway, the Chain of Lakes 

project, and the bridges crossing the Trinity system as well as elements of the Great Trinity Forest 

Master Plan. 
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12. 

It makes common sense to consider the environmental effects of these projects together. 

The goal of NEPA was to encourage environmentally-sound decision-making by providing the 

decision-maker with full disclosure. If the decision-maker is only being given part of the picture, 

then it is ndt possible to make environmentally sound decisions. 

It is a relatively straightforward task to compile a comprehensive EIS on these various 

proposals. TCONR suggests that a tiered fonnat be uti!iz.ed as provided for under the CEQ 

regulations at 40 CFR 1502.20. However, it will be necessary to separate the project design reports 

from the EIS. TCONR would note that the fonnat used by the Co!Jls ofEngineet11 in the DEIS on 

the proposed DFE project interfered with full disclosure and made understanding and evaluation of 

the proposed DFE project much more difficult than it should have been. Given the NEPA goal of 

full disclosure, TCONR submits that a comprehensive EIS summarizing the impacts associated 

wi1h 1he various Trinity Corridor projects proposed by 1he City ofDallas is required. 

Ill. HAZARDOUS WASTE ISSUES· LINF1ELD LANDFILL AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE IN CADILLAC HEIGHTS 

I 

There are two major issues associated with the proposed DFE project that involve 

hazardous waste issues. The first concerns the direct impact of the proposed DFE project on the 

Linfield Landfill and the second involves 1he role of this proposed DFE project wi1h n,spect to the 

lead contamination and environmental justice concerns within Cadillac Heights. These will be 

iliscussechequentially. 

A. LINFIELD LANDFILL 

Due to its location within the 100 year flood plain of 1he Trinity River, 1he old Linfield 

Landfill represents an impediment to flood flow. The plans prepared for swalc construction as part 

of 1he proposed DFE project show 1he swale cutting through 1he base of the Linfield Landfill due to 

the fact that it produces greater benefits (DEIS, p. 4-27). In order to allow the swale to cut through 

this landfill, a slurry wall has been proposed to prevent the movement of contaminated leachate 
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14. 

from the Linfield Landfill into the swale, its associated wetlands and thence to the Trinity River 

(DEIS, p. 6-I,2). 

TCONR believes that a number of problems exist with regard to the impact of the swa1e 

construction across the Linfield Landfill. TCONR questions that the contamination has been 

·adequately characterized in order to support a decision to open this landfill and expose its contents 

to a nood within the Trinity River. As indicated in the DEIS, the Linlield Landfill significantly 

encroaches upon the flood plain (DEIS, 2-28). What is the risk that a flood will occur during 

construction that will enter the opened Linfield Landfill?_ What are the consequences of a flood 

entering the Linfield Landfill and disgorging its contents downstream? That risk is never discussed 

in the DEIS in any meaningful manner, thereby failing to meet the full disclosure requirements 

because the landfill WOutd not be open and exposed to flood flows without the swale construction. 

This risk should be fully examined, including an identification of downstream areas that would be 

affected by such contamination. 

Perhaps more importantly, TCONR questions the viability of the slurry wall as long term 

solution to the problem posed by the swale cutting into the Linfield Landfill. Sluny walls are 

primarily relied upon as solutions dming construction activities. They are primarily short tenn 

rather than longer tenn solutions. 

sfurry "':alls have failed in many applications. There has been a failure of the sh~ wall at 

the BFI McCarty Road Landfill in Houston, Texas, in circumstances very similar to the proposed 

use in the floodplain of the Trinity River. There have also been problems with slurry wall failure 

.with the Waste Management landfill in Alvin, Tex.as, the BFI landfill in Livingston, Louisiana, and 

the PPG landfill in Lake Charles, Louisiana. 

Included with these TCONR comments is the signed affidavit of Dr. H. C. Clarlc, foWid in 

Appendix E. Dr. Clark is an expert geologist and geophysicist who has conducted extensive studies 
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13. The slurry wall has a two-fold purpose. Its primary, short-term purpose is to aid in 
dewatering the swale excavation during construction. Its secondary, long-term 
purpose is to serve as a backup method of preventing leachate from entering the 
swale, and subsequently the Trinity River. The area of the landfill that would most 
likely contribute leachate to the excavation was not found to contain hazardous 
constituents. Additionally, the groundwater gradient is toward the northeast, down to 
the Trinity River, not uphill toward the excavation, although the Corps does anticipate 
some local dip in the gradient caused by the excavation itself. 

14. Although TCONR lists four slurry walls that have failed, the vast majority of slurry 
walls do perform as anticipated. However, engineered solutioris to problems do 
sometimes ~fail" or fail to behave as predicted. That is the reason engineers carefully 
analyze a problem before suggesting a solution. The Corps intends to carefully 
analyze the problem of leachate entering the swale, both during its excavation, and 
long-term, and design and install the best possible slurry wall in order to solve that 
problem. On the other hand, even if there is some leakage through, beneath, or 
around the wall, once constructed, pumps and equipment will be on hand during 
construction to handle the leachate, and dispose of it properly. If there is evidence 
that shows a substantial leak through the wall(s), and the leachate is shown to be 
hazardous, steps will be taken to correct the deficiency. The Corps would like to add 
that of the four landfills TCONR listed, the Coastal Plains RDF, in Alvin, TX, 
experienced a slurry wall 'failure' due to inadequate construction, not desjgn. The 
landfill is currently designing a new 100-acre expansion, and plans on using the same 
design for the new slurry wall. 



of landfills in Texas and Louisiana. He bas taught engineering geology at Rice University and is 

very familiar with slurry walls. Consider the following comments from Dr. Clark: 

15. 

"It is my professio~ opinion that a bentonite slurry wall such as that proposed for 
the Linfield Landfill on the Trinity River in Da1las is not appropriate as a long term 
measure for the prevention of contamination from a landfill entering the proposed 
swale. My opinion is based in part on genera] experience in grotmdwater 
contamination and on specific experience with slurry wall problems. These 
problems include the BFI McCarty Road Landfill in Houston which is now on the 
Texas leaker list [a list of those landfills that are contamiru$Ig the groundwater 
adjacent to the site]; the Waste Management Landfill in Alvin which has a history of 
shmy wall faihne; and the BF! Landfill in Livingston, Louisiana, which developed 
an apparent shmy wall failure on its northern perimeter. 

"In summary, it is my opinion that a slurry wall around the Linfield Landfill will not 
isolate the problem on a long tenn basis. My opinion is based on experience with 
analysis of similar situations, computations of water particle travel time and review 
of experimental data on slurry material lifetime." 

In order to pass muster as a full disclosure docmnent, the DEIS must discuss the limitations 

of slurry walls 1as a solution and must fully disclose the risks associated with the sluny walls, 

16. including risks during construction as well as risks over the life of the facility. Full disclosure 

would include identification of sluny wall failures in the EIS. Additionally, the consequences of 

the release of contamination must be disclosed, both with regard to a release during construction 

and with regard to failure of the slurry wall. 

Ir. ENVIRONMENT AL JUSTICE AND CADILLAC HEIGIITS 

Environmental justice is an extremely difficult issue. Executive Order 12898 requires that 

_the issue of project effects npon minority and low income populations be assessed. On pp. 6-10,11 

17. of the DEIS, the Corps analysis of environmental justice impacts is set forth. TCONR a,gues that 

this analysis misses the mark and fail_s to discuss key points with regard to Cadillac Heights. 
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15. We do not intend to install a slurry wall around the linfield Landfill in order to 
isolate it. The slurry wall will simply extend along one or both sides of the swale 
excavation, with a short extension along the berm to the north. After the swale 
excavation is completed, the slurry wall will remain to serve as a backup method to 
contain leachate from the southeastern portion of the landfill. The primary method of 
preventing leachate from entering the completed swale will be a compacted, 
impervious clay layer lining the bottom and both sides of the swale. 

16. The specifications for the construction of the swale excavation will expressly 
state that flood waters of the Trinity River must not be allowed into the swale 
excavation during construction. Possible leachate entering the excavation, or surface 
water runoff will be carefully collected, and disposed of properly. Once construction 
is complete. flood waters from the river will of course flow through the swale, as that 
is its intended purpose. The swale will have a compacted clay layer on the bottom as 
well as both sides in order to prevent flood waters from scouring out and dislodging 
landfill contents. Additionally, the contents of the landfill in the area of the swale have 
not been shown to be hazardous, and consist instead of wood. metal. rubber, glass 
and other construction debris. 

17. See response to Environmental Protection Agency commented identified as #37 
on page N-11. 



18. 

A primary purpose of the Cadillac Heights Levee is to provide flood protection to 

residentiaJ areas that are currently subject to flooding. However, the DEIS and other project 

documents never examine the residential viability of Cadillac Heights, either from a contamination 

standpoint or from a zoning standpoint. As a practical matter, Cadillac Heights is no longer a 

viable r~idential commUlllty. It is contaminated with lead and zoned industrial. TCONR 

chaJlenges the Corps on the assessment of dollar benefits of preserving residences . in a 

· contaminated area. Under the Corps' concept. homeowners will be encouraged to raise their 

children in a contaminated area that is protected from flooding. If anything, the Cadillac Heights 

levee will continue a pattern of minority exposure to contamination that has been decried as 

"unjust" in environmental justice literature. 

The extent of the lead contamination in Cadillac Heights is substantial and is not presented 

either clearly or in detail in the DEIS. The following are excerpts from the Texas Natural Resource 

Conservation Commission report o~ Cadillac Heights dated August 20, 1996, which is attached to 

these comments as Appendix F: 

"The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (INRCC) has recently 
completed residential soil sampling within the Cadillac Heights neighborhood and 
surrounding areas. This sampling was conducted in cooperation with NL Industries, 
Inc. and Exide Corporation. A total of 943 soil samples were collected from 230 
rcsidcntiaJ properties." 

"The Texas Department of Health (TOH) has reviewed the results from these 
~pies and considers the levels of lead found in soils on 62 of the 230 residential 
properties within the community to be higher than levels recommended for 
residential yards. These elevated lead levels would not be expected to affect your 
health µnless you ingested or inhaled sufficient quantities of the contaminated soil 
for an extended period of time. However, children are at greater risk because they 
tend to ingest more soil than adults." 

If the proposed Cadillac Heights levee is constructed, the existence of the flood control 

project will encourage these residents to continue to live in this contaminated area. The dollar 
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18. None of the proposals in this document would adversely affect existing or future 
contamination levels. 



19. 

benefits claimed by the Corps with regard to the Cadillac Heights levee represents people 

continuing to live with this clearly identified health risk. 

TCONR submits that the result of the Cadillac Heights levee - minority populations being 

exposed to higher contamination levels than the population as a whole - is precisely the problem 

-that EO 12898 was attempting to prevent. TCONR believes that the Cadillac Heights levee pmject 

perpetuates a pattern of minority exposure to contamination levels that are higher than · the 

population as a whole and raises substantial and significant environmental justice concerns. 

On the other hand, an alternative such as a buy-out solves both problems. With a buy-out, 

the flood damages are eliminated and the people are removed from the contamination. A buy-out 

clearly is preferable from an environmental justice perspective. 

IV. COMPLIANCE WITH 11IE 404(b)(I) GUIDELINES 

The propoied DFE extension must comply with the 404(b)(l) guidelines of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency. According to the DEIS at p. 6-9, the Corps must meet the legal 

requirements of §404 of the Clean Water Act even though it does not issue itself a pennit TCONR 

20. does not believe that the Corps has met the procedural or substantive requirements of the 404(b){l) 

guidelines. The Cotps' analysis of the compliance of the pmposed DFE project with the 404(b)(I) 

guidelines is found in Appendix F of the DEIS. The following are detailed comments on the 

compliance of the proposed DFE project with these important guidelines. ·-
A. DESTRUCTION OF SPECIAL AQUA TIC SITES 

The 404(b)(I) guidelines were passed by EPA in an attempt to_maintain the physical, 

chemical and biological integrity of the nation's waters (40 CFR 230.l(a)). The regulations state 

that from a national perspective, the degradation and destruction of special aquatic sites, such as 

filling operations in wetlands, is considered among the most severe impacts associated with these 

guidelines (230.l(d)). 
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19. See response to comment #7 on page N - 243. 

20. Disagree. The Corps of Engineers has fully complied with the requirements of 
the Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines. 



In the analysis of compliance with the 404(bXI) guidelines, the Corps states that "[N]o 

special aquatic sites in the project arta would be affected by construction" (p.F-7). This is simply 

not true. Special aquatic sites include wetlands (40 CFR 230.J(q-l); 40 CFR 230.41) and there are 

wetlands that are negatively affected by the proposed action. 

TCONR believes that a major problem exists with regard to the proposed DFE project to 

the extent that wetland areas were never delineated from a jurisdictional standpoint within the Great 

Trinity Forest and the floodplain area. Rather than defining wetlands, the project twn decided to 

concentrate on forest communities such as pecan, ash etc. TCONR does not believe that such an 

analysis suffices for purposes of 404(bXl). Indeed, 404(bXl) requires that impacts upon special 

aquatic sites be identified (40 CFR 230.11, 230.!0(a),(c) and (d)). The failure of the Corps to 

clearly identify the special aquatic sites makes a detennination of compliance with the 404(b)(l) 

guidelines virtually impossible. 

TCO~ is requesting that the Corps make a jurisdictional detenni.nation of the acreage of 

wetlands and other special aquatic sites that are affected by the proposed DFE project. Otherwise, 

TCONR believes that it is not possible to determine compliance with the 404(b)(I) guidelines. 

B. PRACITCABLE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Utider the 404(b)(l) guidelines, no destruction of special aquatic sites is to occur unless 

there are no practicable alternatives to the proposed action. The definition of practicable 

alternatives muter 404(b)(1) is very different than the alternative selection procedme utilized under 

the Corps of Engineers benefit cost methodology. The analysis of practicable alternatives 

contained at p. 5-59 fails to recognize this distinction and is deficient. 

The non-structural alternative is rejected in the 404(b)(J) ap.alysis because it fails to meet 

project objectives. Tlris fail we is not explained and is conclusionary. If the project alternatives arc 
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to solve the flooding problem. then it appears that the 10 year flood buy-out does address flood 

damage redllction and meet project objectives, If the project objective is to solve the 100 year and 

SPF flood within benefit cost guidelines of the Corps of Engineers, that is another issue. The point 

here is that different analytical requirements exist under the 404(b)(1) guidelines than under the 

Corps' benefit cost analysis methodology and TCONR asserts that it is impermissible for the Corps 

to eliminate buy-out under the 404(bXI) guidelines because it fails to meet Corps benefit cost 

·methodology. 

Under 404(bXI) guidelines, the Corps is clear that cost alone is not a deciding factor in the 

detennination of practicable alternatives. 

"The term practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology and logistics in light of overall project 
purposes." (40 CFR 230.J(q)) 

"Taking into consideration" means something substantially less than being dominated by. Case law 

developed under the 404 permit program indicates that a pennit could be denied even if an 

applicant would lose money in association with prolX)sed land development activity after wetland 

protection has occurred. In other words, special aquatic sites are not to be destroyed on the basis of 

simple cost benefit considerations. Otherwise, every pennit applicant who might lose money could 

apply for and receive a 404 permit. 

In .... the instant case, the Corps has determined that the 10 year non-structural bµy-out in 

Cadillac Height&-d0Cs not meet project objectives. The qualifying phrase "in light of overall project 

purposes" appears at the end of the definition and is generally used as a loophole by pennit 

applicants who otherwise fail to meet the 404(b )(l) requirements. TCONR asserts that the Corps is 

·utilizing this loophole and is failing to fairly evaluate "overall project purposes". 

TCONR's goal is to preserve the special aquatic sites that exist in the Trinity Valley, 

including particularly the Great Trinity Forest, in order to protect the chemical, physical and 

biological integrity of the nation's waters. TCONR believes that this goal is the required result of 
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21. 

the application of the 404{bX1) guidelines. However, if the practicable alternatives test is not 

honestly and fairly applied, then the rigor of 40 CFR 230.IO(a) is lost. By stating in a 

conclusionary fashion that the IO year non-structural buy-out does not meet project objectives, the 

Corps has undennined the 404(b)(I) process to the detriment of the speciaJ aquatic sites intended to 

be protected by these guidelines. 

C. MITIGATION 

The mitigation that has been set forth in the proposed DFE project fails to meet the 

rniuirements of 40 CFR 230.IO(d). 230.IO(d) requires that appropriate and practicable steps be 

taken to minimize potcntiaJ adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. Herc, there are several 

problems with regard to this project. 

First, there has been no quantification of the acreage of special aquatic sites that wiU be 

destroyed by this projec~ both directly and from secondmy hnpacts as set out in 40 CFR 230.1 l(h). 

Without a ful! ljCCOnnting of direct and secondmy losses of special aqnatic sites, TCONR believes 
' it is impossible to develop an acceptable plan under 230.IO{d). Such an ana1ysis has not been 

prepared. 

Second, emergent habitat is being offered as mitigation for the loss of bottomland hardwood 

special aquatic sites. This emergent habitat construction iS compatible with channel excavation for 

flood co?itrol purposes, thereby making it convenient to construct. However, construction 

convenience is not the test of adequate mitigation. Adequate mitigation requires that the impacts of 

22_ the proposed action be compensated at some acceptable level beyond project hnpacts. This 

mitigation is preferably in kind, meaning that if bottomland hardwoods are lost, then bottom1and 

hardwoods should be replaced. 

TCONR believes that hnpacts to bottornland hardwoods are the most difficult to mitigate 

because of the time considerations in developing forests. The forests to be cut down for the 
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21. Impacts to special aquatic sites are described in Table 4-23, Table 4-25, 4-26, 
supporting text in Chapter 4 of the Final GRR/EIS as well as in Section 404 (b)(1) 
analysis incorporated into Appendix F. 

22. Disagree. The Corps is proposing to construct emergent wetlands to restore 
emergent wetlands lost from other projects previously constructed in the Upper Trinity 
basin. Bottomland hardwood losses, including those associated with construction of 
the swale and chain of wetlands are proposed to be mitigated by the bottomland 
hardwood mitigation plan described in the report. 



23. 

proposed DFE project represent decades of growth. The loss of these aquatic resources cannot be 

compensated by simply planting new trees. The loss of these aquatic resoun:es cannot be 

compensated by creating emergent habitat. Indeed, a comprehensive management plan is required 

that is absent here. The specific acreage to be acquired and managed is not indicated. No private 

pennit applicant would be allowed to present docmnentation such as this and receive a permit. 

The mitigation concept is further diminished by the fact that the areas that are identified as 

being potentially used for reforestation and habitat improvement are also shown as being developed 

for recreational purposes in the Master Plan of the Great Trinity Forest Park. TCONR questions 

that these two purposes are being proposed compatibly in the DEIS. At the least, a cumulative 

impacts analysis such as is ttquir<d uuder both NEPA and 40 CFR 230.11 (h) should have occuned 

prior to determining that the 404{bXI) guidelines are met. 

D. SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS 

TCONR believes that the proposed DFE project will result in significant adverse impacts to 
' human health and the ecosystem. The Great Trinity Forest is a compelling resource that bas 

significant acreage of special aquatic sites. The Great Trinity Forest is directly and significantly 

impacted by the proposed action in a negative manner. particularly when cumulative effects are 

considered. This partial destruction of the Great Trinity Forest and its associated Special Aquatic 

Sites represents a significant adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem that is prohibited under 40 

24. CFR 230:.JO(c). Additionally, the utili,,.tion of the slurry wall at the Linfield Landfill poses a 

significant risk to human health, both during construction and during the operational life of the 

slurry wall, thereby giving rise to significant adverse effects on human heal~ and welfare in 

violation of 40 CFR 230.IO(c). 
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23. We disagree. Consultation with resource agencies indicates that only compatible 
recreation is being considered for mitigation areas. 

24. Disagree. EPA has not prohibited this action through exercise of their authority 
under Section 404( c) of the Clean Water Act. 



25. 

26. 

_V. HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED TRINITY 

RIVER_PLAN, DALLAS, TEXAS 

The comments in this section were prepared by Philip B. Bedient, Ph.D., P.E., on August 

11, 1998. Dr. Bedient's Curriculum Vitae is found in Appendix G. 

A. INTRODUCTION 

I have based my opinion in this report upon the review of the US Anny Corps of 

Engineers' (USACE) "General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact 

Statement - Dallas Floodway Extension" [previously referred to as the DEIS] and the Texas 

Department ofTnmsportation's (fxDOl) "Study Report- Trinity Parkway Corridor" [attached 

to these comments as Appendix C]. The opinions expressed in this report arc my own and arc 

based upon reasonable scientific probability. The opinions are subject to change if more 

infonnation and data become available in the future. 

B. FINDINGS AND OPINIONS 

I. The USACE report and the TxDOT report both contain separate hydraulic analyses of the 

proposal. Although the study areas do not overlap significantly, the results of one model clearly 

affect the results of the other model. Therefore, a comprehensive study of the entire area should 

have bec~_perforrned and the results of the various options should be presented in a cleai: and 

concise format-Because the reports do not cover the same area] coverage, it is difficult to 

surmise tlte true upstream and downstream effects of new levees and channel improvements, 

2. From the USACE report (page 6-12): "The analysis indicates that a reduction in the 

valley storage in the project reach would result in an increase in the peak discharges. This 

increase has been computed and is expressed in tenns of an increase in the peak water surface 

profile downstream of the project. The water surface profile elevations would be increased an 

average of0.15 feet for the 1 percent chance flood and OJ feet for the SPF." These "average" 
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25. Separate analysis of the DFE and TxDOT projects is possible because of the 
stringent hydraulic requirements which must be followed by TxDOT, if it were to be 
constructed. Since the TxDOT Project would be within a Federal Project, existing 
performance must be maintained. Also, the Record of Decision calls for no loss of 
valley storage within thei 100-year floodplain by the TxDOT project, which equates to 
no downstream impact during passage of this flood event. The analysis contained in 
the DFE report is, therefore, valid for all reaches downstream of the existing Dallas 
Floodway, whether or not the TxDOT project is constructed. 

26. The data requested are contained in Appendix A of the GRR/EIS. 



27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

increases are simply reported; none of the underlying data is available in the report. It is difficult 

to determine the locations and magnitude of the heavy flooding without such data. 

3. The paragraph from the USACE report (page 6-12) goes on to state that the increase in 

water surface elevation caused by the levee improvements should be ignored, despite being in 

direct conflict with the USACE's own criteria. Any increase in the water surface elevation 

downstream could have potential serious negative impacts. 

4. From the USA CE report (page A-13): "The mapping was compiled from aerial 

photography in February 1991 and is said to have an accuracy of plus or minus 0.5 ft." 

Basically, the resolution of the vertical data only has an accuracy of a half foot. It is possible that 

the model miscalculated the \\'ater surface elevation by 0.5 feet due to the low resolution of the 

mapping. Some of thC cross sections need to be further ground-truthed to improve the accuracy 

in the areal SUIVcy. 

5. From '1\" USA CE report (page A-13): "The I-45 bridge was not modeled because of 

several factors." Instead of entering the physical parameters of the bridge, the bridge was 

modeled using varying Manning's coefficients in the horizontal direction. Th.is clearly is not the 

normal approach to modeling the hydraulic effects of a bridge and could be the location for 

potential problems in an accurate analysis of the whole system. Given the error associated with 

.Manning's coefficients identified below, the failure to accurately model the 145 bridge could be 

extremely important. My recommendation is that the bridge be subjected to more careful and 

standard modeling approaches. 

6. From the USACE report (page A-24): ''The model was calibrated to the Trinity River 

Below Dallas Gage and to the high watennarks for the 1990 flood event. The calibration results 

indicated that all of the high watermarks arc within 0.7 feet of the 2 percent chance flood 

profile." It appears that they did not perform a calibration of the 1990 flood event, only a 

comparison to the 2 percent chance (SO-year) flood. A comparison of the actual storm to a 
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27. The report does not state that the estimated increases in the downstream flood 
levels should be ignored. The report states that, because the computed increases in 
the water surface profiles downstream of the project are so small and the combined 
overall benefits of the project are so large, the project complies with the requirements 
for the allowance of a variance as stated in the CDC crileria and the ROD. 

28. The mapping used complies with the National Map Accuracy Standards which 
states that the accuracy of the vertical data is wilhin the specified range for the scale 
at which it is compiled. The statement that the vertical data has an accuracy of+/-
0.5 feet means that a ground point elevation on the map would have a maximum 
error of 0.5 feet In other words, a point elevation could be higher or lower than the 
true elevation by a maximum of 0.5 feet, but it is unlikely that all points on the cross 
section would encounter an error of this magnitude. Cross sections taken from the 
mapping contain hundreds of ground points and errors in the vertical data would be 
assumed as randomly distributed. All uncertainty, including that as a result of 
mapping, has been taken into consideration during the risk and uncertainty analysis. 

29. The statement that the 1-45 bridge was not modeled means that it was not 
modeled in the normal manner because it is not a "normal" bridge as it relates to 
hydraulic analysis. There are three primary features of a normal bridge that impacts 
river flows. First, the roadway approaches to a bridge are usually elevated on fill 
above the floodplain and thereby cause a constriction of the flow. The 1-45 bridge 
approaches do not constrict the floodplain. Secondly, the magnitude of the flooding 
events under consideration may be impacted by the deck spans of the bridge but the 
1-45 bridge spans are well above the SPF flood level. Thirdly, the piers of a bridge 
block a portion of the flowage area and cause frictional losses. The 1-45 bridge 
crosses the floodplain on an extreme skew to the flow line of the river. This means 
that since the cross sections in the hydraulic model must be placed perpendicular to 
the flow line of the river then only a small portion of the bridge actually influences the 
reach of the river represented by an individual cross section that crosses the bridge 
alignment. Manning's roughness coefficients are often used in the industry to 
represent physical flow restrictions in a hydraulic model, such as is the case when 
modeling forested areas. Most of the bridge is adjacent to forested areas where 
these physical flow restrictions are represented by the use of Manning's roughness 
coefficients. It was deemed appropriate to represent the effects of the bridge piers in 
each successive cross section by the use of an increased Manning's roughness 
coefficient in the vicinity of the bridge rather than physically blocking the flowage area 
for the bridge piers. This was a conservative approach since the bridge is 
maintained clear of vegetation beneath the bridge for vehicular access. 

30. The text clearly states both on page A-23 under "Risk and Uncertainty Analysis" 
and on pages A-13 & A-14 under the section "Calibralion Model" that a calibration to 
the 1990 flood event was performed. Comparison of lhe 1990 flood event to the 2 
percent chance flood event is important in the discussion of the Risk and Uncertainty 
Analysis because it provides an indication of how the uncertainty in the water surface 
profiles may change by flood event. It is also important to inform the reanPr of the 
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32. 

33. 

design stonn is not hydraulically useful. Plate A-7B shows a computed hydrograph compared to 

the observed hydrograph for the May 19~0 event. Using these computed flow, it would have 

been relatively easy to hydraulically model the stonn using HEC-2 and compared the predicted 

high water marks to the observed high water marks. If this calibration model run was executed, 

it is not presented in detail in the report. A fully detailed calibration run should be made for a 

· number of storms and the results need to be completely documented in the report. A table 

including observed and modeled high water marks at various locations is typically included in 

such a calibration run. 

7. From the USA CE report (page A-24): A sensitivity analysis on storms greater than a 100-

year event showed up to 2.0 feet in variation in the computed water surface elevation by 

adjusting the Manning's coefficients at different points in the model. Storms smaller than a 50-

year event had a range of approximately 1.0 feet. The report states, "The difference between the 

upper an lower limits and the computed profilt; for the 1 percent chance flood, the 0.2 percent 

chance flood, apd the SPF through the project reach ranges from 1.-5 to 2.0 feet." The report 

admits that the variations in Manning's coefficients have a tremendous impact on the modeled 

results. It is impossible to accurately define those coefficients without a true calibration run. 

The need for calibration is magnified by the error associated with the selection of Manning's 

coefficients. 

' 8. From t~e TxDOT report (frinity MTIS Table for the SPS stonn): Shows the project will 

raise th~ SPF water surface elevation up to 0.15 feet. However, since this study location is 

upstream of the USACE study location. it is impossible_to determine the exact effects of the 

TxDOT project on the USACE project (and vice-versa) without a comprehensive and combined 

study. 

9. Finally, I have severe reservation about the accurate modeling of the lakes and swales as 

described in the two reports (USACE and Txoon. This is an extremely complex system and I 
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probability of occurrence of an actual flood event and compare it to the probability 
of other flood events. "What is the relative magnitude of the flood? " is usually one 
of the first questions that are asked following a major flood. The results of the 
calibration model analysis including the high watermark locations are shown on 
Plates A-25 and A-26 as stated on page A-14. 

31. See response to# 30 on page N - 275. 

32. See response to comment# 25 on page N - 27 4 .. 

33. The are no lakes included in the DFE project. The swales as part of the chain 
of wetlands features in the floodplain are modeled in the same manner as other 
areas of the floodplain with appropriate roughness values used for the various 
vegetation zones within the wetlands. Under flooding conditions the modeling of 
the swales is no more complex than any other areas of the floodplain. 
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have concerns about the ability of the model to accurately represent the effects of the these 

swales and lakes on the overall water levels in the floodplain. 

C. CONCLUSIONS 

When analyzing all of the potential adverse effects of these projects together, there is too 

much uncertainty in the hydraulic analysis to make the project viable. The USACE project 

estimates an average increase in the SPF of OJ feet, but there is also up to 0.5 feet error in the 

topographic data, and potentially an additional 2.0 feet of error due to the uncertainty of the 

actual Manning's coefficients. Add the adverse effects of the TxDOT project and predicting the 

true water swface elevation at the SPF and the 100-~car stonn is near.ly impossible, without a 

comprehensive study that combines all aspects into a single analysis: If one does not know the 

exact water surface prOfile, it is impossible to determine the area of ini.indation and therefore 

impossible to determine the economic benefits and the benefit.cost ratio of the project. 

It is my opinion that the current reports are inadequate to accurately delineate the true hydrologic 

and hydraulic ilfpacts of this extremely complex project. A more thorough and comprehensive 

analysis needs to be performed to assess the total impacts to all locations of the entire study area. 

VJ. NON-STRUCTURALALTERNATIVES 

TCONR strongly recommends that non-structural alternatives such as buy-out be restudied 

with regatd to the Rochester Park and Cadillac Heights areas. TCONR believes that non•structw-<!,l 

alternatives are nlore appropriate for the lower portion of the Trinity River flood plain, considering 

alt of thC rele1'ant factors. TCONR did not have the time or resources to retain an economic 

consultant to carefully review and analyze the benefit cost methodologies that are presented in the 

study. However, an economically viable solution must exist that preserves the Great Trinity Forest 

and addresses the environmental justice concerns in Cadillac Heights while solving the flooding 

problem. 
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34. Under the discussion of the Lamar Street Levee on page A-20, the design water 
surface profile used to determine levee crest height is described as a "most likely" 
value due to the inherent variability and uncertainty of various data components used 
in the analysis. The design water surface profiles presented in the report could also 
be referred to as "best estimate" values taken from the best available data sources 
and the best available analysis tools. The risk and uncertainty analysis is a method 
used to quantify the range of the uncertainty of certain data components and 
determine the probability that the project will perform the stated objectives. The 
discussion on page A-23 summarizes the basic input to the risk and uncertainty 
analysis for the component of the analysis related to the water surface profiles. The 
discussion of page A-5 summarizes the input to the risk and uncertainty analysis for 
the hydrologic component. Discussion of the economic data input to the risk and 
uncertainty analysis and the summary of project performance in terms of non
exceedance probability is provided in Appendix D. 

35. Your desire for a re-study is noted. 



TCONR would call attention to Table 4-29 in the DEIS. This table presents a concise 

comparison of the flood control costs and benefits of the project for different alternatives. While all 

of the projects have a benefit to cost ratio greater than 1.0. the total costs of the project outweigh the 

benefit of "inundation reduction". It is hard to determine from the report what "existing Dallas 

floodway" benefits are but it is clear that this category is that benefit which is making the entire 

project cost beneficial. For example, the Federally Supported Plan will have an annual cost of ~7.6 

million while the inundation benefits are only S5.3 million. It is onJy when the "existing Dallas 

floodway" benefits of $8.6 million are edded to the $5.3 million that the project's benefits exceed 

its costs. 

Table 4-29 includes no non-structural alternatives. If the non-structural alternatives were 

included in this chart and if the "existing Dallas floodway" benefits were included, these non

structural alternatives may well have been cost beneficial as well. The point here is that non

structural alternatives such as buy-o:ut in combination with various structural a1tematives and/or 

other non-structural alternatives do not appear to have been fully and fairly analyzed. It also 

appears that dif\'erent evaluation criteria were used for the non-structural a1tcmative sucli as buy~ut 

than were used for the structural alternatives. 

In section II(B)(3) of these comments, several reports of the federal government were 

identified. These reports question that past flood control policies that made extensive use of levees 

and encouraged the development offlood prone areas behind these levees. Essentially, these levee 

projects raited i~ the 1993 floods on the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers, leaving extensive damage 

in their aftermath. These reports chronicle the failures of levees and identify the need for 

alternative approaches to flood control. 

TCONR urges the Corps that better alternatives exist. If the benefit cost methodologies are 

preventing otherwise viable non-structural alternative from being cornidered. then address the 

problem at its source. The decision-makers need to know that the structure of the benefit cost rules 

·is preventing certain types of alternatives from being fully and fairly considered if that is in fact the 
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situation. Federal disaster relief liabilities combined with federal programs associated with 

contaminated areas should provide additional so=es of funding that could add benefits. Special 

funding may exist to address environmental justice concerns. Joint FEMA, EPA and Corps 

projects may be both necessary and possible. 

This proposed DFE project should be a showcase for new concepts of flood control coming 

out of these studies and reports, yet the proposed DFE project perpetuates antiquated ways of 

solving flood problems. TCONR is attaching the Natiooal Wildlife Federation's new report Highg 

.Qrmmg as Appendix H. This report represents some of the most recent, innovative thinking 

regarding federal flood policy. TCONR asks that you read this work and seriously consider how 

some of the excellent ideas contained in this report can be added to the thinking regarding the 

provision of flood control in Dallas. 

VII. CONCLUSION• 

In conclusion, TCONR submits that the DEIS is deficient in many ways. This DEIS is 

extremely difficult to read and understand. The format that was chosen by the Corps appears 

particularly unsl4ited to a project as complex as the proposed DFE extension. The important policy 

issues for consideration by the decision•maker were never clearly articulated or identified. This 

document fails to achieve its principle goal of bringing important environmental issues to the 

attention of the decision•maker. 

The cmnulative effects associated with the proposed DFE project must be addressed in a 

comprehepsive manner. From both a legal and practical viewpoint, TCONR suggests that a stand 

alone conipreheusive EIS covering the multiple proposed projects must be completed across the 

various $Ubjects. This comprehensive EIS would provide a focal point for summarizing the 

important i~ associated with these mu1tiple pending projects. Technical reports and studies 

could be included as appendices. The important point is that the cumulative impacts of multiple 

pending projects on key issues - hydrology, the Great Trinity Forest,. land use, air quality, 
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environmental justice • be fully and fairly disclosed. The goal of the document is to identify the 

important environmental issues for the decision•maker in an W1derstandable, coherent fashion. 

That goal has not been met in the DEIS. 

NEPA was established with the goal that environmental considerations would be 

meaningfully considered in the decisiOn-making process. NEPA was established with the goal that 

alternatives that cause less environmental harm would be developed and fully and fairly evaluated. 

NEPA has a long tenn goal of humans and the environmental system living together in productive 

hannony. The proposed DFE project fails in a11 respects and should be rejected in its current fonn. 
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TEXAS COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
41# COCHRAN CHAPEL ROAD 

DALLAS, TBXAS 15209 

Hr. William Fickel, Jr. 
Director, Civil Works 

-Department of the Army 

(214) 352-8310 
May 11, 1998 

Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Fickel: 

In order to provide you with further input 
trails in the T!inity·River Corridor, we suggest 

1. We favor adequate trails. 

as to policies on 
the following: 

2. Trails for walking should be separate from trails for 
horseback riding, bicycling, motor cycling, and other vehicles. 

3. Inside the forested areas, there should be nothing but 
walking ttails, and they should be natural and narrow such as our 
existing path into Rochester Park from the south end of Bexar 
Street. 

4. In forest trails, at wet places, and natural swales that 
flood annually, construct narrow wooden trail crossings that 
stand about knee-high, without having to cut any rare or large_ 
trees to_put into place. 

5. Road access to trailheads should be more ar less 
perpendicular to the river, like Bexar Street now is. --
6. Jn any event, prevent trail-builders and trail-users from 
-,!_eking or damaging 8'!.y vegetation except alien invaders and 
poison ivy. 

ECF,edf 

cc: Betty Svoboda 

w · __ _ Sincerely, f!f-
Edward C. Fri t2:, '- air 
Forest Task Fore 

1 - 5. The recreation plan proposed for implementation was developed in 
coordination with local, regional, Slate, and Federal agencies, and would fulfill a 
substantial portion of Dallas' commitment to the Trinity Trail system. 



6. 

GADILLAC HEIGHTS DESERVE LIFT, NOT LEVEE 
By Edward C. Fritz. Chair Emeritus 

Texas Committf:.'e on Natural Resources 

·in a factual Op-Ed on May 6, Henry Tatum showed that 

Cadillac Heights is not an ideal place to live. He said when 

levees are built, industries will replace the houses. 

The ~atch is that when that occurs and a higher flood than 

expected overtops a levee, the damages are worse than ev"er, and 

governments pay for them at higher cost to taxpayers. 

Rather thar1 building levees, the modern approach is to offer 

to each landowner a fair price to relocate on higher ground, and 

thereby save the coste- of more levees to the ec(,nomy and 

environment. The bought lands become parks. 

Most Cadillac Heights residents close to floods and to lead 

and Id . ren er1ng plants would gladly sell. Only 23 residents of 

Cadillac Heights voted Hay:::, mostly against Proposition 11. 

In TJJlsa, even without pollution, all landowners eventually 

accepted buy-out offers. Nationally, buy-outs are taking the 

place of levees. 

T.i"tl:e, a 51.6% majority of the mere 74,000 Dallasite~ who 

vol~d Hay 2 favor~d Proposition 11, with new lakes and levees. 

But not many of them knew the lightly publicized fact that thi~ 

nation is moving away from the levee approach. 

The c·ity C::011ne:il can remedy any legal obstacle to a fair buy

out program. The Trinity River Corridor Citizens COmmittee so 

recommended on January ~8. 189~1, accepted by the City Council in 

May, 1995. Mayor Kirk has disregarded that. 
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6. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 



7. 

8. 

Army Corps, itself, admits that new levees, by narrowing 

the flow of floods, would raise th~ major flood level upstream by 

2.4 feet at West Dallas and Central Business District, almost 

completely undoing the effect of a swale now planned through 

thousands of trees dOwnstream. Preferable to both these harsh 

methods, Dal las co1Ald dig lake-beds or recreation fields between 

existing levees to lower major flood levels. 

The residents of Cadillac Heights {and Dallas) can obtain 

such a correction without another election. The Army Corps is at 

last coming out 

The EIS ~ttempts 

outdatierl methods. 

environmental and 

with its Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

to evade the voluntary buy-out option by using 

For dexample, the EIS fails to evaluate 

social bene{its of buy-outs, as recommended by 

the Jun~ 1994 report of the Intera&ency Floodplain Management 

Review Comrni ttee. Nationally the Army Corps is shifting to a new 

approach focusing on the non-structural way. Citi~ens can ask 

the Army Corp5, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300, to 

give that option a better analysis as to Cadill.ac Height! and 

Lamar S~reet, as required by the National Environmental Policy 

Act. This law gives us an opportunity to modify aa bad part of 

the Trinity bond deal. 

Mayor Kirk says if up-river Dalla, has levees, South Dallas 

is entitled to the same. But many of u5· feel each owner in 

Cadillac Heights and Lamar Street 5hould be given something 

better--a voluntary individual buy-out option. The Army Corps 

must discuss that alternat•i v~. So now is our chance to sugge!lt a 

modern floodplain remedy for Dallas. 

7. The analyses of non.structural buyout alternatives were conducted in accordance 
with current Federal policies and guidelines. Until incorporated as implementation 
guidelines by Corps Headquarters, recommendations from the lnteragency Floodplain 
Management Review Committee do not constitute modifications to the regulations by 
which the Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct economic analyses. 

8. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 
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May 30, 1998 

Texas Committee on Natural Resources 
4144 Cochran Chapel 
Dalla~ T em 75209 

Dallas Group, Siem Club 
Dallas County Audubon Society 
Dallas Historic Tne Coalition 

MAY, IS 1998 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RE-EVALUATION REPORT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, TRINITY R1VE11. 

... - ' ., PREFACE 

A BETTER WAY FOR THE TRINITY 

The draft fiils to COnsider preferable ahematlves, including the non-structural system in 
the Ooodway extension and the combination of non•!;tructural with (I) conveyance 
basins(some with lakes} belweeo the existing levees(Dallas floodway}, aud (2) raising the 
height of the existing levees near downtown and West Dall.as, with or without use of · 
material dug from conveymce basins. 

\ 
The ESI inadequately discusses the ahemative of reducing pollution of the Trinity River 
and using its water for one or more of the lakes and wetb.nds proposed to be constructed. 
The EIS inadeq1.11te)y addresses air polhrtion, including the impact of new roads that the 
City of Dallas proposes to be buih between, near, and over lev~ old or new. 

On May 2, 1998, with one-tenth of the eligible voters voting. 1 SCIDt majority of voters 
(51.6 %)passed bond Proposition 11 with local funds furtoDroads aud a Jake betweeo 
exi~g levees. Ahhough TXDOT wiD file another EIS on that item it is so interlocked 
with the p,eposed new levees and swale that the Army Corps should discuss it adequately 
in i:s EIS now pet.Jing. The EIS fails to pres(,Ut soda! costs and benefits, as recommended 
on page 66 of the Interagency Galloway Report, Organizing Floodplain Managnunt. 

A sociaJ cost of the proposed levees is that the rcsuh would be the indumiatiz.ation of the 
Cadillac Heights residential eommunity, as admitted four days after the DaDas bond 
election by I lead spokesperson for the Dallas Morning News, most influential backer of 
Proposition I I. (For a copy or Mr. Tatums' article, please call (214) 739-5886). 

The Army Corps should not be a tool ofindusttialization ofa neighborhood 

Texas Committee on Natural Resources and other groups reconnnend the combination of 
basins and non-structural voluntary buy-outs as a preferable alternative. Otherwise, we 
favor the non-structura1 alone. 

N -284 

1 and 2. Conveyance basins within the existing Dallas Floodway and raising the 
existing levees have been considered as alternatives for providing flood damage 
reduction benefits for the existing Dallas Floodway Levees. However, lhese 
alternatives provide benefits only for areas adjacent to the existing levees and 
provide no benefits downstream in the DFE area. 

3. The draft GRR/EIS contains no recommendations for the construction of lakes. 
The wetlands proposed for ecosystem restoration purposes were designed to utilize 
overbank flows from the Trinity River to the extent that such water is available. 
During times of low flow, an alternate source of water would be utilized to maintain 
the functionality of the wetland system. This alternate source of water would be 
treated effluent from the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

4. The Draft EIS covers the air quality issues associated with the project proposed 
by the Corps of Engineers. Air quality issues related to any proposed highway 
projects would be addressed by the agencies proposing to construct those projects. 

5. Discussion of interrelated projects has been added to the FEIS and disclosure of 
cumulative impacts related to those proposals has been added. The FEIS has been 
modified to include discussion of cumulative impacts associated with the TXDOT 
proposal and other reasonably foreseeable project proposals. 

6. See response to comment #7 on page N - 283. 

7. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 
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Texas Committee on Natural 
resource!! 

4144 Cochran Chapel Road 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Dallas Group, Sierra Dallas County 
Club Audubon Society 

May 15, 1998 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERAL RE-EAVALUATION REPORT 
AND EIS, TRINITY RIVER 

PREFACE 
A BETTER WAY FOR THE TRINITY 

The Draft fails to consider preferable alternatives, 

including the non-structural system in the floodway extension, 

and the combination of non-structural with (1) conveyance basins 

{some with lakes) between the existing levees (Dallas Floodway}, 

2. and (2) raisiqg the height of existing l~vees near downtown and 

West Dallas, with or without use of material dug from conveyance 

basins. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The inadequately discusses the alternative of reducing 

pollution of the Trinity River and using its water for one or 

more of the lakes and wetlands propo5ed to be con5tructed. 

The EIS inadequately addresses air pollution, including the 

impact of new roads that the City of Dallas proposes to be built 

between-r near, and over levees, old or new. -On May 2, 1998, with one-tenth of the eligible voters 

voting, a scant majority of voters (51.6%) passed bond 

Proposition 11 with local funds for tollroad3 and a lake between 

existing levees. Although the TXDOT will file another EIS on 

that item it is so irrterlocked with the proposed new levees and 

swale that the Army Corps should discuss it adequately in its EIS 

now pending. 

-1-
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1 .. See response to comment #1 on page N - 284. 

2. See response to comment #2 on page N - 284. 

3. See response to comment #3 on page N - 284. 

4. See response to comment #4 on page N - 284. 

5. See response to comment #5 on page N - 284. 



6. 

7. 

8. 

The EIS fails to present social costs and benefits, as 

recommended on page 86, attached, of the 1994 Interagency 

Galloway Report, Organizing ~loodplain Management. 

A social cost of the proposed levees is that the result 

would be the industrialization of the Cadillac Heights 

re5idential community, as admitted four days after the Dallas 

bond election by a lead spokesperson for the Dallas Horning News, 

most influential backer of Proposition 11. See attached article 

by Henry Tatum, DMN, May 6, 1998. 

The Army Corps should not be a tool of industrialization of 

a neighborhood:· 

Texas Committee on Natural Resources and other groups 

recommend the combination of basins and non-structural voluntary 

buy-outs as a preferable alternative. Otherwise, we favor the 
I 

non-5tructural, alone. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Deep bias for con5truction· in the floodplain permeates the 

Draft Report and EIS on the Trinity River propositions that the 

bureaqcracy would like to keep handling at federal and Dallas 

taxpayers'~expense. 

The .document reveals the prejudices of the Corps against the 

non-structural alternative in several ways: 

1. It fails to analyze environmental impacts and benefits of a 

non-structural alternative, thus violating the National 

Environmental Policy Act {Seep. 1-99, Report). 

-2-
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6. See response to comment #6 on page N - 284. 

7. See response to comment #7 on page N - 284. 

8. Three non-structural alternatives are presented in the draft GRR/EIS - an 
Individual Structure Evacuation Plan, beginning on pages 4-6; a Flood Zone 
Evacuation Plan, beginning on page 4-35; and, a Combination Non-Structural / 
Structural Plan, beginning on page 4-72. The Combination Plan was included in the 
Final Array of Alternatives, in accordance with Section 102(2) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. The environmental impacts of this 
alternative are included in the "ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES" 
section, beginning on page 4-7 4. 



9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

2. It 

benefits 

persists in using biased old-hat formulae for calculating 

of the non-structural approach to modern flood 

management (Seep. 4-6 of Draft and p. 4, below). 

3. It fail.5 to confront the fact that if it builds new levees, 

a major flood will sooner or later over-top them, as happens 

every year somewhere in the nation. 

4. Although replete with self-serving conclusions, it fails to 

supply data essential to an environmental impact statement, 

including data supporting its conclusion of a low benefit/cost 

ratio for non-structural alternatives. The Corps report admits on 

page 4-79, etC., that citizens have called f.or a non-structural 

alternative to ditches, levees, and roads between the levees. 

Construction should be outside the floodplain. But the report 

arbitrarily mixes the modern non-structural approach with a 
I 

ditch, calling this a "combination non-structural alternative." 

Army Corps officials in Fort Worth, years ago, told us that 

they would not calculate benefits and costs for flood zones where 

the landowners did not unanimously agree, in advance, that they 

would _Jell out at the prices to be offered. That is probably why 

the Corps -report does not include a separate discussion of flood 

zones over 20 years in Cadillac Heights. TCONR has always 

objected to this requirement of unanimity. We believe in 

voluntary buyouts. That means that unanimity "is not required. 

In Tulsa, the city offered prices repeatedly. Some owners stayed 

in the new parks. Finally, they all sold voluntarily. Dallas 

should be given the opportunity for an individual, voluntary 

relocation program, as it already performed at Roosevelt 

Heights. The price should be high enough to permit relocation to 

-3-

9. The economic analyses of non-structural alternatives were conducted in 
accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. 

10. Because no plan (structural or non-structural) can guarantee 100% protection 
from a catastrophic flood event, the analyses conducted must compare the probability 
of a certain flood event occurring to the costs and benefits of protecting against such 
an event. The levee alternatives were developed and analyzed according to current 
Federal policies and guidelines regarding risk and uncertainty of overtopping to 
derive the plan providing the maximum net annual benefits. 

11. The reports presents the findings of investigations conducted to develop the 
Recommended Plan. Detailed calculations for every preliminary alternative 
were not shown. However, detailed designs, estimates and impacts of the final 
alternatives are contained in the appendices, with the results of these efforts included 
in the main report. 

While there have been opponents to the recommendations of the draft GRR/EIS, the 
Corps has analyzed stand-alone non-structural alternatives and found them 
to be economically infeasible. The analysis of the combination structural/non
structural plan found that the incremental buyout of a very limited number of 
structures in the Cadillac Heights area was economically feasible. However, the 
levee proposal provided greater net annual economic benefits. Furthermore, the 
citizens of Dallas voted on May 2, 1998, to support the proposed plan. 

12. The Corps of Engineers has no authority to prohibit the City of Dallas from 
implementing an individual, voluntary buyout program. However, Federal 
participation in such a buyout would not be warranted due to the economic 
infeasibility of these alternatives. Furthermore, the Dallas City Council stated in 
October 1996 that the buyout of structures in the Cadillac Heights area would not be 
considered further. 



13. 

14. 

comparable housing out of the floodplain. The Corps report does 

not cover that alternative. 

At p. 4-6, the report limits the benefits of the non

structui:-al alternative to losses covered by subsidiz:ed insurance 

and public damages prevented. That is the old-hat backwards 

device of the Army Corps to prevent non-structural approaches, 

including voluntary buyouts, from outranking ditches and levees 

in benefit/cost ratios. In true life, the Oen-structural system 

also benefits the community by saving the natural floodplain (See 

Constanza, et al, NATURE, May, 1997), by protecting forests which 

have great value for recreation and for absorbing air and water 

pollution, and by sparing people from the suffering that floods 

cause to their homes and bodies. 

By using the backward Corps calculations of benefits, the 
I 

Report defied two modern findings: 

1. In 1994, after huge damages in 1993 Mississippi VAlleY 

floods, a presidential study committee, reported that Corps 

calculations of benefits for non-structural projects were biased 

agains1 non-structural alternatives. That was the InteragencY 

Floodplain- Management Review Committee headed by Brigadier 

General Gerald E. Galloway, a former official in the Army Corps. 

(See pp. 86-87 of that report for three references to "bias"), 

2. Congress in 1996 directed the Corps· to review its 

non-structural impedimepts. Water Development Act of 1996, Title 

II, Sec. 402(d). The Corps has failed to do so. 

The Corps Trinity report has additional biases. At p. 4-80, 

it claims that the air pollution absorption by the Trinity Forest 
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13. See response to comment #7 on page N - 283. 

14. The information on page 4-80 indicates that 1.5% not 5% of the total assimilative 
capacity of trees in the Dallas, Texas, area. The beneficial impacts of trees on the 
removal of criteria air pollutants to the people of South Dallas and Oak Cliff would be 
insignificant due to the prevailing winds and air mixing that occurs. In addition, the 
entire.project plan includes environmental mitigation, including acquisition and 
development of floodplain lands into bottomland hardwood forests. The information 
provided in table 4-24 clearly indicates that the mitigation plan would result in a forest 
that would provide more air quality protection from forest than would occur without 
the project. 
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16. 

17. 

is "minimal", although the report admits that this forest 

accomplishes 5% of the anti-pollution service of trees in 

Dallas. 5% may be "minimal" among all trees, but it ha:s a 

meaningful effect for the people of South Dallas and Oak Cliff. 

The EIS should calculate and admit this. 

The report never explains the delay in issuance originally 

scheduled for 1997. Actually, the Corps national office found the 

Draft EIS to be unsatisfactory and held it up. The Army Corps has· 

finally come out with it, shortly before people vote on May 2, 

leaving little time to read all 231 pages. 

It is now too late to analy~e the Draft Report and EIS in 

full, except to note its bias. 

A reason the Army Corps has evaded a fair EIS on the non~ 

structural alternative is that City officials have not joined 

citizen groups in asking for coverage of that ~lternative, 

although the law requires it. 

Corps incorporating that excuse. 

Attached is a letter from the 

The Reevaluation Report conflicts with the recent Corps' 

Challe~ge 21 Report, which focuses on the non-structural approach 

to floodplaln management. 

' At P~ 4-35, the Report claims preliminary investigation of 

"the feasibility of evacuation of individual structures within 

the study area. The investigation rnY~al.fili only ·seven structures 

scatteread throughout the floodplain could be economically 

justified for acquisition." 

This self-serving conclusion from such a biased source is 

not credible. The EIS should include full details and data on 

-5-

15. As the comment states, the Fort Worth District did not withhold the release of 
the Draft GRR/EIS. The release was delayed due to revisions determined by higher 
Corps authority to be needed for clarification before the official release on May 15, 
1998. However, the report was available in the Dallas Public Libraries and Public 
Works departments for review prior to the May 2 election. Additionally, the text of 
the main report was made available on the Internet and notices were sent to 2000 
people prior to the bond election. 

16. Following a number of requests to extend the time period for public review, the 
comment period was extended to a total ·of 91 days from the time the Notice of 
Availability was printed in the Federal Register. 

17. The economic analyses of non-structural alternatives were conducted in 
accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. Until incorporated as 
implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, recommendations from the 
Challenge 21 Report do not constitute modifications to the regulations by which the 
Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct economic analyses. 
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this so-called investigation and reevaluation. We request all 

data and calculations. 

We have participated in survey5 of Cadillac Heights that 

reflected willingness to sell according to amount offered. The 

price should include reallocation at the same quality. 

While by-passing any adequate social and environmental 

discussion of a purely non-structural alternative, the 

Reevaluation report directs almost 100 pages, plus numerous 

tables to the structural and combined structural plans, including 

the locally preferred plan and federally supported plan. This is 

another demonstration of bias. 

The Corps report fails even to mention the recent Army Corps 

document, "Challenge 21", which applies millions of dollars to 

non-structural projects. 
I 

The Corps report conveniently avoids reference to: 

1. The fact, admitted in writing by the Corps, March 7, 1997, 

that the proposed levees would undo 2.4 feet of the 3.5 feet of 

flood level improvement by the swale. In a SPF at existing 

levees.:., the Report, at p, 4-13, gives smaller figures, "1lssumin11 

the event-occurred within the Floodway. The existing figures are 

lower tha.n SPF, so the Corps figures in the Report conceal the 

potential damages from big new levees. 

2. The consensus on January 25, 1995, by the Trinity River 

Corridor Citizens Committee of 440 citizens, set up by Hayor 

Steve Bartlett, including the following: 

"City should consider and give preference to 
nonstructural alternatives based on social, economic, 
and environmental cost and benefits. 

-6-
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18. The draft GRRIEIS presents the plan formulation process used to derive the 
Recommended Plan, selected in accordance with current Federal policies and 
guidelines. Preliminary alternatives deemed economically infeasible, and thereby 
screened from further consideration. were not discussed in as great a detail as the 
Locally Preferred Plan and the Federally Supportable Plan. but does not constitute a 
bias toward any particular type of alternative. 

19. See response to comment #17 on page N - 289. 

20. As shown in the outline of Chapter 4 in the Table of Contents. the discussion on 
page 4-13 regarding "'Levee Plans Investigated"" refers to the initial screening of 
alternatives performed very early in the study. and is presented as part of the 
chronological documentation of the plan formulation process. This early phase of 
plan formulation utilized the hydrology model developed in the Upper Trinity River 
Reconnaissance Study, as indicated on page 3-2, and is not intended to be 
interpreted as the final analysis. Final analyses of the levees and the chain of 
wetlands were presented on an incremental basis in table 5-4 of the draft GRRIEIS. 

21. See response to comment #12 on page N - 287. 



22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

3. 

"City should identify areas and establish a voluntary 
buyout program for residences and businesses in flood
prone areas. The program should emphasize buyouts 
immediately after flooding, utilizing the 'window of 
opportunity' approach." 

Fails to discuss the impact of the City-proposed tollroads 

inside the levees on the floodway and floodway extension. 

4. Fails to discuss the proposal to construct detention ponds 

between the existing levees, and the economic and environmental 

impacts thereof. At p. 5-14, it attemps to slip responsibility 

to analyze the tollroad part of the Dallas bond proposition 11 

entirely to a future TXDOT study, not even subject to no 

environmental BOlicy act in Texas. 

5. Fails to discuss the impacts of the city-proPosed levee near 

Luna Road alongside the Elm Fork. 

6. In a~ unsound attempt to make the separately unfeasible 

Lamar Street and Cadillac Heiahts levees feasible, the Corps 

Report combines them with the swale. Actually, the City Council 

approved the swale first. The impact of the combination of anti

envirorunental structures is overlooked in the Corps Re.port. 

7. T~ Corps Report fails to consider combining tne non

structural approach for Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights with 

the creation of detention ponds ("lakes"') and detention low 

playgrounds between and above the existing levees. Detention 

areas would be relatively economical and would aCtually lower the 

Standard Project Flood near Downtown Dallas and West Dallas. We 

recommend this as an alternative to Locally Preferred Plan and 

the Federally Supported Plan. The benefits, monetarily, are 

high, ~ince the amount of damages to those areas would be 

astronomical if a flood overtops the existing levees, and the 
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22 . See response to comment #5 on N - 284. 

23. The proposal to construct ponds within the existing Dallas Floodway is being 
studied as part of the Upper Trinity River Project. Only preliminary analysis has been 
conducted to date. Any beneficial or adverse impacts of these proposals would be 
fully disclosed as part of the documentation of that project. The Dallas Floodway 
Extension proposal does not include a proposal to construct a tollroad. If the 
proposal to construct the tollroad utilizing features of existing or proposed Corps of 
Engineers constructed project features, then the Corps would conduct full analysis of 
the proposals and determine if the Corps needs to do further NEPA review prior to 
authorizing use of Corps project lands. TXDOT has indicated on page 1-8 of its study 
report of March 1998 that the Trinity Parkway reliever route would require an 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

24. The analysis of a levee along Luna Road is in the very preliminary stages. No 
alignments have been set and the economic feasibility of such a levee has not been 
determined. Cumulative impacts to the extent identifiable to the proposed North 
Stemmons study were considered as addressed in response to comment #5 on N -
284. 

25. The analysis of the Lamar Street Levee and the Cadillac Heights Levee 
are presented on an incremental basis with the chain of wetlands, as shown 
in Table 5-4. In other words, the economic analysis determines whether or not the 
addition of the Lamar Street Levee would provide incremental benefits if 
the chain of wetlands were already in place. As shown in Table 5-3, the SPF Lamar 
Levee and the 100-year Cadillac Heights Levee provide positive incremental net 
annual benefits, and were therefore added to the Federally Supportable Plan, as 
described in the draft GRR/EIS. The environmental impacts of the final array of 
alternatives is discussed, beginning on page 4-74. 

26. See response to comment #1 on page N • 284. 



27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

existing levees cannot feasibly be raised because of the costs of 

rebuilding the bridg~s that are now too near the tops of the 

levees. 

As early as August 8, 1996, the Ar~y Co.::-ps pu"ulished Dallas 

Floodway Extension Project Leaflet): "Current criteria does not 

allow for evaluation based on individual structures ... Dallas 

officials claim that they cannot legally pay relocation costs to 

landowners. If so, all they need to do is to amend the ordinance 

to catch up with the times.· The Corps Report overlooks these 

points. 

EXAMPLES OF THE UNFAIRNESS OF COMBINING THE 
NON-STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVE WITH THE SWALE 

1. In Table 4-24, Removal Ratio of Regulated Air Pollutants by 

Trees, the Corps chart shows a negative rate of removal of· 

pollutants I by the combination because the swale would remove 

thousands of tree5, a5 would the FSP and LPP. If the Corp5 had 

calculated for a stricter non-structural alternative, the result 

would have been positive pollution control, because trees would 

increa5e, instead of being cut. 

2. II1 Table 4-25, ·-
the c_ombination plan 

'"chain of wetlands··, 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest Impact Analysis, 

indicates a heavier reduction than by the 

alone, in total acres of trees. This does 

hot make sense. The swale would remove the same number either 

way as shown in "Average number of trees per acre. Pecan/Oak and 

Ash/Elm. The numbers of trees remaining in a strictly non-

structural plan would be much higher. 

3. On Table 4-26, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimated 

far more trees in the combination non-structural than in the 

chain of wetlands. The advantage would be even greater for a 
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27. See response to comment #12 on page N - 287. 

28. As has been shown by the benefits that would be gained by creation of the 
chain of wetlands from removal of trees. allowing trees to grow to any greater density 
within any buy-out area could cause induced flood damages upstream. A complete 
non-structural plan, if ii could have been economically justified, would also likely 
require the sponsor, at substantially additional O&M costs, to restrict additional 
growth of forest that would reduce the hydraulic efficiency of the flood plain. 

29. The combination plan, as described on page 4-72, includes the chain of 
wetlands, the SPF Lamar Levee, and a buyout of the 10-year flood zone in Cadillac 
Heights. It is understandable, therefore, that this plan would remove a greater 
number of trees than the chain of wetlands alone. 

30. Table 4-26 was compiled by the Corps of Engineers and shows impacts in acres 
rather than by tree count. 



31. 

32. 

33. 

stricly non-structural alternative, as requested by many citizen 

groups. 

4. Similar reasoning applies to Table 4-26, but in reverse, 

because· this chart applies to mitigation. The costs of 

mitigation of a strictly non-structural alternative should be far 

1ess than with a swale included. 

5. Same as 4 re Table 4-28. 

6. The same _reasoning would apply to Table 4-29. Strangely, it 

indicates a lower benefit/cost ratio for the combination non

structural plan than the Federally Supported Plan, in spite of 

the far worse· damages of the FSP to the environment, which the 

Corps fails to evaluate. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RE DRAFT EIS 

34. 1. Supplementing Point 7 on Page 6 hereof, the Report ignores 
I 

the alternative, requested by citizens repeatedly, including by 

letter from TCONR and other5 of March, 1997, answered by the 

Corps Engineer March 31, 1997. The Draft fails to discuss the 

combined alternative of detention basins and voluntary buy-out of 

floodpl_}in structures and lands. 

2. This ~ombination includes proposed detention basins between 

the existiog levees. 

3. The analysis should include the impact of various sizes of 

detention basins on the SPF and other events. 

4. It should also include the dimensions of such basins. 

5. It should also include the flood-reduction capacity of each 

basin, with and without water contents, the recreational uses and 

the access routes for each potential basin. 
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31. The comment is correct that a strictly non-structural alternative should have less 
mitigation; however, non-structural alternatives were infeasible. The costs for 
mitigation were included in the evaluation of the TFSP, LPP and the Combination 
Plan. 

32. See response to comment# 31 on page N - 293. 

33. The environmental impacts of the alternatives. as described on pages 4-72 
through 4-88, were incorporated into Table 4-29. The economic benefits of protecting 
Cadillac Heights with a levee outweighed the economic benefits of a buyout of 
Cadillac Heights. 

34. See response to comment #7 on page N - 284. 



35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

6. It should include a benefit/cost analysis. On March 31, 

1997, the Corps brushed off detention basins further upstream, 

but we want a fair accounting for between existing levees, where 

the land is already public. 

7. The Report fails to evaluate the harmful impacts of swale 

and new levees on downstream communities and environment. 

8. At p. 37, the Report admits that the swale would "impact 287 

acres of lower quality trees." It fails to say that these are a 

wide variety of native species, up to ·80 feet high, such as Ash

leaved maple, American elm, Texas mulberry, Green ash, Hackberry, 

and Cottonwood,· and below them grow Elderberry, Swamp privet, 

Virginia wild-rye, Polygonum, Missouri violet5 1 and numerou!i 

other native under!itory species, furnishing a forest almost as 

rich as the higher quality closer to the river. 
I 

Furthermore, the Report fails to show that floodwaters tend 

to break out of swales toward the river, ripping out everything 

in between. Also, by narrowing the forest, cutting the sw~le 

would open that remaining forest to far worse damage from winds. 

9. T~e Report fails to approximate the number or value ~f trees 

that would De destroyed in cutting a 400-foot wide swale. 

10. it P~ 4-37ff, the Report claims an increase in water 

habitat, but fails to provide data on present needs and future 

trends. Moreover, it fails to compare water·habitat with the 

greater regional and national loss of forest habitat and inner 

forest species, including migratory song-birds, as bottomland 

forests decrease from swales and other cutting. 

11. At p. 4-38, of the Report the Corps evaluation does not 

adequately value the non-monetary costs and benefits of 

-10-
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35. See response to comment #8 on N - 19. 

36. Description of the forest resources are included in Chapter 2 and in more detail 
within Technical appendices F and G. The primary difference between the higher 
quality and lower quality woodlands is the absence of mature hard mast producing 
trees from the lower quality areas. However, the extra documentation of forest 
quality was made as an informational guide to assist planners to avoid the highest 
quality forests during plan formulation. The full impacts to the forest was 
documented. 

37. Contrary to the comment. fioodwaters will not tend to break out of the swale 
toward the river; conversely, fioodwaters will tend to break out of the river toward the 
swale. 

The chain of wetlands swales are not expected to cause erosive flow velocities as 
stated in Appendix A and shown in Table A-11. 

38. Table 4-25 presents the approximate number of high quality and medium quality 
trees which would be impacted by the "Chain of Wetlands", which includes the swale. 

39. A discussion of environmental needs based upon past alterations of habitats is 
discussed on page 3-19 and 20 of the Draft GRR/EIS. That discussion indicates that 
the most significant losses have been to bottomland hardwood areas. The basis for 
development of the extensive forest mitigation plan was that bottomland hardwood 
forests have been recognized for the importance to the elements indicated. 

40. The analysis documented on pages 4-38 through 4-42 was conducted to 
demonstrate feasibility and justification for the proposed ecosystem restoration. The 
non-monetary impacts associated with project features are disclosed beginning on 
page 4-74 of the Draft EIS. 



41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

environmental losses and gain5. The Corp5 should make an effort 

to overcome this unfairne55, as recommended by the Galloway 

Report at pp. 86-87 and by Congress in Section 402(d)(2) of the 

1986 Water Resourc·es Development Act. 

12. At p. 4-38, the Re_port fails to consider the non-structural 

alternative, including voluntary buyout of landowners in Lamar 

St. and Cadillac Heights, and a version of that alternative which 

includes detention ponds between existing levees. See Consensus 

of Trinity River Corridor Citizens Committee, Jan. 25, 1995, 

Flood Subcommittee. 

13. At pp. 4-37 to 4-41, the Report calls it the ecosystem 

restoration plan, although it is mainly a conversion of forest to 

grassland-wetland. 

14. At p. 4-41, the Report slips in another admi5sion, but never 
I 

evaluates the additional co5ts: ", .. The development of any 

additional flood damage reduction actions that might be needed in 

the future. Actually, 5tructural actions almo5t always lead to 

additional structural actions, both at the site and downstream, a 

fact w~ich the report fails to account for or evaluate. 

15. At p. 4-42, the Report slips in a recognition, unevaluated, 

.that ·'Bot.tomland hardwood ·habitat is nationally recognized for 

i ta importance. " The Report does not adequately develop that 

fact, nor compare values between bottomland hardw6od and swale. 

45. 16. At p. 4-42, the hext paragraph makes a conclusion of goal

achievement which is a non-sequitur for the previous paragraphs. 

46. 17. At p. 4-43, the Report admits the real reason the Corps 

agr~ed to add levee5 {in spite of their negative effects on 

protection of downtown Dallas and West Dallas): 

-11-
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41. See response to comment #8 on page N - 286. 

42. The proposed ecosystem restoration would be constructed on the foot print of 
the flood damage reduction swale. The swale, not the ecosystem restoration, would 
require removal of the forest. 

43. The intent of the statement was to emphasize the criteria for the development of 
an ecosystem restoration plan, and does not imply that future flood damage reduction 
measures will be required. 

44. The statement referenced was used to illustrate the point that additional 
emergent wetlands could be added to the restoration plan, but only at the expense of 
bottomland hardwoods. Again, the intent of the statement was to emphasize the 
criteria for the development of an ecosystem restoration plan, one of which is that 
restoration activities should not result in damages that would require environmental 
mitigation. 

45. The statement that " ... the development of the complete chain of wetlands would 
achieve the goal of maximizing emergent wetland habitat within this area without 
violating other developed criteria" was substantiated in the previous analyses within 
the "Environmental Restoration (Wetlands)" section, beginning on page 4-37. 

46. The analysis of the inclusion of levees in the Locally Preferred Plan was initiated 
upon request of the city. 



47. 

48. 

"However, intense social and public pressure to provide 
added flood protection in the immediate study area 
comparable to that provided to the Central Business 
District by the existing Dallas Floodway levees 
prompted the city to request additional levee solutions 
aimed at removing more residents and businesses from 
flood risk." The intense pressures emanate mainly from 
the Mayor. 

18. At pp, 4-43ff, the Report fails adequately to evaluate the 

proposed levee~, alone, separately from the swale, thereby 

implying that the levees, alone, would not be acceptable or 

feasible. See 4~43, fifth paragraph. 

19. At p. 4-49, the Report claims the impact of the proposed 

Cadillac Heights_ levee on the elevation .of a standard project 

flood upstream; at existing levees would be an overall reduction 

of 1.1 feet. No computation figures are provided. This 

conflicts, inexplicably, with the following answers given in 

writing by the Ft. Worth office of the Corps. 

(Written by Army Corps in response to questions from 
DFE workshop February 8, 1997): 

Question: What are the resultant water surfaces with 
the chain of wetlands only and how do they compare with 
the levees added? 

Answer: SPF flood elevations at the downstream end of 
the existing floodway are reduced by approximately 3.5 
feet, -from existing conditions, due to the Chain of 
Wetlands only. The reduction in SPF flood elevations 
at this same point {downstream end of the existing 
floodway) is 1.1 feet when the short option levees are 
added. When the long option levees are added, the 
reduction in SPF elevations only O. 45 feet." 

49. Later, at a town hall meeting held by Councilwoman Donna Blumer, 

the City's Trinity czar, Peter Vargas, answered that the toll 

roads would raise the major flood level by one foot. That means 

no improvement from LPP or FSP. The EIS fails to consider the 

tollroads although they have a significant impact on the flood 

level, pollution and noise. 
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47. The analysis on page 4-43 of the draft GRRIEIS refers to the development of the 
Locally Preferred Plan (LPP), and does not contain detailed economic analyses of t_he 
plans investigated. However, the analysis of the extent of Federal participation in the 
LPP, described beginning on page 4-63 in the "IDENTIFICATION OF THE 
FEDERALLY SUPPORTABLE PLAN" section, presents a preliminary incremental 
analyses of these levees. Upon identification of the LPP and the FSP, more detailed 
optimization analyses were conducted, as presented in Chapter 5 of the draft 
GRR/EIS. 

48. The two statements do not conflict. The implementation of a plan including the 
chain of wetlands, the SPF Lamar Levee, and the shori option SPF Cadillac Heights 
Levee (as described on page 4-49) would result in a reduction in the water surface 
elevation at the downstream end of the existing Floodway of 1.1 feet. (The short 
option vs. long option, on page 4-49, relates to the configuration of the levee around 
the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant, or CVVWTP, and does not relate to the 
height of the levee). 

49. See response to comment #22 on page N · 291. 



50. 

51. 

Vargas added that digging retention ponds ("lakes") would 

almost offset the flood rise caused by the tollroads. We answer 

that those ponds or basins could be dug without any of the other 

construction, for a beneficial net effect on the major flood 

level, which City officials have claimed to be the difference 

between a 300-year and a Standard Project Flood (about a 800 year 

event). 

20. Table 4-13 admits a benefit/cost ratio for Lamar levee that 

barely passes. The Report provides no data for Cadillac Heights 

levee. Only by quietly manipulating questionable credits from 

the wastewater, levees and the Cadillac Heights levee does the 

Corps make it feasible. Table 4-16. 

21. At p. 4-84, the Report arbitrarily states, in the middle of 

a paragraph( as usual: 

"It is noted that the estimated first costs shown in 
this table do not include environmental restoration 
costs. Outputs for these features are non-monetary and 
are not included in the benefit/cost ratio." 

52. 22. In Table 4-15, by combining swales and levees, the Corps 

manages to come up with net annual benefit5. It never gives back-

53. 

up figures io show how it does it. 

23. o~ Table 4-16, it shows "Total Project Costs of $399 

million. 

shows 

It never shows total project benefits. Why not? It 

total annual charges. If we add th~ environmental 

restoration column, how much difference would that make in 

benefit/cost ratio? 

54. 24. On Table 4-17, it shows cost apportionment of data." What is 

the ultimate benefit/cost ratio? 

55. 25. Apply the last two questions to Table 4-19. 
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50. As stated on page 4-51, Table 4-13 presents an economic analysis of the portion 
of the Rochester Park Levee, constructed by the City of Dallas, which would be 
compatible with the proposed Lamar Levee, in accordance with Section 351 of 
WRDA 1996. Due to the integral nature of the Rochester Park Levee with the Lamar 
Levee, the economic analysis included the entire Lamar/Rochester Park Levee 
system. The credits for the advanced construction of the CVWJTP and Rochester 
Park levees were Congressionally authorized in WRDA 1996 and incorporated into 
implementing guidelines from Corps Headquarters. No manipulation of these credits 
occurred. Table 4-16 presents the analyses of LPP alternatives (as complete plans -
not incremental elements) after incorporation of the compatible portions of the 
Rochester Park and CVWJTP levees. 

51. It is assumed that the commentator is referring to the last paragraph on page 4-
54 (instead of 4-84. which does not contain the referenced statement). The exclusion 
of environmental restoration costs is not an arbitrary decision, but is in accordance 
with Federal policies and guidelines. This exclusion is based on the fact that there is 
no monetary basis by which to compute the outputs of a restoration plan. 
Consequently, restoration alternatives are evaluated using cost effectiveness and 
incremental analysis techniques, as described in the "Environmental Restoration 
(Wetlands)" section, beginning on page 4-37. 

52. Table 4-15 presents total annual benefits, by reach, for the three alternatives 
presented and compared in Table 4-16. The total annual benefits in Table 4-15 are 
shown in the Flood Control Only columns in Table 4-16. 

53. Table 4-16 does not show costs of$399 million. It does show three alternatives 
(NED, Chain of Wetlands, and Chain of Wetlands Plus Levees) with and without 
recreation. Benefits are calculated on an annual basis. TOTAL ANNUAL BENEFITS 
are shown (highlighted) for each alternative (with and without recreation). As stated 
in comment #51 above, environmental restoration costs are not included in the 
benefit/cost ratio calculations. 

54. Benefit-cost ratios for each alternative are shown in Table 4-16, based on the 
price· levels, Federal interest rate, and period of analysis shown. 

55. Total Annual Benefits and Benefit Cost Ratios are shown in Table 4-19. 



56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

26. On p, 4-72, the Report combines a non-structural "increment" 

with a "chain" of wetlands. We request a full non-structural 

calculation (a) with detention ponds between existing levees; {b) 

with detention ponds in areas acquired. We recommend both (a) 

and (b), whichever provides the higher b/c ratio. 

27. The same applies to Table 4-21. 

28. At pp. 4-74ff, the Report discusses impacts of 

alternatives. It fails to follow the recommendations of the 1994 

Galloway Report and fails to reassess non-structural 

alternatives. It fails to assess our proposed alternatives in 

the preceding ~hree points. 

29. At p. 4-74, etc., it mentions emergent "wetlands''. It fails 

to explain any preference between ··emergent·· and .. human-

constructed". Which does it really mean? 
I 

30. At pp. 4-72ff., it fails to cover adequately the categories 

of environmental impact that would result, along with all the 

species involved and the relative impacts on them. 

31. On p. 4-77, the acreage of impacts of a non-structural 

alternative on water quality completely ignores the fact that 

replacing .._(with new forest parks) the Cadillac Heights and Lamar 

structure9, especially commercial structures now leaking 

contaminants into the Trinity, would have a strongly beneficial 

effect. 

32. At p. 4-71, the tfiird paragraph avoids these items: See page 

12, supra. 

33. The Report also ignored the following: See p. 12, supra. 

34. The Report at pp. 77-78 continues to lump non-structural 

with the swale, an incorrect association. 
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56. See response to comment #7 on page N - 284. 

57. See response to comment #56 on page N - 298. 

58. See response to comment #8 on pageN - 286 and to comment #56 on page N -
298. Until incorporated as implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, 
recommendations from the Galloway Report do not constitute modifications to the 
regulations by which the Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct analyses. 

59. As a general rule, it would be preferable to preserve naturally occurring 
emerging wetlands, however, the project as documented would not impact naturally 
occurring emergent wetlands. Any constructed wetlands would not be "natural" but it 
would be preferable to have constructed emergent wetlands rather than not having 
them at all. 

60. Relative impacts by alternatives was considered for environmental resources. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) were used to 
determine extent of impacts from the alternatives and develop a recommended 
mitigation plan. The HEP is a well documented and widely accepted procedure to 
evaluate impacts to fish and wildlife species because it reflects impacts to the 
structure and function of the evaluated habitat type and therefore the wildlife species 
which utilize the habitat. 

61. The non-structural plan that could be justified by the Corps would only remove a 
few structures from the area, mostly homes, and would do little to improve water 
quality. The commenter is referred to appropriate regulatory authorities to notify them 
of any known industrial leakage of contaminants in the area. 

62. Page 4-71 does not contain three paragraphs. Therefore, the meaning and 
intent of the comment is unknown. 

63. The comment is vague as to its meaning and intent. See the responses to 
comments on page N - 296. 

64. The combination structural / non-structural plan was the last of three non
structural alternatives investigated for economic feasibility, and is not an incorrect 
association. 



65. 35. At p. 78, the Report fails to present data. 

66. 36. At .pp. 78-79, the Report fails to discuss its unsound 

conclusion that non-structural allowed no help to the aquatic 

habitat by reducing pollution, ,;c;VC., and other areas of 

controversy". {Summary, next-to-last page). 

67. 37. On p. 4-78, the Report fails to acknowledge the significance 

of its key admission: "No decreases in forested area are expected 

to occur without the project." 

68. 

69. 

70. 

38. On p. 4-79, the Report fails to acknowledge that preserving 

the forest helps to clean the air. 

39. At P- 4-80 
' ' 

it inadvertently admits some help re air. It 

says this help is only "1. 5% of the total capacity of treeg ·in 

the Dallas, Texas, area. It fails to state the degree of help 

to South Dallas and Oak Cliff. 
I 

40. At p. 4-81, it misuses the swale mixture to falsely conclude 

that the non-structural impacts on air quality would be "very 

similar to those of LPP." 

71". 41. In Table 4-28, the required maintenance for non-structural 

would b~ far less (none?), if not combined with the swale. 

72. 42. All these failures call for corrections in Table 4-29 which 

also fails.to evaluate impacts on the environment. 

43. Likewise as to Chapter 5. 

44. At p. 5-13, the Report admits: 

.. The existing Dallas Floodway (which consists of levees 
and channels) was built in the 1950's to the SPF level 
of protection. The upstream channels convey flood 
waters downstream more quickly and the upstream levees 
confine flood waters which previously spread out over 
the upstream floodplain. Both factors have raised the 
downstream water surfaces and lead to more severe 
flooding in the Dallas Floodway Extension area when 
storm events occur. " 
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65. Comparative impacts were described for the alternatives in this section. 

66. The "Combination Non-Structural/ Structural Alternative" paragraph under the 
"Aquatic Habitat, Aquatic Invertebrates, and Fisheries" section, beginning on page 4-
78, discusses the impacts to aquatic resources with implementation of the 
combination plan. No other non-structural alternatives were carried forward in the 
plan formulation process due to economic infeasibility, and were therefore not 
discussed in the "ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES" section. 
beginning on page 4-74. 

67. It is unclear as to why the referenced statement, included in the report in the last 
paragraph on page 4-78, is referred to in the comment as a failure to acknowledge its 
significance. 

68. The "Air Quality" section, beginning on page 4-79, and Table 4-24, page 4-82, 
document the annual removal rates of regulated air pollutants by trees. Furthermore, 
the last sentence of the "Future Without-Project (No Action) Alternatives" section 
states, "The additional tree canopy that would develop would provide a slight 
improvement of approximately 4.1% in air pollutant removal capability above the 
existing conditions .. .". 

69. The models utilized provided an accounting for the maximum impacts the removal 
of trees could have to the various air quality constituents. The model did not predict 
effects on actual air quality at any specific location. 

70. The analysis on page 4-81 refers to the combination structural / non-structural 
plan, for which the impacts on air quality would be very similar to the LPP. 

71. The analysis refers to the combination structural / non-structural plan. Stand
alone non-structural plans were deemed economically infeasible during the plan 
formulation process. 

72. Table 4-29 presents an economic analysis of the Final Array of Alternatives, the 
impacts of which were discussed in the "ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF 
ALTERNATIVES" section, beginning on page 4-74. 



73. 45. The Report fails to add that construction of swale or levees 

in the floodway extension area would lead to more flooding in 

areas downstream from them, as is always true of structural 

74. 

75. 

76. 

approach'es. This would cost more expenses to somebody, ignored 

in the report. 

46. At p. 5-14, the Report states as follows: 

"In addition, repeated flooding has created undesirable 
physical conditions within the area forcing some people 
and businesses to relocate from the area. Such 
conditions have also prevented economic growth and 
adversely affected community help." 

The Report never mentions pollution of all of Cadillac Heights by 

lead, chromium,· and other metals dumped even before houses were 

built. 

47. A p. 5-14, it finaly admits that the bond proposition 

includes tollroads inside levees, but evades analysis. 
I 

48. Chapter 6 obscures all these failures and fails to correct 

any of them. 

49. At p. 6-8, the Report states that the city would have to 

assume all operation and maintenanc~ costs according to Corps 

regulat!.ons "after the completion of the project". 

should calculate these costs into a comparison of impacts. 

The EIS 

77. 50. At page 6-29, the report :state!5: 

.. Finally, indicator 9 compare the percentage of direct 
net debt due within 5 years to total direct net debt 
outstanding. The city's situation indicates·a weakness 
in this .area since the current payback period is 
short. However, this may indicate that debt service 
requirements are greater than the community can afford, 
especially since current expenditure:s exceed revenues. 
The analysis of all these factors, shows that the city 
should not take on new debt in the very near future. 
The overall financial condition of the community is 
currently in a marginally weakened state due to the 
large amount of net debt outstanding ... 

-16-

N-300 

73. See response to comment #35 on page N - 294. 

74. The general environmental conditions of an area do indeed influence economic 
growth and community structure. however, the purpose of this study was to address 
the potential to reduce threat of flooding. We have no authority to conduct general 
contaminant cleanups, however. should the project proposals be implemented. some 
removal of contaminants from the area of influence of the project footprint would 
occur. In addition substantial investment has also recently occurred to cap and 
remove metal contamination from the area by others. 

75. See response to comment #22 on page N - 291. 

76. Annual operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation and replacement costs are 
incorporated into all economic analyses (e.g .• Tables 6-5 and 6-6). 

77. The data in the "FINANCIAL ANALYSIS"" section of Chapter 6 in the draft 
GRR/EIS contained outdated material. and was inconsistent with newer information 
provided by the city. An errata sheet was mailed along with the draft GRR/EIS 
regarding this analysis, which showed that the city has the financial capability to 
proceed with this project. This updated information has been included in the final 
GRR/EIS. 



Table 8-13 should be revised accordinRlY- The Ant1' Corps 

should make a major point ot thie, and ehould plainly reveal that 

the tederd a:overnment eho'uld not approve the Dalla~ project 

under these circumstances. 

78. 51. 'l'he Report fails .to diaO\lsa basic principles of forest 

value, as Hike Drombect, Chief ot the U.S. forest Service, said 

in hb m:mual .. State of the Forest" address. on or abo\l.t Ap-ril, 

l998, 

"Healthy watersheds dissipate floods across floodplai.ns 
inoreasin• zoil fertility and miniaizina- damage to 
live~, 1:1roperty, 'and strel!lm8. 

"We muet. proi.eot our healthiest watersheds and restore 
those that are de&raded. •e must also continue oar 
lona: tTadition of proteotinl wild a.roas euch as 
wilderness so they can remain important sources of 
olean water and bioloaical diversity," 

7 The EIS fails to consider new Corps policy favorin& non-9. 
structur~ approache8, includina Challenge 21, COPY attached. 

80. 52. The report is too dependent on the preferences of Dall•• 

81. 

City staff and Council, therebY eliminating reasonable 

alternatives too early. It violatee Chapter 13, lP 1165_-2-1, SES 

13-2b. which says: 

"b. !1eeutivL Order 11988, This Executive Order 
~requires the Corps to provide leadership and take 

actron to: (1) avoid development in the base (100-year) 
flood plain unless it is the only practicable 
alternative; (2) reduce the ha~arda and ri5k associated 
witb floods; (3) mini~i~e the i~Pact of floods on hum.an 
safety, health and ~Alfare; and (4) restore and 
preserve the natural and beneficial values of the base 
flood plain. In this rceard, tho poller of the Corps 
is to formulate projects which, to the exterit possible, 
avoid or minimize adverse i~pacta associated with use 
of the base flood plain and avoid inducin1 development 
in the base flood plain unless there ls no practicable 
alternative for the development. (ER 1185-2-26)" 

63. It also violates See. 13-3, 13-4, 13-7, and 13-8, re 

nonstructural: 
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78. The values of the resources that would be impacted by this project, including 
those of the Great Trinity Forest were extensively addressed during project planning 
as evidenced by the impact minimization resulting from alignment of project features 
to result in the clearing of only the youngest stands of trees. within the most disturbed 
areas, routing the alignment through a landfill to avoid clearing of bottomland 
hardwood forest within the White Rock/Trinity floodplain just across the river from the 
landfill and routing the wetland swale through an actively used golf course rather than 
impact the resources on the other side of the river. In addition. rather than 
channelizing the entire reach of the river, which would cause extensive losses to the 
most mature forest and aquatic resources, the recommend plan contains only a 
relatively short section of channel realignment that would impact only 9 acres of 
mature forest. Further acknowledgment of the value of the forest is documented by 
the extensive resource mitigation plan calling for acquisition and development of 
1,179 acres of bottomland hardwood forest. 

79. Challenge 21 has not been adopted as Corps policy. Until incorporated as 
implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, recommendations from the 
Challenge 21 Report do not constitute modifications to the regulations by which the 
Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct economic analyses. 

80. The project as proposed is in full compliance with Executive Order 11988. 

81. The planning for this project was performed in accordance with existing Corps of 
Engineer policy. 



82. 

This is one more of many loose ends. 

"13-:-3. f:lood Related Planning_foll~ It is the 
policy of the Chief of Engineers to consider in the 
planning process all practicable and relevant 
alt~~·:--.c\::..v~s a?plicable to flood damage r~duction. No 
one alternative wi~~ be pr~-judged superior to any 
other. Consideration will be given both to measures 
intended to modify flood behavior (structural measures) 
and those intended to modify damage susceptibility by 
altering the ways in which people would otherwise 
occupy and use flood plain lands and waters 
{ nonstructural measures)." 

54. It fails to resolve key issues such as the City's lack of 

commitment to pay for perpetual maintenance of the mitigation 

land on Lake Livingston, far from Dallas, and to pay its portion 

for restoratio~ and 

million dollar element. 

th~ lack of an execution plan for the $78 

83. Conveyance basins, some to contain shallow lakes and some to 

be recreational fields, would lower the water level of the 
i 

Standard Project Flood, thereby improving the protection of those 

existing levees well above the present 300-year event, near 

Downtown Dallas and West Dallas. 

This alternative would not include any contradictory flood

raising,. structures such as tollroads between the lev~es and 

constructi~~ of swale and levees downstream, or a new levee along 

tuna Road, -upstream. 

Downstream from the existing levees, the conveyance or 

detention ponds would afford some protection frOm major floods, 

by holding back some of the flood water or hastening it through. 

The Corps Report should calculate and add a benefit/cost 

analysis. 

Thus far, the City staff has estimated the City cost of a 

··chain of Lakes·· between the levees at $31.5 million. See Year 
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82. Prior to construction of a Federal project, the sponsor must sign an agreement to 
provide the non-Federal share of project costs, and to provide operation, 
maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation (OMRR&R) for the project after 
completion. 

83. See response to comment #1 on page N - 294 and response to comment #168 
on page N - 61. Lakes do not provide flood storage since they are almost always full 
of water prior to a flood event. 



84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

in Review, Update, February, 1998. (Later claimed to pay for one 

"large lake", only). Dallas should pay for more conveyance lakes 

or modes than City staff has yet specified and for detention 

ponds and trails and other recreational facilities between the 

levees. lt is far less costly than the other structural features 

that make up Proposition 11, th~ $246 million Trinity proposition 

in the May 2 bond vote. 

The EIS does not address new potential environmental impact 

issues introduced to support new project features presented by 

the city. The EIS does not adequately debate alternative 

solutions which, is a good engineering practice. 

a. The 

Environmental 

construction 

EIS does not include costs and responsibilities for 

Restoration even though the study describes 

I 
impact, e.g. forest modifications, on many 

environmental areas. 

b. The EIS does not address new Dallas proposed roadways 

to be constructed in the interior upper walls of the levees. 

This item alone substantially increases the risk of pursuing the 

structural solution without a major restudy of numerous sbctions 

of the studY. 

c. !fhe study limits the scope of river area to southeast 

of downs town Dallas and does not appear to define 

responsibilities for upstream and downstream effeCt of the LPP. 

Some fundamental engineering issues that can have substantial 

environmental impact on the so-called Locally Preferred Plan 

(LPP) are described in the following information. Further, these 

named issues seem inconsistent with expected engineering basis 

for floodway water control structures. 
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84. The GRRIEIS presents the analyses of environmental impacts which would 
result from implementation of the final array of alternatives. which were developed 
through the plan formulation process, as described in the document, and conducted 
in accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. 

85. The environmental restoration measures are described, beginning on page 4-37, 
and in Appendix F, ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES. The costs of these measures 
are included in Appendix K, COST ESTIMATING, and summarized in Table 6-1, and 
Tables 6-3 through 6-12. 

86. See response to comment #22 on page N - 291. 

87. The scope of the study was adequate to address the concerns as illustrated by 
the responses to comments #88-93 on page N - 304. 



88. 

89. 

90. 

91. 

I. The new publicly announced LPP recommendation for roadways 

to be built into the upper interior levee walls does not appear 

to ·have been factored into the EIS. 

Engineering considerations to cut the levee wall structure 

to construct an unknown .load bearing roadway will initiate multi

directional stress to the levee walls. This type construction 

likely promote side wall cavitation until the · levee 

restablizes, and entertain turbulent sheer flow along the upper 

levee wall--increasing the potential of flood waters in almost 

any amount to breach the levees. 

II. The Geog~aphical Study Area is limited to the southeast 

section of downtown Dallas. p. 2-2. 

This limits the scope of the study detail to the defined 

area of ,outhern Dallas, southeast of Downtown Dallas with the 

resultant need to detail study both impact from upstream flood 

water staging, i.e. before actual flow, and downstream discharge 

control. 

II I. The EIS addresses Debris Control as part of remedial 

const:rvction for the IH 45 overpass. p. 4-69. 

The construction of roadways within the levee structure now 

must in~lude expanding debris control mechanisms, e.g. fan 

jetties, upstream from the roadways. 

IV. The EIS omits responsibility of HaZardous, Toxic, 

Radiological Waste removal costs. p. 7-3. 

This statement to decline federal responsibility for HTRW 

costs offers considerable project construction responsibility to 

Dallas in-view of the study identified chemical and solid waste 

areas in the flood plain before recreational areas can be opened. 
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88. The project proposed in the draft GRRIEIS does-not include recommendations 
for construction of roadways to be built into the upper interior levee walls. 

89. The scope of the study area as described represents the primary area of focus 
where flood damage reduction measures would be implemented. Impacts to the river 
corridor both upstream and downstream have been considered. 

90. The project proposed in the draft GRR/EIS does not include recommendations 
for construction of roadways within the levees. 

91. At the time the Draft GRR/EIS was released, additional testing was being 
pursued in the Linfield Landfill. This testing has been completed and the results are 
included in Appendix J of the final GRR/EIS. Further testing of sites is scheduled 
during the next phase of design. If such tests reveal HTRW contaminants, the first 
course of action will be to seek avoidance of the identified sites. The City of Dallas is 
aware of their _sole financial responsibility for cleanup of identified HTRW materials, 
as seen in a letter from the City, dated March 9, 1998, which is included in the 
GRRIEIS at the back of Appendix J. 



92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

V. The EIS notes the consideration Environmental Restoration is 

not included in the report. p. 7-3. 

This appears to be a 5erious omission of an engineering 

study of almost any size environmental entity. One did not find 

any reason for the omission and must wonder why it was neglected 

if so. 

The EIS should recognize that all it would take to legalize 

payment of relocation value to sellers of structures in 

floodprone areas is an amendment to the Dallas ordinance, as long 

recommended by TRCCC. See Attachment B - Area·3. 

The Corps ijeport consistently avoids reference to: 

1. The fact, admitted in a Response by the Corps, to questions 

asked Feb. 8, 1997, that the proposed levees would undo 2.4 feet 

of the 3.r feet of flood level improvements by the swale. This 

is a significant weakness of the project. 

2. The consensus on January 25, 1995, by the Trinity River 

Corridor Citizens Committee of 440 citizens, set up by Mayor 

Steve Bartlett, including the following: 

"C.~ty should consider and give 
nonstructural alternatives, based on 
and environ.mental costs and benefits." 

preference t:o 
social, economic 

.. City· should identify areas and establish a voluntary 
buyout program for residences and businesses in flood
prone areas. The program should emphasize buyouts 
immediately after flooding, utilizing the 'window of 
opportunity' approach." · /. 

;;l -~ 
~,_l)'c, t/: !',_,;~/--

E~ad C. Fntz, C.,!).ai .. •~-
Forest Task Force, 
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92. Item f. of the "Conclusions" section states that environmental restoration was not 
included as a project purpose in the original language of the 1965 authorization for 
this project. and notes that the authorization would have to be amended to add 
environmental restoration as a project purpose. 

93. From a Federal standpoint, the legalization of payment by the City of Dallas of 
relocation value to sellers of structures in flood-prone areas does not affect the 
economic infeasibility of the non-structural buyout alternatives. as presented in the 
Draft GRRIEIS. 

94. See response to comment #20 on page N - 290. 

95. See response to comment #21 on page N - 290. 
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3. 

Texas Committee on Natural 
Resources 

4144 Cochran Chapel Road 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Dallas Group, Sierra Dallas County 
Club Audubon Society 

July 9, 1998 

SUPPLEMENTAL COl1HENTS ON DRAFT GENERAL RE-EAVALUATION 
REPORT AND EIS, TRINITY RIVER 

INTRODUCTION 

This is a supplement to our comments previously mailed to 

you. Among other items, we add: 

1. Failure of the DEIS to present a factual, rational basis for 

summary rejection of the voluntary buy-out alternative. 

2. Assessments by an editorial staffer in Dallas Mornini News, 

May 6, 1996 1 that the result of the City of Dallas LPP for levees 

at Cadillac Heights would be to attract business buildincs. See 

Article and .Statement of Edward C. Fritz submitted to you with 

his oral t statement at your hearing June g, 1998 at the Ramada 

Plaza Hotel, incorporated herein by reference, and also attached· 

hereto, along with other attachments. 

3. Your inadequate coveraee of planned Trinity Parkway/Freeway 

impacts evaluation. We adopt statement of Joe Wells, June 9, 

1998, ·incQ.rporated herein by reference. 

4. 4. :Your inadequate coverage of Clean Water Act, Clean Water 

Action Plan, Clean Air Act, Environmental Justice Kxecutive 

5, 

6. 

· Orders, Challenge 21 documents, etc. We adop~ the comments of 

Mary Voeelson on behalf of Leaaue of Women Voters of Dallas, 

incorporated by reference herein. 

5. Your failure to cover adequately all benefits and costs, 

including cumulative. 

6. Your failure to cover adequately the costs and 

responsibilities for environmental restoration and other factors. 

-1-
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1. Rejection of non-structural alternatives was based on economic infeasibility, in 
accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. 

2. The economic feasibility of the SPF Lamar Levee and the 100-year Cadillac 
Heights Levee was based on the current structures to be protected, in accordance 
with c_urrent Federal policies and guidelines. Future development would be at the 
discretion of the city of Dallas. 

3. See response to comment #22 on page N - 291. 

4. Project as proposed is in compliance with these laws and executive orders. 

5. The economic benefits and costs of the recommended plan is presented in 
Chapter 6 of the document. as well as in Appendix D, ECONOMICS, and Appendix K, 
COST ESTIMATING. 

6. The benefits and costs of the ecosystem restoration features are presented in 
Chapter 6 of the document, and in Appendix F, ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, 
and Appendix K, COST ESTIMATING. 



7. 

8. 

9. 

7. Your failure to cover adequately the environmental losses 

that swales and levees would inflict, including a rookery of 

thOusande of herons and egrets of at least six species which 

might be impaired by the Trinity Flooway Extension Project. 

8. Your failure to cover the methods and values of voluntary 

buyouts and relocations of landowners in areas of floodplain 

risk, even if they do not yet all agree, before analysis, to sell 

on terms mentioned in advance, or of final EIS. 

DISCUSSION 

1. FAILURE OF THE DEIS TO PRESENT FACTUAL. RATIONAL BASIS FOR 

REJECTION OF V,OLUNTARY BUYOUT ALTERNATIVE. 

In his opening comments at the June 9 public hearing, 

Colonel James S. Weller indicated an underlying a_ssumption for 

rejecting; the voluntary buyout alternative. He said that the 

Corps would not accept a structure-by-structure buyout. We 

request a copy of that statement in full. Many factors are 

involved: 

a. Total willingness of lando~ners to sell should not be a 

prer64luisite to a buyout proaram. 

At the early occasion when a community or agency decides 

upon a lruyout program, not all of the landowners may feel willing 

to sell. The exact compensation for acquisition and reloc~tion 

may not be known. A landowner may not yet re~lize the pros and 

cons of living on in a partially abandoned community. A 

landowner may not yet know the availability of and desirability 

of housing or other land outside the floodplain. The community 

government may be able to encourage potential sellers by 
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7. Environmental losses attributable to the project proposals have been documented. 
Information related to the rookery that the Cadillac levee was alignment to miss, has 
been included in the final EIS. 

8. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

9. Federal participation in a buyout plan is predicated upon economic feasibility of 
such a plan. The stand-alone. non-structural buyout plans investigated in this study 
did not show economic feasibility: therefore, Federal participation is not warranted. 



10. 

11. 

12. 

educational methods, as did the City of Tulsa in its succeseful 

Mingo Creek Project. 

b. For the Army Corps to impose a prerequieite that all 

landownere in a proaram must agree to sell in advance would be 

certain to eliminate ~umerous communities from federal cost

eharing in spite of the outstanding federal benefits for adopting 

voluntary buyout proarame over outmoded levee or other 

conetruction projects in floodplains. 

C. Total acquisition of all lands is not essential to a 

viable buyout program. Some landownere can remain on et te 

without elimfliating the superiority of converting the area, in 

general, to parkland. Even in Dallas, an example of incomplete 

acquisition ie Roosevelt Heiehts, a floodplain that once caused 

frequent!~ repetitive fliahto from floods. There, three 

landowners persisted in remainina when everyone else had moved to 

higher around. The City of Dallas has not done all it could to 

induce the remainina landowners to sell; nor to utilize the 

predominantly open space as parkland; but still, the advantages 

of sp~ring many people from floodina: have been tremendou!. · 

for 

Cadillac · Heights, 

the 

near 

citizen-proposed voluntary buyout in 

the Trinity River, a substantial 

percentaae of landowners are anxious to sell at a reasonable 

price plus relocation costs. Those who do not ·yet agree to sell 

{no price having been siven to them) are mostly on relatively 

hia:h ground, near the 100-year flood level, where no flood has 

reached them in the 30 years or so that they have lived there. 

As occurred in Tulsa, they may choo!e to remain on site for a 

while, and then decide to sell. Heanwhile, the costs to the City 
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10. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. 

11. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. 

12. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. 



13. 

14. 

15. 

ot maintainina their streets in preeent condition, and 

maintainina aarbaae and other services, would hardly become larae 

enouah to undo the advantages of not having to construct leveee, 

and to pay for insurance and other damages that miaht still occur 

if all the residents. were aiven no opportunity to sell, and 

floods strike the area in spite of the proposed new levees. 

e. In Cadillac Heiahts, a majority of the voters in the 

1998 City bond election voted against Proposition 11, the Trinity 

levee and swale proposition. Thie result further supports a poll 

that we made in the community that a majority, if not all, of the 

landowners would sell at a reasonable compensation. 

f. Dallas should offer reasonable compensation for the 

costs of relocation, includins moving and purchase of comparable 

housing o~ higher around. In the bond campaign, some of the 
I 

·advocates of swale and levee construction claimed that City 

ordinances do not provide for such compensation. Even if so, 

that could be changed by a vote of the City Council or the 

people. It would be fair and beneficial to th~ City and to 

residents and owners in other floodplain communities where floods 

cause damales. 

a. •It would be unwise to claim that these considerations 

have been foreclosed by the Dallas bond election of May 2, 1998. 

The vote for Proposition 11 was only 1.Ssx· above the vote 

Besides, the advocates, some of whom would profit by 

buildin& swales and levees, or by constructing business buildings 

behind the proposed levees, raised more money for their campaian 

than did the citizens who opposed the issue. Furthermore, the 
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13. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. 

14. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. As stated previously. the Dallas 
City Council stated in October 1996 that acquisition of structures in Cadillac Heights 
would not be considered further. 

15. See response to comment #9 on page N - 307. 



16. 

Dalla3 Horning New~ and the other advocates of Proposition 11 

failed to provide fair coverage of the reasons for taking the 

more modern approach of non-structural floodplain manaaement. 

h. Althouah the Galloway Report, at paae 86 and elsehwere, 

pointed out the bias of Army Corps computations of benefits and 

costs for non-structural approaches, and recommended a re~iew, 

and although Conaress, in 1996, called for such a review of .Corps 

methods, the Corps has failed to provide an adequate review, and 

has persisted in its outmoded techniques in the Trinity DEIS. 

1. Attached are p. 23 of Corridor Wide Flood Damage 

Reduction adopted by Dallas City Council in Hay, 1995, and pages 

1 and 2 of Attachment B - Area 3, both items approved by 

consensus by the Trinity River Corridor Citizens Committee 

establish~d by Mayor Steve Bartlett, City of Dallas. 

j. The DEIS has failed miserably to cover any or all of 

these points. 

-5-

N - 310 

16. Until incorporated as implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, 
recommendations from the Galloway Report do not constitute modifications to the 
regulations by which the Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct economic 
analyses. 



ATTACHMENT B • AREA 3 

PROPOSAL ANO RECOMMENDATIONS FOR VOLUNTARY RELOCATION AND 
BUYOUT PROCEDURES FOR RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES IN THE FLOOD PLAIN 

... ..,.,, .......... lo)Wffl(aq~,;AaJ,41•~·-·••ct~ • 
.:. 111; city Or o;ia;. ~ho~,d- ;;v~10P- and attar a 

0

vol~~tary ~~~I and -r~10caticn ·;rogram u a vlabl• opUon 
to use in reducing the _dangl!r of flooding and flood damages in the flood plain outside of th• lavee system. 
Through offering a voluntary telOC111tion program to r.sldents Wld businesses whme property Is identified 
H at risk or or having flooded, the City could: 

provide decent and safe housing and busines• facllltles to residents and business owners 
whou proputlH have been r.peat.dly ffoacktd. and 

revltaffz• existing residential and business areu outside the flood plain through the voluntary 
relocation ot rHldents ■nd businHffs that are atr.ady In th• nood plain. 

Voluntary Rek>catlon Program 
---... ~ --"' 

The City of Dallas should dev.lop and make available to the pubnc comprehensive procedures for notffymg 
affected ruid,ints and businesses about th• voluntary relacaUan program and their ellgibinty for It. Tbls 
notification should Include written natlca In bath Engllsh and Spanish to all property owners, prtvata 
rHld•nces, apartments and buslnassH In the araa, community public mHtlngs, posting of signs In th• 
neighborhood, and bilingual notices in arH neWsp.apars and radio/TV. Notices should also bei posted In 
public facllltlesl such u llbrarle• and racreatlon centers, and in other suggestad location•. 

If rHldents choose ta relocate from areu flooding, funds should tM provided to preserve signlflcant 
historical and cultural locations identified by the community. A community support program, Including 
aulstlnC9 with changing school dlstrlets, obtaining butlneu permits, or other problama, should b• 
developed and off•ad to thOH choosing to relocate. Curnntly owned and/or occupied residential and 
business property taxes should be frozen at th• culTl!lnt rate In area targeted for revitalization unUI th• 
property changes ownership or occupancy or for a set period of time. 

·10 · c1nt.,, ·_ -~ic-r-:- •-·s: ~·: .. , funded either totally or fn part by a City ot Dal tu bond sale, should Include 
several ~Ions for both owners and renters ot property that floods or ls In th• floodplain. 

Property owners should be offart1d: UM .... .., .. -- .,.AIJ,.UJ .... ---le Flnancl1l lncanllv.s and payment for the relocation of .xlstlng structur:,ally sound property etthar 
within th• um• neighborhood or to another neighborhood out of the floodplain; 

Autnclal lncentfves and payment of a fair market price, based on comparabS. propertl■t outstde 
of the flooded areas, for purchase and demolitkm of prapertles that are not structurally sound, 
to enabl1 individuals to purchase comparable properties outside of tha floodplain. 

Financial lncantfvu, incJudlng property WC abatements, low interest loans and/or grants to 
tndlvldu■ls wishing to relocate to encourage the purchase and renovation of existing housing 
and business properties in targeled neighborhoods and area outside of th■ Uoodplain; 

Funds for the purchase ind renovallon of both prlvalely and publicly owned residential and 
business properties, Including those owned by the City of Dallas, FDIC, or other government 
agencies, ln targeted neighborhoods. 

N - , 
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5. 

Texas Committee on Natural 
Resources 

4144 Cochran Chapel Road 
Dallas, TX 75209 

Dallas Group, Sierra Dallas County 
Club Audubon Society 

August 11, 1998 

I. The Draft EIS fails to address adequately the impacts of the 

projects on old-growth and re-growth forests, plants, animals, 

and related recreation, and on aquatic life. Examples include: 

A. Ruination of natural river life in the new channel 

proposed for relieving the error in constructing the I-45 bridge 

under the biased concept that citizens would support canal 

construction under a different part of the I-45 bridge. 

B. Ruination of the forest along a new c~annel and both 

banks of the existing channel to alter the course of the river 

under I-45 bridge. 

C. Subjection of the remaining forest to increased 

disasters from winds as a result of narrowing the forest by 

digging a 300-500 foot wide swale (mainly the upper section) 

through the already narrowed forest. Even the avoidance of some· 

old-growth forest between the swale and the river would le~ve the 

remainder more subject to wind i~-

D. Same as C except change wind impacts to floodwater flow 

impacts. 

II. The Draft EIS fails to consider the impacts of the projects 

on many species of animals, particularly tho5e with deep-forest 

habitats. Some of these species are the Red-shouldered hawk 

(which nests there), the species of thru5h (which nest there, 

winter there, or migrate through), the ring-tailed cat, and the 

beaver. Many species do not recover from the loss of forest, 
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1. Impacts of project proposals have been addressed in FEIS. 

2. Impacts of project proposals have been addressed in FEIS. 

3. Trees growing in flood plain situations are always subject to extreme conditions. 
There is little evidence of wind throw along the edge of the forest within the area now. 
In addition, should a storm damage portions of the remaining forest, the land would 
still be managed for forest and regeneration would proceed as in any managed forest 
situation. 

4. The construction of the project features as proposed would not increase velocities 
through the remaining woodlands sufficient to cause measurable impacts or 
inordinate tree losses. 

5. Analysis of potential impacts to wildlife habitat in the project area was performed in 
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service using procedures consistent with 
the forested habitat within the project area. The procedures used models for several 
species that are representative of the wildlife populations inherent to the forested 
areas that would be impacted 



6. 

7. 

8. 

~ven where trees are planted for mitigation. The loss of such 

species has severe impacts on humans, as well as the general 

environ~ent, because the Great Trinity Forest is attractive to 

·many humans for observing deep forest species. 

You cannot adequately mitigate for loss of species by 

increasing other species, such as.ducks. 

III. The Draft EIS fails to provide ways. to save key biotic 

communities such as the Cadillac Hei&hts rookery. 

The EIS fails to discuss key wildlife and plant communities 

outside, as well as inside the floodplain. An example is the 

rookery alongside Rector Street on private property in Cadillac 

Heiahts. This rookery is inhabited by thousands of egrets a~d 

herons of many species. It is in danger of serious impairnent by 

private tree-cutting, poisons in the existing soils nearby, and 

by other causes, human and inhuman. The project proposes a levee 

near or through the rookery. EIS fails to provide for protection 

of the rookery. Protection solutions include acquisition by the 

public and measures to prevent any impairment. 

Hl.lndreds of the birds were killed by poisonous substances in 

•the soil in July, 1998. Some of us observed about 50 of the dead 

and dying birds in one morning. Numerous others died. 

IV. The EIS fails 

floodwaters throughout 

to 

the 

discuss 

world, 

the increasing 

including China 

because of global warming and other natural causes. 

volume of 

this year, 

V. The EIS fails to consider and to ensure environmental 

justice. 

Cadillac Heights and other communities involved in the 

project include minorities, both Hispanic and African-American. 

N - • 

6. While there may be other threats to the rookery from others. the proposed 
alignment of the Cadillac levee would avoid the rookery as it currently exists. Should 
the rookery expand into the area of the proposed construction, the alignment will be 
reevaluated. and if not possible to relocate to avoid, construction would be limited to 
the non-nesting period as recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

7. The hydrologic analysis was conducted using procedures described in Appendix 
A, beginning on page A-2. 

8. The project is in compliance with the Executive Order dealing with Environmental 
Justice. 
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10. 

11. 

e proJect tai s to provide fair consideration for them, that is 

an option for landowners to sell for a reasonable market value 

plus cost of relocation. If new levees are buit, the community 

- will be further infiltrated, or dominated, by business 

structures. 

Also, the EIS fails to remedy the presence of poisons _in the 

soil, including lead and chromium. There is little point in 

providing a new levee without providing protection from poisons. 

The same applies to bad odors from nearby meat rendering plants. 

VI. The DEIS fails to pre5ent adequate quantification of the 

benefits of a non-structural alternative to the protection of 

natural floodplains of the Trinity. The DEIS fails to present 

·quantification of the losses resulting from further development 

and depr!vition of the floodplain. 

The Galloway Report, at pages 85-87, calls for better 

methods of quantification. Congress in 1996 directed the Army 

Corps to review its methods of assessing such benefits and 

losses. The DEIS fails to reflect such advances. 

I~ May, 1997, Nature Magazine, Robert Costanza and other 

scienti~t~ and economists assessed minimum values for floodplains 

and other" ecos:ystems:, the value of the" world's ecosystem services 

and natural capital. This approach is widely acclaimed. The EIS 

should apply it to the Trinity River Project. 

VII. The DEIS fails to assess adequately the losses as a result 

of having structures in floodplains, even if behind levees. 

The book, Bisher Gt.QY..nd, published by the National Wildlife 

Federation, 1998, shows losses which the DEIS fails to consider, 

-3-
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9. Removing lead, chromium and any other metals is not a project purpose.; 
however, project implementation would be done in a manner so that the metals would 
not be increased or introduced into adjacent areas causing increases in 
concentrations. 

10. Recommendations for various methods of analyses do not constitute 
modifications to the regulations by which the Corps is mandated to conduct economic 
analyses. 

11. The analyses contained in the draft GRRIEIS were conducted in accordance 
with current Federal policies and regulations. See response to comment #10 page N 
- 314. 



12. 

and points out advantages of buy-out approache5. The EIS should 

discuss these aspect5. 

VIII.To the extent they do not conflict with our comments, we 

· adopt the following comments sent or being sent to you or 

attached hereto: 

1. Michael Daniels. 

2. Dr. Campbell Read. 

3. Texa5 Committee on Natural 

Blackburn. 

4. Dallas Ob5ervor, August 6, 1998, by.Jim Schutze. 

5. Tim Dalbey. 

-4-
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12. Your concurrence with the comments of these individuals and organizations is 
noted. 
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FRCt1 : Pa.nascnlc FAX SYSTP' 

To. The U.S,. Army Corp ofengineer, 
! Fon Wonh Tem 76102-0300 

• From· Roy Wi\li~s 
Dallas Texas 75248 

"HlE I{' 

June 9, 1998 

-Jun,. 09 1998 05:56R1 

< • • ff}t:.:,q;• -:. ' 
··'ll!',l!l'

"'Worklng almost non stop since the bt of Januuy, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer, ha! restored the l~ ~~ ,:,.".·· 
Freo,o to Chico and ~ong the North Cout from Del Norte to Santa Cruz damaged in January 1997 during flins. (h,er , 
SS contncts were twarded to reptirthm levee,." ·· . •· 1(, 
This i1 a quote from a news release on Dec. 2, 1997 from Tho U.S. Corps ofEngineer1 tnd C~ifomit Dept. ofWitar 
Rerourm NEWS 

'. In another Associated Press article conctrning tbe damage to California >Govanor Pete Wilson said "aJ\er ~ ,, g·J · · •; 
f msny counties and their leveea, the preliminary d!mage estimates have hit $77S nnllion" . .,. ·. .; 
I .. -· 

.. , '" 
An Associated Pren Article in The IDinoi• News from Feb.26, 1997 reutel: ,, 1t .-,. lilt!. 

Busineues in the Rock ruver hamlet ofCteveland are shattered. The roads were submerged under several rm' of waler .. -, ., 
And many of the mldems who refu,e to Dee.,. living inthe upper Hoon of partially ,ubm,rged home,. .". -.• ,., .. , .... 
"The out look is <Crttinly not good now,"llld Dtml Pm, emergency mvioes coordinttor for Nonhwest,11• '. 
County. 

; . ,::.-;:'-_')?', 
The Mis,isslppi River tributary broke through t SECOND LEVEE tbout 20 miles upRresm and up to 150 mdent, 
wm urged to leave their homes. The I.evee wn too &r gone to fortify with sand bags. "We would have to put up an 8 . ,, 
.foot wall ofstndb1g1 The way the wtter', going through there, you could neverb.gin to nop it," Rid K.B.l,{<ltOO:, ,,r,:. 
lire chid' of the city :h·_,;,-.,J.'.fi 

From bi, paper entitled FLOOD PWNS, I.£VEF,S, and rir, GRF.AT BASFN, Dr. lltrold Bmmyer, Profes,or Emeritu, 
1n Agricultural Economi~ at the UnivmityofMiuouri maintains, :-f~~:~.'.;t- ~ 
I "A few bisic pt]!ciplo, tre wily set forth. Ono Is thtt waw in exce,s cannot be mtdo to diAppOl1': A , 

city ctn build levee, 10 keep wtter in and, tupposedly, out of the ma beins proteoted. But it will go;:,,;;,,, .. 1 ~ 
somev.1!m, perhaps cresting overt dOWll!lretm levee or gushing prMXisting or newly SELF CRBATllD."ft..!11 

I FLOOD PLAINS And the mOre levees that are oonstructocl, the more ceruin it is that theywifr,~~~, .... 
inadequate ln a f\uure year of excess water" · ·•~ · ~.... .•'{~ 

--r. 

I could go on giving examples and expert opinions on tho dettruction from damaged levcei, but my main concern is 
with the tesidem, of Cadillac Hdght,. The letdenhip ofDdlu hes ignored the mo,t!y poor Ind minority retidem, who 
were forced to live in Cadillac Heights by lawsafthe 1940'1 that supported segregation. .• ~-.. ~;j-;.:,~:ffi; 

.. ,, . -;;~.:,,,., 
The Trinity River Project hu a price tag of $246 miJllon. he proposal will &pend $S4.7 million to build i:icw lcveei, · 
suppo&tdly to protect Cadillac Heights and lAmar St. /u we already know from experience this will not protect~-

.. ,·, 
Another concern 1 have is the toxic soil already in tbat area u well u the oontaminated dirt dredged up fro~~~-~e · , 
ro make the levees . ;.·•~~~":·~ I Who will &!Sure these families that the toxic dirt placed from the levee aite will not injure their or tbc:ir cm_l~'s 

1
liealtb .. 

Thank You, 
R<'y Williams 

1. Because no plan can guarantee 100% protection from a catastrophic flood event, the 
analyses conducted must compare the probability of a certain event occurring to the costs 
and benefits of protecting against such an event. The levee alternatives were developed and 
analyzed according to current Federal policies and guidelines regarding risk and uncertainty 
of overtopping to derive the plan providing the maximum net annual benefits. 

2. Extensive coordination with the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission 
(TNRCC) and !he Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have been pursued, and will 
continue through construction, to ensure adherence to all applicable laws and regulations 

. regarding excavation, transport, and disposal of hazardous and toxic materials. 

N • 316 



1. 

US Army Corp of Engineers 
Po Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-3000 

Subject: A BETTER WAY FOR THE TRINITY 

June 9, 1998 
7228 LaSobrina Dr 
Dallas, TX 75248 

The current plan for levees along the Trinity River is unbelievably short 
sighted. 

- If roads are built inside the levees, they will be irrq:,assable ·in the event 
of a flood. They will be expensive to clean after a flood. 

- Levees are ugly. Haven't you even driven outside the levees along the 
Mississippi Ri~er? All you can see is a dirt hill. Do you really want this 
for the city of Dallas? Not a good idea. 

' Please rethink the entire concept. I favor a series of small lakes and no 
toll roads. 

Richard Guldi 

1. The GRR/EIS does not contain recommendations for a tollroad within the levees. This 
possibility is being considered by the City of Dallas, the Texas Department of Transportation. 
and the North Texas Transit Authority. The recommendation for levees is based on the net 
annual economic benefits which would be derived from this plan, in accordance with current 
Federal policies and regulations. You recommendation for a restudy is noted. 



1. 

2. 

09 June 1998 

RE: General Reevaluation Report and lntegrated Environmental lmptct Statement 

Public Meetiog $lalement to the U.S. Corps ofEnginetrs 

Thank you for tllowin~ me the opportunity to speak. 

My name is James D. Flood. 

I own I home less than five miles from the Trinity River in the SE sector of the city of Dallas. 

I will submit additional comrnent5 11t a later time, but WO'IJ!d'like to 53.y at this time that I adopt the 
wm.ment5 of the Dalla!:TCONR group, the Looe Star Chapter of the Sierra Club, and the Dalla! County 
Auduboo Socifty. 

I would also like to comment, at this time, on the plight of many of the long time residents of Cadillac 
Height5. The Dallrui Floodway Plan to build a levee around part of that neighborhood and not implement 11 

fair and just voluntary buyout program is to condemn those minority citiz.en! lo addilionaJ hazards due to 
pollution and a virtual stab-in-the-back sellout by industrialization. The Cadillac Height5 levee is nothing 
short of ghettoiµtion by taxpayer dollars and a backward-thinking flood control plan and is the fmal insult 
to what little dignity is left of those rc1idents in that polluted floodplain. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, r0~ 
James D. Flood 
221 S:AcresDr. 
Dallu, TX P-i217•7803 

1. Your concurrence with the comments of these organizations is noted. 

2. The economic analyses of stand-alone non-structural buyout aptions, as presented in the 
GRR/EIS, shows that these alternatives are economically infeasible, or provide minimal net 
annual economic benefits; therefore, Federal participation would not be warranted. 
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August 10, 1998 

Gene Rice 
U.S. Corp of Engineers 
Project Manager 
CESWF-PM-C 
P.O. Box 17300 
Ft. Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Tis etter is in response to the Environmental Impact 
Statement issued by the Corps concerning the Floodway 
Extension Project in D3llas, TX. 

My major concerns are the following: 

1. Outdated and insufficient analysis. 

2. Violations of the Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act and 
the National Environmental Policy Act ani the Clean 
Air \Act. 

3. Inadequate economic values placed on riparian habitats 
and impact on quality of life. 

4. Planned inundation of Hatcher Street. 

5. Lack of full disclosure of secondary impaCts such as 
White Rock Cre,?k and Floral Farms. 

6. ~The use of words like "previously disturbed historical 
--sit~" - all historical sitl:!,S would be protected 

· ·whether they have been "previously disturbed11 or not. 

7. The lack of c,)mmittment for funds as promised 
to Dallas Voters in the D-.illas Bond Proposal for purchase 
of la,ds in the Great Trinity Forest Park in Dallas. 

8. 

9. 

1 0. 

The lack of committment to recreation funds in the rloodway 
extention area. 

The proposal to reduce the trails from 12! feet to 10 
feet and pave with asphalt instead of concrete . .. ~ 
The lack of an environmentally friendly~olution to 
the problems of home owners in Cadillac Heights. 

11. The possible disruption of the Egret/Heron Rookery on 
both sides of Rector road. 

12. The alledged "protection" of chemical plants and polluting 
packing houses which should be moved out of reach of the 
-~~ential floodin. 

1. The analyses conducted provided a means by which a comparison of alternatives could 
be made to determine the Recommended Plan, in accordance with current Federal policies 
and guidelines. Upon approval of the report, further investigations and design efforts will be 
performed to develop plans and specifications based on updated data. 

2. Subsequent to the release of the draft GRR/EIS, further coordination with state and 
Federal agencies have concluded that all plans are in full compliance with these Acts. 

3. It has been the Corps experience that use of non-monetary analysis such as the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Seivices' Habitat Evaluation Procedures provides a means to give equal 
consideration to the values of and the project alternative impacts to riparian habitats. 

4. Inundation of Hatcher Street has not been "planned". Inundation of Hatcher Street will 
occur in the event of an approximate 140-year flood under existing conditions without 
implementation of the Recommended Plan. Inundation of the portion of Hatcher Street that is 
north of U.S. Hwy 175 will occur in the event of an approximate 500-year flood with the 
Recommended Plan in place. The portion of Hatcher Street that is south of U.S. Hwy 175 will 
be protected from the SPF flood event by the Recommended Plan. 

5. See response to comment #61 on page N - 41. 

6. Typically, the use of the notation that a site has been previously disturbed denotes that the 
research value (data capability) has been diminished or eliminated by such disturbance. If an 
archeotogical site can no longer produce sufficient data, then it is generally no longer eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places and does not need to be considered further for 
either protection, preservation, or mitigation measures. 

7. The GRR/EIS recommends acquisition of mitigation lands in the study area for the DFE 
project. However, it must be remembered that the DFE project is only one of several projects 
approved by Dallas voters on May 2, 1998. Of the $246 million approved for Proposition 11, 
$41.8 million was included for the Great Trinity Forest. 

8. The GRR/EIS recommends a recreation plan for the DFE area, as described in Chapter 6 
and in Appendix I, RECREATION. However, as stated in the "UNRESOLVED ISSUES" 
section of the Syllabus, this plan is subject to further analysis and review to determine the 
optimum plan, which will determine the level of Federal participation. Additionally, until a 
Project Cooperation Agreement is signed following the preparation of plans and 
specifications, neither the Federal Government nor the City of Dallas is committed to the 
expenditure of funds for this project. 

9. A Value Engineering study is scheduled for the next phase of design which will entail an 
analysis of the entire recreation plan to determine the optimum implementable plan. 

10. The recommended plan, as presented in the GRR/EIS, was derived in ar:cordance with 
i Federal policies and guidelines. 



Pa ;IS Comments - Joanne Hill: 

13. Tri} spending of $126 Million dollars on 11flood protection" 
which would actually provide minimal objectives to the 
area, 

14. The ommission of an analysis of the impact a proposed 
"parkway" would have in this area which is schedule to 
be built on the levee. 

15, The conflicting alignments for all the Cadillac Heights 
levee proposals. 

16. The environmental justice issues which are raised by 
ringing an already polluted community with a levee 

.condemming residents to live in an area zoned industrial 
leaving them at the mercy of developers who will be 
able to buy their properties at pennies on the dollar, 
The area, of course, is Cadillac Heights, 

17, The possibility that livestock would be left on the 
river side of the levee in Cadillac Heights and moved 
through flood gates when the Trinity rises. Livestock 
and chemical plants have no place on the edge of any 
river. 

18. Inadequate evaluation of historical and cultural pre
servation sites, 

19. The abandonment of Sargeant Rd. which cuts off access 
of residents to local parks, Loop 12, !45 and 175·. 

20. The granting of a waiver for the Corridor Development 
Certificate which would undermine years of regional 
planning and violate the "Common Vision Plan". 

21, The lack of a master plan which would show how indivi
dual pieces fit together and impact areas both upstream 

:.:.~ and downstream. 
~ .....,:;;:---.- -- ~ 

22. The of all affected Native American 

Joann 
4518 i 
Dalla , 
214/35 -

from the Waste Water Treat-

11. See responses to U. S. Department of Interior's comment #7 on page N - 350 and Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department's comment #4 on page N - 346. 

12. Your concern an opinion is noted, however the non structural analysis conducted by the 
Corps does not support federal action to remove all the commercial structures in the project 
area. 

13. As shown on Tables 6-5 and 6-6, the recommended plan provides positive net annual 
economic flood control benefits, meaning that the annual economic flood control benefits 
exceeds the annual economic flood control costs. 

14. Cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable projects have been included in the final 
GRR/EIS. 

15. Several alignments for the Cadillac Heights Levee were investigated during the plan 
formulation process. The Recommended Plan includes the recommended alignment. 

16. The project as proposed is in full compliance with the Executive Order on Environmental 
Justice. 

17. Under without-project conditions, the livestock and chemical plants would remain in their 
current locations. Implementation of the proposed project would provide added protection to 
these elements. 

18. Continued evaluation of historic and cultural sites will be performed during the next 
detailed design phase, and construction activities will be monitored to minimize or mitigate 
impacts to these resources. 

19. Access to these areas would not be eliminated but may necessitate some additional travel 
time and distance by some residents. 

20. See response to comment #7 on page N - 21. 

21. The GRR/EIS constitutes a Master Plan is so far as the DFE study area is concerned 
because of the many interrelated parts. See also response to comment #1 on page N - 18 
and response to comment #103 on page N - 48. 

22. All Native American Indian tribal authorities and groups with historical associations to the 
region, including the Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma, the Comanche Tribe, the Tonkawa Tribe of 
Oklahoma, and the Wichita and Affiliated Tribes, were provided information letters in October, 
1997, and were asked to initiate consultation on any issues of significance. The referenced 
tribal authorities have also been provided an opportunity to concur with the October 8, 1998 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) prepared as part of the Section 106 (16 United States Code 
( USC) 4701) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended) consultation for 
any archeological properties which may be impacted by the proposed undertaking. 
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Mr. GencT. Rice, Jr. 
Project Manager 
U.S. Amy Co,ps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District. CESWF-PM"-C 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Loyal Gordon Bmett II 
3010 Honcysuci:le Drive 
Garland, TX75041 

Dear Sir: 

1. I would like to give my input regarding the trail recommendations along the southern Trinity River 
. _ con:ihln.my opiniori the cumnt plan there is too liule trail dedicated to mountain bike use_ 

I would like to haYca shared use policy that is similar to Cedar Hill lbantyou. 

Siocercly, 

Loyal Gordon Bassett II 

~~~-tr 

1. A Value Engineering study will be performed during the next phase of detailed design to 
determine the optimum implementable recreation plan. Your recommendations are noted. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

!;··-.-~- _.-: 

5221 Whispering 6aksbr 
Dallas TX 75236 
August 11, 1998 

Gena T. Rice JR, Project Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth TX 
76102-0300 

Re: GRER/EIS Dallas Flood-Way Extension Project 

I generally support the comments of the Texas Committee on Natural Resources, 
the Dallas Lone Star Sierra Club and the Dallas Audubon Society concerning the 
reference project. These comments have been furnished to you previously. 

However, I want,to add some personal observations of my ovm. My home and 
my place of employment are on opposite sides of the Trinity River. Therefore, I 
cross the river at least twice each work day. Having done this for alinost 10 years 
I have seen the river flood, block many highways and ruin homes. I have seen it 
as a mere trickle with a few stagnant ponds much as it is now . I keep wondering 
what, if anything, can be done to improve this situation. 

I 
The Dallas FloOO•Way Extension Project proposes many alterations to the river 
channel and freeways {or toll roads) in or near the flood plain. Recent weather 
phenomena and continuous physical changes proposed for the drainage basin 
call all of this into question in my opinion. Here is why. 

• Parks inside the levees downtown. V\lho wants to use a park dosed in by high 
speed travel arteries on each side? What about the constant noise: the ever 
Pf:esent exhaust fumes, pollutants washed into the river with each modefate 
rainfall;•disease sources? I certainly will not take my grandchildren there to 
play. 

• The proposal suggests upstream fresh water will be used to flush the lakes 
after a runoff. Considering the state is in the midst of a major drought and 
heat wave with many cities enforcing water conservation. is this really 
practical? I'm aware of pump capacity issues etc., but public; relations will 
dictate that this flushing not be done_ It's a waste of fresh water anytime. 

• As more of the drainage basin is paved, more water will come down the river 
faster in major rainstorms. More investments on property near the river will 
give rise to more protection and/or reimbursement. Requests. This process 
will feed on itself. 

1. Your concurrence with the comments of these organizations is noted. 

2. The GRR/EIS contains no recommendations for freeways (or toll roads). This possibility 
is being considered by the City of Dallas. the Texas Department of Transportation. and the 
North Texas Tollway Authority. Furthermore. the only channel modification proposed in the 
GRR/EIS would entail realignment of the river at the IH-45 bridge. 

3. The GRR/EIS contains no recommendations for parks within the existing Floodway, near 
downtown. 

4. The GRR/EIS contains no recommendations for lakes. The only pumping of water 
proposed in the document would involve utilization of treated effluent from the Central 
Wastewater Treatment Plant to maintain the functionality of the proposed wetlands during 
times of low flow in the Trinity River. 

5. Impacts of construction upstream of the study area will be reviewed and minimized by the 
Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) process and the Record of Decisions (ROD) signed 
in 1987. 
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6. 

7. 

• The travel arteries inside or on the levees will absorb some of the current 
downtown congestion. However this area will flood. Its not a matter of if it will 
flood. It is a question of how much, how often and for how long. The 
consummate frustration and repair expense staggers the imagination. 

As a Professional EnQineer working in telecommunications I will leave the 
technical evaluation of the aforementioned issues to those more qualified. 
However, as a practical person•with a science and technology background, the 
Dallas Flood-Way Extension Project does not make sense economically or 
socially and ii does not appear to be a long term solution lo anything. 

~-°'·"-
1.lph ~. Yeas, PE!/ . 
972-283-9159 , 

cc: Texas Committee on Natural Resources 
4144 Cochran Chapel Rd 
Dallas TX 
75209-1504 

6. The GRRIEIS contains no recommendations for travel arteries inside or on the levees. 
This possibility is being considered by the City of Dallas, the Texas Department of 
Transportation, and the North Texas Tollway Authority. 

7. The analyses presented in the GRRIEIS were conducted in accordance with current 
Federal policies and guideline. The recommended plan is shown lo have net annual 
economic benefits and is in compliance with applicable National Economic Policy Act 
requirements. 



Thanks for the copy of the GRll/EIS, You all have done 
a lot of good work. 1 think most of it will serve us all well, 
though I don't agreef!!b~ of the major decisions on what to do, 
!l!y hope is that out of all this effort and contending will 
come a substantial broad consensus that will have us all 
working effectively toward long term goals that we all will 
·agree upon and be proud of. 

~e~ 
Vince Hendricks 
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1. 

KELLY, HART & HALLMAN 

TlLt,HON[ jSIZ) 49D· ... 00 
TtLCCO,.,. t,,:t) 411,·MO! 
MIIT[ll'S Ollrf:CT DIAl. NUM8(" 

IA ,IIO,tSSIONAL CO"l"OIIAT101'11 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

301COMG,taa.Sun,: ZOOO 

AUSTIN. TDCAS 79701 

July 9, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. (CESWF-PM-C) 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Draft GRR/EIS - Dallas Floodway Extension Project 

Dw Mr. Rice: 

IOI MAIN STl'l(tT. SUIT[ ZSOO 
,OlfJ WDlfJH. TtllAS 715102 
T[l.[,HON( {e,7) 332-ZSOO 
TELECOPT tel?) e,e-oieo 

The following /;omments are submitted on behalf of Dr. Robert F. McFarlane, the owner 
of certain property j.n Anderson County, Texas, known as the Big Woods on the Trinity, 
in response to the Notice of Availability of rite Draft General Reevaluation Repon and Integrated 
Environmenral Impact Statement for tht Dallas Floodway Extension Project (draft GRRJEIS) 
filed in the Federal Register on May 15, 1998. The purpose of these comments is to identify 
.a cost-effective downstream mitigation alternative that was not formally evaluated by the U.S. 
AJTDy Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the draft GRR/EIS. 

I 

GRR/EIS Eyaluation of Downstream Mitigation Alternatives 

Appendix F of the draft GRR/EIS (relating to "Environmental Resourcesft) contains an 
analysis of various downstream mitigation alternatives. The draft GRR/EIS substantially relies 
upon a prior U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (F&WS) inventory of lands within the Trinity River 
Basin in detennining the availability of downstream mitigation alternatives for further evaluation 
(GRR/EIS, p. F-34). The draft GRRJEIS then evaluates the cost-effectiveness Of five of the sites 
identified in the previous F&WS inventory (GRR/EIS, p. F-35) and concludes that initigation 
in the immediate project area is justifiable and appropriate because the long-term operational and 
maintenance costs associated with downstream alternatives will overcome the benefits of lower 
initial aCquisition cost (GRR/EIS, p. F-38). The primary factor cited by the Corps as increasing 
the long-tenn costs is the need to maintain an observable physical presence on-site over the life 
of the mitigation project (GRR/EIS, p. F-37) 

The F& WS inventory of lands relied upon by the Corps in determining the availability 
of downstream mitigation alternatives is the May, 1992, Planning Aid Report on the Fish and 
Wildlife Resources of the Lower Trinity River Basin. Tews (Lower Trinity Survey). The Lower 
Trinity Survey, in turn, appears to rely upon a 1985 inventory of priority bottomland hardwood 
sites. Three of the five downstream areas identified in the Lower Trinity Survey and evaluated 
for cost-effectiveness in the draft GRR/EIS are located within Anderson County, Texas (i.e., the 
9,446-acre "Big Lake" site, the 1,510-acre •confluence of Catfish & Beaver Creeksw site, and 
the 921-acre •Hagen Bottoms• site). A fourth downstream alternative in Anderson County was 

22619.1 
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1. The recommended mitigation plan, as presented in the GRR/EIS, and as desired by 
the local sponsor, Environmental Protection Agency, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Department of Interior and several other commenters includes acquisition of mitigation 
lands within the immediate study area. The information contained in you enclosures will 
be maintained for reference should any additional analysis become necessary in the 
future. 
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· identified in the Lower Trinity Survey (i.e., the 8,60l~acrc ~Boone Fictds• site), but it was not 
evaluated for cost--effectiveness in the draft GRR/EIS. 

In rejecting the dowru.trcam mitigation alternatives based on a lack of cost .. effectiveness, 
!he GRRIEIS stares: 

~It needs to be made clear that the infonnatiOn developed to compare the cost efficiency 
of acquiring potential mitigation lands downstream within the Middle Trinity Basin as 
opposed to acquiring the lands jointly evaluated by the Corps and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is based upon 
review of existing information documented during the Lower Trinity River study and 
does not reflect the degree of technical precision that was obtained during detailed studies 
of the lands recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The actual 
management (tree planting, thinning, fencing, number of nest boxes to be provided) may 
vary substantially, however, these needs and their subsequent costs cannot be determined 
without detailed on-site evalua!ions including field data for the Habitat Evaluation 
Procedures." (GRRIEIS, p. 36 - 37). 

It is apparent from the GRR/EIS that the Corps would welcome additional information regarding 
the availability and cost-effcctive~s of downstream mitigation alternatives. One such 
alternative is the Big Woods on the Trinity in Anderson County. 

Big Woods on the Trinity 

The Big Woods on the Trinity is owned by Dr. Rohen F. Mcfarlane and spans 
approximately 4,500 acres along the Trinity River in Anderson County (see enclosed project 
map). Much of the Big Woods on the Trinity coincides with the "Boone Fields* bottom.land 
hardwood preservation site identified in Appendix B of the Lower Trinity Survey. Se".eral other 

· Appendn B priority bottomland hardwood sites (t.g., Big Lake site, Catfish and Beaver Creeks 
site. Hagen Bottoms site, and Tehuacana Creek site), as well as several Appendix C existing 
wi\dlif~ management areas (e.g., Gus Engling Wildlife Management Area, Richland Creek 
Wildlife Management Area, and Big Lake Wildlife Management Area), are in close proximity 
to the Big Woods on the Trinity (see enclosed area map). 

The basic habitat types include both upland and bottomland forests interspersed with 
sloughs. oxbows, and a variety of emergent wetlands. The topography of the land is quite 
diverse, since it was formed from ai:;tions of the Trinity River. The northeastern upland sections 
include old river beds, banks, and bottoms resulting from a millennia of river course changes. 
The southwestern bottomland section lies within the current floodplain of the Trinity River. 

The soils in the Big Woods on the Trinity are also of extreme variation, again due to the 
action of the Trinity River. The floodplains are fairly uniform black1and clays, but the central 
and northern sections are a mixture of clays, loams, and almost pure fine sands. 

226l9.l 
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Bottomland communities along the Trinity, such as those found in the Big Woods on the 
Trinity, are considered by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department to be some of the highest 
quality and most productive wildlife habitats in Texas. A variety of wildlife species are present 
including white-tailed deer, numerous fur bearers, and birds. Waterfowl are seasonally 
abundant, and the area provides shelter and resting sites for numerous neotropical migratory 
birds. 

Mitigation Banlc 

One of the primary objectives of Dr. Mcfarlane is the restoration and enhancement of 
bottomland communities in the Big Woods on the Trinity. Mitigation banking is viewed as a 
principal means of achieving this objective, and Dr. Mcfarlane is currently developing the Big 
Woods on the Trinity Mitigation Bank (BWTMB) with the expert assistance of Mr. Terry 
Anderson of Advanced Ecology, Inc., in Center. Texas. A proposed Site Development Plan and 
draft Memorandum Or Agreement will be completed during July of 1998. 

The initial phase of the BWTMB will consist of 412 acres adjacent to the Trinity River 
on the west side of the property. The long-tenn objectives of the BWTMB are to restore and 
enhance the functioning of selected wetland processes and to restore and sustain a vegetative 
community that closely approximates the native, self-sustaining plant commgnities previously 
associated with the pre-settlement Trinity River floodplain. The natural resource management 
approach includes restoring and sustaining such floodplain plant communities as mature 
bottomland hardwoods, mixed bottomland hardwoods and prairie savannahs, and herbaceous 
marsh complexes. The lands will be protected by appropriate deed restrictions and conservation 
easements to ensure their long-term development and continued status as naturaJ ecological areas. 

The initial 412-acre BWTMB is a portion of a much larger land base and natural resource 
management project. Other areas within the Big Woods on the Trinity are currell.tly being 
utilized for individual off-site mitigation projects. For example, Pinnacle Gas Corporation is 
preparing a 50-acre mitigation site, and Texas Utilities is negotiating authorization to develop 
additiortll po[tions of the property. Up to 2,500 additional acres of bottomland habitat are 
currently available for future mitigation projects. These may be utilized either as individual 
projects within the Big Woods on the Trinity or fonnally appended to the proposed BWTMB. 

Cost-Effective Mitigation Al!ernative 

The Big Woods on the Trinity has the strong potential for habitat improvement that is 
necessary to provide some, if not all, of the mitigation needed for the Dallas Floodway 
Extension project. Extensive evaluation of the existing habitat has been conducted in support 
of the current owner's efforts to develop individual mitigation projects and to establish the 
proposed BWTMB. The Corps and F&WS are strongly encouraged to contact Mr. Terry 
Anderson with Advanced Ecology, Inc. to obtain any field data or other infonnation that may 
be necessary to further evaluate the habitat potential of the Big Woods on the Trinity. 

ll6l9.J 
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Although portions of the Big Woods on the Trinity arc located within an area previously 
identified by the F& WS in the Lower Trinity Survey, the Corps did not formally evaluate the 
property prior to concluding in the draft GRR/EIS that downstream mitigation alternatives are 
not cost-effective. In contrast to the conclusion reached in Appendix F of the draft GRR/EIS, 
it is fully expected that the Annual Cost/ AAHU Gain associated with acquiring and developing 
land in the Big Woods on the Trinity would not exceed$ 2,500.00 inclusive of the labor and 
materials necessary to prepare the site, establish the mitigation forest, provide protective fencing, 
and place nesting boxes. The anticipated cost is not only substantially less than that preserited 
in the draft GRR/EIS for the downstream alternatives evaluated by the Corps, but it also 
includes expense items specifically excluded from the Corps' cost-effectiveness analysis 

· (GRRIEIS, p. F-36). 

As a result, . the projected cost to provide the entire I, 135 acres of mitigation 
recommended by the ,Corps under the federally supponable plan (FSP) could be reduced by more 
than 36% through the acquisition of credits in the BWTMB. A savings of approximately 48% 
could be realized over the F&WS recommended FSP. 

Habitat Plan 

U.S. Corps: 

LPP 

FSP 

NliD 

U.S. F&WS: 

LPP 
FSP 

NED 

Cost Comparison Between Recommended Habitat Plans 
and the Big Woods on the Trinity, Anderson County 

Plan Cost Acreaee BWTMB Cost Comparison 

$4,659,390.00 1,179.00 $2,947,500.00 63.26% 

$4,446,853.00 1,135.00 '$2,837,500.00 63.81 % 

NIA NIA NIA NIA 

$5,554,607.00 1,154.00 $2,885,000.00 51.94% 

$5,327,515.00 1,110.50 $2,776,250.00 52.11 % 

$14,296,736.00 3,200.00 $8,000,000.00 55.96% 

More importantly, the sponwrs of the Trinity Floodway Extension project would have 
· no continuing operational and maintenance responsibilities, including such tenuous· obligations 

as installing and maintaining control structures and pumping systems to deliver a long-tenn 
source of water (e.g., sewage treatment plant effluent) to the proposed ttcbain of wetlands" 
during naturally dry months. The BWTMB would fully assume all operational and management 
obligations and maintain a permanent on~site presence. 

22629.1 
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2. The "chain of wetlands" is proposed for ecosystem restoration purposes and are not 
meant fo satisfy any portion of the environmental mitigation requirements of the 
proposed project. 
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Conclusion 

Dr. Mcfarlane certainJy recognizes and appreciates that downstream mitigation 
alternatives may be less desirable -to the project sponsors because of the aesthetic and 
recreational benefits associated with an urban chain of wetlands. Nonetheless, it may be 
necessary for the Corps to reconsider the premise that an downstream mitigation alternatives 
have long-term operational and maintenance costs that will overcome the benefits of lower initial 
acquisition cost. The Big Woods on the Trinity is a viable downstream alternative that would 
enable the project sponsors to realize substantial savings and eliminate altogether the long-tenn 
operational and maintenance responsibilities associated with the currently proposed mitigation 
plans. Sufficient lands arc currently available within in the Big Woods on the Trinity to provide 
some, if not all, of the necessary mitigation. 

Thank you for.the opportunity to provide these comments regarding the draft GRR/EIS. 
As always, should you have any questions or desire further information regarding the Big Woods 
on the Trinity, please do not hesitate to contact me, Mr. Anderson or Dr. Mcfarlane. 

Enclosures (3) 

cc: Thomas J. Cloud, Jr. 

2l629J 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
711 Stadiwn Drive, Suire 252 
Arlington, Texas 76011 

Peter H. Vargas 
t>irectpr, Trinity River Corridor Project 
320 East Jeffmon, Suire 101 
Dallas, Texas 75203 
Tel: (214) 948-4202 

Terry Anderson 
Advanced Ecology, Inc. 
Rt. 7, Box 382 
Center, Texas 75935 
Tel: (409) 598-9588 

Dr. Roben F. McFarlan< 
1021 South Sycamore 
Palestine, Texas 75801 
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8 Al9JSI 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice Jr. 
US IVmy Corps of Engl,_. 
PO Box 17300 
Fort WOfth, Texas 76102--0300 

Re: Draft GRRIEIS- Oellas Floodwey Extentioo Project 

Dear Mr. Rice, 

~ 1, Oox 3&2. C""""' T"ms 75,;,35 
ru 40915Q&.Q5M 
FAX. 409J5Q&.Q579 

On 8 Juty 1998, comments wen, povkJed on behalf of Dr. Robert F. McFarlane conamlng 
mitigation opportunities 'Mthln the Trinity Basin, pertiaJIMy regarding the Dallas Floo<JNay 
&tension Project.. Advanced Ecology Inc. {AEI) has wor1ted in detall with Or. McFartane on 
developing the nallral """'""""' of Blg Woods on the Tnnlty fo, a number of )'881" If I can 
provide you !Mth 8trf addltlonal information regarding mitigation opportunities, don't hesitate lo 
call. Yoo can receive ldditiooal information by contacting Teny Anderaon at our Center office 
800.780.910!\ or Doog Rldenoor at our Arlington office 817.588.3078. 

Sincerely, 

.,.,..-- ~ 
T~.ACF 
Piesident 
Wildlife Biotogi,t 

ex:: Rgbert F. McFalane 
JohnVwy 
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VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS OVERNIGHT MAIL 

USAED, Ft. Worth 
Attn: Mr. Gene Rice (CESWF-PM-C) 
P.O. Box 17300 
Ft. Worth, TX 76102-0300 

9266 Biscayne Blvd. 
Dallas, TX 75218 

August 13, 1998 

Re: Draft General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environaental 
Iapact stateaent for the Dallas Floodvay Extension, Trinity 
River Ba■i.n, Della• County, Texas 

PUrsmmt to 40 CFR Part 1503, this is to provide you with 
comments regarding the adequacy of the above-referenced document 
(hereinafter the DEIS), and regarding the merits of the 
alternatives discussed in the DEIS. For the reasons described 
below, the OE~S is inadequate, and the recommended plan identified 
in the DEIS is without merit. This is also to notify you that the 
DEIS is incomplete and that it does not comply with regulations 
promulgated under the National Environmental Policy Act (HEPA). 
Accordingly, as further described below, the purpose of the comment 
period is thwarted by the DEIS. Therefore, I respectfully request 
the CorP.S of Engineers ("COE") to prepare a revi.sed draft 
Envirorun~ntal Impact Statement {"EIS") which complies with the NEPA 
regulations. Once this revised draft EIS is prepared, I request 
that the COE hold an additional public comment period before a 
final EIS is issued. 

I. Th• PIIS la iOOdlQUDte and violatu uPA oqulatJona 

The DEIS is inadequate and in violation of NEPA regulations 
for the reasons set forth in the following enumerated paragraphs. 

1. -:40 t;._FR Section 1502.14 describes the comparative analysis of 
the proposal and the alternatives as the "heart of the 
environmental impact statement." However, the DEIS's description 
of multiple alternatives and sub-options, many of which are not 
under consideration and which were not evaluated in the DEIS is 
beyond comprehension. For example, summary tables (such as Table 
4-23) that compare sub-alternatives to the alternatives in which 
they are included make no sense at all. Moreover·, it is impossible 
to tell which appendices (some of which, presumably, support the 
comparative analysis), are to be part of the final Environmental 
Impact Statement {hereinafter the FEIS), and this failure to cite 
incorporated appendices is a violation of the regulations. ~ 40 
CFR Section 1502.18 (requires appendices to be incorporated by 
reference) And iillitSection 1502.21 {"incorporated material shall be 
cited in the [EIS) and its contents briefly described"). Put 
plainly, the DEIS is so confusing that it is fundamentally flawed; 

1 

1. The GRR/EIS documents the investigations required to identify water and water 
related land resource needs within the study area, and presents the plan formulation 
process used to determine the most engineeringly, economically and environmentally 
feasible solution to these needs. Table 4-23 has been revised. The Environmental 
Impact Statement has been integrated into the document in accordance with 33 CFR 
(Code of Federal Regulations) Parts 230 and 325 (ER 200-2-2). Your request for a 
revised draft EIS is noted. 

2. In accordance with the EPA comments and recommendations, dated 5 August 1998, 
the appropriate appendices were noted with an asterisk in the Final EIS (FEIS). There 
are no issues indicated in the comments submitted by the EPA, or herein, which would 
require that another revised draft EIS be released and another public comment period 
be undertaken prior to preparation of the FEIS. All issues contained in the EPA 
comments, and reiterated herein, were addressed in the FEIS. 
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consequently, the public comment process for the DEIS is thwarted; 
That is, it is impossible to comment on the DEIS because the DEIS 
is impossible to decipher. The u.s. Environmental Protection 
Agency {EPA) in its comments on the DEIS has also found the 
document confusing. s.e.e_ Letter from R. Lawrence, Chief Office of 
Planning and Coordination, EPA Region 6, to Col. James s. Weller 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("COE") (August 5, 1998) (Exhibit 1, 
enclosed) at paragraphs 1.and 2 or the "Detailed Comments" enclosed 
with that letter ("Under the designation system that the docWl!ent 
employs, none of the appendices are indicated as part of the 
EIS •••. " and "It may be very difficult for the public to determine 
exactly what actions are being proposed, and the probable 
environment impacts of these actions."), In that 40 CFR Section 
1502.10 (emphasis added) says that 

(aJgencies shall use a format for environmental impact 
statements which will encourage good analysis and llill 
presentation ot the alternatives including the proposed 
&t..i,on •••.• , 

the confusing'and fundamentally flawed DEIS is in violation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations. Accordingly, 
because the DEIS is in violation of Sections 1502.18 and 1502.21, 
because the DEIS is confusing and does not meet the Section 1502.10 
standard, and because the confusing nature of the DEIS effectively 
prohibits. the public (myself included) from making "specific" 
couents 1 as required by section 1503.2, I hereby respectfully 
request that a revised draft EIS be prepared and that the public be 
notified that there will be an opportunity for the public to 
coltll'llent on this revised draft EIS before it becomes final. I have 
complete faith that the COE will see the fairness of my request for 
a revised draft EIS and for another comment period, and that the 
COE will comply; nevertheless, out of an abundance of caution, I 
offer the following comments with the caveat that these comments 
are based on my understanding of the DEIS which may be imperfect 
due~ the circumstances described in this paragraph. 

2. The.DEIS says that realignment o:f the Trinity River channel at 
IH-45 "would have no hydraulic effectn on the proposed projects, 
but the -OEIS does not provide any analytical evidence to support 
this statement. S!J..e. Detailed Comments enclosed with Exhibit 1 at 
p. 2. Accordingly, it is not possible for the public to make 
specific comments on the merits of this element of the alternatives 
considered, and the intentions of Sections 1503'.2 and 1503.3 are 
thwarted. That is, the DEIS does not give the public an 
opportunity to view the analytical evidence in draft form since 
there is a gap in the draft language, so it is impossible to 
comment. Therefore, I reiterate my request that a revised draft 
EIS be prepared and that the public be notified that there will be 
another opportunity for the .public to comnent on the revised draft 
EIS before it is finalized. The following paragraphs (number 3 
through 29) identify similar gaps in the draft language, and based 

2 
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3. As recommended in the EPA comments, the analysis was discussed in the FEIS. A 
revised draft EIS and another comment period prior to the FEIS is not warranted. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

on these gaps and the impossibility of commenting on draft language 
which is not there, I, once again, reiterate my request for a 
revised draft EIS and another comment period. 

3. The DEIS says that the chain of Wetlands will use effluent 
from the central wastewater Treatment Plant as a "dependable water 
source," but it provides no analysis with respect to the 
dependability of this source or the potential impacts to created 
emergent wetlands associated with the use of wastewater effluent as 
a water source • .se.e_ .i.d-

4. The realignment of the Trinity River at I-45 would result in 
the loss of eight acres of existing river channel, but the DEIS 
does not provide specific details or analysis of what these impacts 
will be. ~ lJi. 

5. High Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) impacts on the Trinity 
River are expected during heavier flow discharge from the created 
wetlands into. the Trinity. The DEIS does not describe the 
frequency and, sever! ty of these impacts. SH Detailed Comments 
enclosed with Exhibit 1 at pp. 2-3. 

6. It is not clear whether the Great Trinity Forest bottomlands 
will be impacted by the recouended plan identified in the DEIS. 

- ill. 
7. The bEIS does not describe or analyze the types of impacts on 
the bottomland hardwood forests that are expected. In particular, 
the DEIS does not address the impact on hardwoods that the removal· 
of water sources ( overbank flows} from areas behind the levees 
might hove, - lJi. 

8. The DEIS does not provide adequate discussion of impacts to 
bottomland hardwood forest wildlife or to fish. Sil id.. 

9 •• ~he listings of threatened and endangered species are 
incorisis"t8nt. ~ id., 

11. 10 •. through 29. To the extent that they identify gaps in the 
information and analysis presented in the DEIS, paragraphs numbers 
10 through 29 of the Detailed Comments enclosed with Exhibit 1 are 
incorporated herein by reference, and these paragrBphs are offered 
in support of my request for a revised draft EIS and an additional 
public comment period. 

II. The rtcone:nded plan identified in the OBIS is without aerit 

According to the Dollas Morning Hews, a 1986 COE report [I 
hereby request that you add the referenced 1986 COE report to the 
administrative record.] based on a study that began in 1984 
"included careful analysis of satellite data, which detected a 

3 

4. through 11. See responses to comments provided by Environmental Protection 
Agency on pages N - 4 through N - 11. Enclosures to this letter will be retained in 
project files. 
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major problem (in the floodplain upstream of the proposed Dallas 
Floodway Extension] : thousands of acres of once-pristine rural 
floodplain that could soak up heavy rain were being turned into 
virtual parking lots that repel water like a raincoat, sending the 
water ultimately to the river." "Troubled Waters," Dallas Morning 
~ (Septellber 29, 1993) at 15A (this newspaper article is Exhibit 
2, enclosed). Fearing that development could worsen floods along 
the Trinity, the COE, in cooperation with local governments, 
imposed tighter rules on floodplain development. l.!1.- The .HmlS. 
went on to quote a local expert who said that "People have been 
allowed to reclaim land in the Trinity floodplain for years without 
compensating for it •.• The net effect is to throw more water into 
the floodplain, raising the level of water of people downstream ••. " 
The extended levees and swales described as the recommended plan in 
Chapter 6 of the DEIS will create an opportunity for further 
development in the floodplain--the DEIS essentially admits this 
development may take place, but does not give these indirect 
impacts adequate consideration as is required by NEPA. ~ 40 CFR 
section 1508.8. Development will reduce the ability of the land to 
absorb runoff.. The consequence of this development will be to, 
once again, cause flooding for people downstream. Accordingly, the 
recouended plan is without merit. 

In the wake of the devastating floods which took place in 
about 1993, the Administration's flood control philosophy changed 
from constructing levees (which had generally failed to control the 
floods) tb converting towns and farmlands to wetlands where rivers 
could spread out. ~ "U.S. Considers Scrapping Levees for Flood 
Control," The New York Times {August 28, 1993) pp. 1 and 6 (Exhibit 
3 enclosed). Please reconsider the alternatives in light of the 
philosophy described in the New York Times article--it makes no 
sense to repeat past mistakes by building more levees. Please 
select an alternative that does not create more levees, but instead 
buys out developed areas, thereby creating more wetlands where the 
river can spread out. 

·Plea,;e give these comments your thoughtful consideration. If 
you have any questions, please write to me at the above address. 

Sincerely yours, 

-~~ 
~E. Costello 

4 

N -334 

12. Cumulative impacts attributable to reasonably foreseeable actions of others and 
indirect impacts related to this project proposal have been modified in the FEIS. In 
addition proposed construction within the flood plan upstream of the study area would 
continue to be reviewed and minimized by the Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) 
process and the Record of Decision signed in 1987. 

13. Until incorporated as implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, the 
philosophy described in the New York Times does not constitute a modification to the 
policies and guidelines by which the Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct project 
analyses. · 



LIST OF EXHIBITS 

1. Letter from R. Lawrence, Chief Office of Planning and 
Coordination, EPA Region 6, to Col. James s. Weller U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (August 5, 1998) (Includes Detailed Comments which are 
enclosed with the letter). 

2. Dallas Morning News (September 29, 1993) (this newspaper 
article appears on pages lA, 14A, 15A, and 16A). 

3. "U.S. Considers Scrapping Levees for Flood Control," The N8w 
York Times (August 28, 1993) pp. 1 and 6 

5 
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Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., Project Manager 
Dallas Floodway Extension Project 
U.S. Army Co<ps of Engineers 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth TX 76102-0300 

Dear Gene: 

RE: Commenls GRR/EIS Report 

1. I support the commenls sent you by Ille T exao Committee on Natural Resources, 
.the Dallas Group, Sierra Club, and the Dallas Counly Audubon Society on Iha 
GRR/EIS Report concerning the Dallas Floodway Extension Project.. 

2. Non-structural alternatives, with or without conveyance basins, and raising existing 
levees, is much preferred over adding new levees and swales. 

Below are some further personal comments. 

3. Any meaningful study of Ille Trinity should answer the question: What is Ille rivers 
function in the ecosystem of North Central T exes and the relationship of man to thal 
purpose? The federal government is specific on this issue-ttie environment must 
be properly considered in any action affecting a public walerway.' The GRR/EIS 
Report iii loo ~••vily oriented toward economic developmenl, levees, and swales. 

4. There is lack of coordination with other political entities evidenced in the report. 

5. For example, the GRR/EIS om~s analysis of the TXDOT plan to construct a toll road 
within the existing floodway , extending scuthward through a portion of the Dallas 
Floodway Extension Project. This is part of Ille Study Area of the COE. The GRR/EIS 
report merely mentions it in passing1 and makes no further comment. 

6. Frankly, the idea of a toll road inside the levee is absurd. It adds to the river elevation 
in lhe floodway corridor, jeopardizes existing levees, threatens the CBD, is a 
tremendous scurce of noise and air pollutioo, is an obstruction in Ille flood plain, and 

' National Environmental Policy Ad of 1969. 
1 GRR/EIS Report, Page 5-14, paragraph 2. 

N - 336 

1. Your concurrence with the comments of these organizations iS noted. 

2. See the response to comment #1 on page N - 13. Raising existing levees would not 
provide flood protection to the Dallas Floodway Extension area. 

3. The investigations and analyses presented in the draft GRRIEIS have been conducted in 
accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. 

4. The participants in this study are shown in the "PARTICIPANTS AND 
COORDINATION" section, beginning on page 1-1, and in the "PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT" 
section in Chapter 6. 

5. Cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable proposals, including the Trinity 
Parkway/Freeway have been incorporated into the GRRIEIS. 

Comments received from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), dated 5 Aug 
1998, state their understanding that transportation ·planning is not part of the flood 
control project, and that the flood control project is not dependent upon transportation 
needs. Their comments also state that, u ... any subsequent Federal transportation 
project affecting the OFE should be fully evaluated under NEPA prior to alternative plan 
selection and construction." 

6. The draft GRR/EIS makes no recommendations for construction of a toll road within 
the levees. A thorough review of all design plans for construction within the exisling 
Floodway will be conducted to ensure compliance with all applicable Federal policies 
and guidelines prior to issuance of a permit. 
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endangers lives. The State also plans to extend a loll road inside the levees along the 
West Fork of the Trinity, as part of the regional transportation program. How can the 
COE sanction such an idea and stay within the federally mandated guidelines?' COE 
opposijion to this travesty is essential. 

Rivers flood , as a natural course of events. Consequentiy, the prudent and modem 
approach is to allow the river freedom to establish its own course. Therefore, we 
should discourage building in the flood plain. Others use the non-structural approach 
with the sanction and cooperation of the COE, and ii works! Why can't we? 

Thank you very much fur this opportunity to comment. 

oy~~-11\ 
POBox7 
Dallas TX 75378-1592 
(214) 350-il102 

'GRR/EIS Report, Page 6-9; Sect. 9&10 Rivers and Harbors Ad.~ 1969 

7. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 
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June 16, 1998 

James S. Weller 

U.S. GOVERNMENT INSPl!:CTl!D M!ATS 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Comments ontbe Trinity Floodway Extension Project 

Dear Colonel Weller: 

Our company, Dallas City Packing, lnc., is a food processing business located in the 
Cadillac Heights area of southern Dallas. We appreciate all the time and effort which 
both the ~s of Engineers and the City of Dallas have spent in working on this project 
for the improvement of the Trinity River Ba.sin. We would respectfully like to offer the 
following comments on the Dallas Floodway Extension Project. 

We realize how important the Trinity River Floodway Extension Project is to south 
Dallas and to Dallas as a whole. Located where we are, this flood control project 
is very important to Dallas City Packing, Inc., also. Being in the perishable food busi
ne,,, we depend upon a safe and clean manufacturing &cility. 

We have been at this location for 54 year,. We provide employment which supports 
100 familieS, 80% of whom are minorities. We are proud to be able to provide the 
employment which supports these families. Many of them live in the· south Dallas area. 
We want to remain here in business at this location. We want to be able to preserve 
these jobs in the south Dallas area. These 100 jobs translate to I 00 families, which 
means that 400-500 people are counting on our business as their source of income.• 
Many small grocers and other busine,ses hoth large and small depend upon us as a source 
of supply. We ate an integral part of the lax base for the City of Dallas. 

We are in favor of the Federally Supportable Plan for this project. As we understand it, 
the FSP provides for a levee which runs from the existing Dallas Aoodway to the Central 
Wastew11.t~ Treatment Plant Levee. This levee would change to a floodwaU in the vicinity 
of our property which would protect our business from flooding without disturbing our 
operation. Thls is very important to us. 
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1. Subsequent to the release of the draft GRR/EIS, the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) has determined that the plan providing SPF levels of protection to both the 
Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights areas, denoted as the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) in 
the draft GRR/EIS. is designated the Federally Supportable Plan (FSP), and therefore 
the Recommended Plan. Revisions to the GRR/EIS have been made to reflect this 
decision. 



2. We understand that at the current time, the Locally Preferred Plan does not include the 
floodwall option. City of Dallas officials have assured us that this is just a matter of 
having the time for the plans for the LPP to be modified to include the floodwall in a 
manner similar to the FSP. Once the lPP is modified to incorporate a fl.oodwall similar 
in design and location to the one in the FSP we will be in support of that plan. As the 
LPP stands, however, we are strongly opposed to it as the levee would destroy our 
property and our business. · 

We ask you to please be sensitive to our needs, as we trust you will, in the final planning 
ofthis project. We will need your help and support in insuring that the final plans for both 
the FSP and the LPP contain an alignment of the levee inclusive of a floodwall which 
protects our business and preserves the much needed jobs in this section of the city. We 
need our business to be able to function in 8 whole and complete manner as it has for the 
last 54 year,. 

We thank you and the COIJ)S of Engineers lllong with the City ofDallas in advance for 
your help in reaching the much needed goal offlood control for south Dallas. We also 
tbal1k you for working with us here at Dallas City Packing, Inc. in order to preserve our 
business and the jobs we provide which are so crucial to the south Dallas area. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Milton Rubin 
President 

cc: Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. 
Project Manager 

Alan Rubin 
Vice-President 

~~ David Meyers 
Vice-President 

2. The Cadillac Levee design will be reviewed and considered during the next phase of 
detailed design, in conjunction with continued HTRW testing and an update of 
topographic surveying data. Your recommendation and support for a modification is 
noted. 
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June 9, 1998 

lO: lJSl'(E 

PO Box 17300 
Ft. Wonh, Tx. 78102-0300 

FR0-1: Mary Vogelson · V 
League of Women VOIB!S of Dallas lit!:, 
9316 Guernsey Lane 
Dallas, Tx. 75230 

RE: Draft GAR/EIS lo< the Dallas Aoodway Extension Project 

The foUowlng are brief draft nctes for this public hearing, June 9, 1998. More detaikm 
comments wlll follow. 

The Dallas League of Womert Vders h~ concerns regarding the DFE project that center around 
the issues of the USACE's compliance with and furtherance of: 

a) the Clean Water Act and the Clean Water Action Plan; 
b) the C~an Alr Act, considering the city's current •serious non-analiiment status• 

coopled with its overall future plans for this area; 
c) the Executive Orders 12898, 12250, 12875, 12962, 11514, 11735, 11988, 

11990, 11991, et al. concerning environmental Justice and related concems under Title VI of 
the 1965 Civil ~ights Act; 

d) the Corps' Challenge 21 lnltlatlve and related Items such envlroomental pro!:ectlon of 
the threatened very large rookery In Cadillac Heights area. 

The Clean Water Act and the Clean Water Action Pfan seem to be ignored by many 
elements of this project. The Trinity River Is currently one of the 40% of rivers nationwide 
that Is still •unflshable, unswlmmable and undrtnkabte• and listed by the EPA IWI as •highly 
vulnerable to stressors such as pollutant loa.dlngs•. The River Is up to 96% waste water effluent 
during low water/drought months - a large part of the year! The DFE pfan to place a levee 
around C-adillac Heights (west side of River) and locate a meat packing plant's livestock barns on 
Jhe Inside of the-levee leaves many questions regarding the Cocps' commitment to clean water 
here. The wan Street Journal reports (5113198} that Texas Is one of the states where TMDL 
assessrrients are n~ being made by our TNRCC. Should the city be fon:ed to change, re-locate 
businesses, ufTl1t land uses or engage In a costly clean--uplretentlon program as a result of 
compllance monitoring by the TNRCC, it would be a shame to have the DFE proJeCt cause even 
further tax dollars to be spent here. 

The meat packing plant so carefully considered by the Corps realignment Of the Cadillac Heights 
levee was permitted only last year by the city In a t0-2S..year flood plain area. The new levee 
location which now threatens extinction to a large rookery In the area. Is another example of 
disregard for riparian/wetland/water protection. 

NO( pan of-but definftely associated with- the DFE project Is the city's plan to 
cooperate in the buildlnWspoosoring of an eight lane toll road constructed on the east side of the 
DFE levee extension (Lama St. side) partly on the rtver side. The USACE DFE project already 
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1. Implementation of the DFE project will not cause increased environmental impacts 
associated with the plant. The meat packing plant currently deals with animal wastes in 
adherence to Federal regulations, which would not be altered by the DFE project. 

2. The levee alignment would miss the rookery as currently proposed. however the plan 
will be reviewed during the detailed design phase to determine if the rookery has 
expanded into the proposed alignment. If so, the alignment would be revised ii 
possible to avoid parts of the rookery that would be impacted. Should avoidance be 
impossible, however, construction activities will be scheduled during the non-nesting 
season in order to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, in accordance with the 
comments provided by the U.S. Department of Interior, contained herein (see comment 
#7 on page N - 350). 

3. The DFE project, as agreed upon by the EPA in their comments. " .. .is not dependent 
upon transportation needs .... lmp/ementaUon of any subsequent Federal transportation 
project affecting the Dallas Floodway Extension should be fully evaluated under NEPA 
prior to alternative plan selection and construction." As stated in response to previous 
suggestions to move the Lamar Levee, realignment of the Lamar Levee to the railroad 
would result in significant cost increases due to the required acquisition of property on 
the north side of the tracks for sump construction. The proposed alignment is the 
optimum alignment. Cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable proposals, including 
the Trinity Parkway/Freeway have been incorporated into the GRRIEIS. Until 
incorporated as implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters. the Challenge 21 
initiative does not constitute a modification to the policies and guidelines by which the 
Fort Worth District is mandated to conduct project analyses. 



4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

places the ·Lamar Levee· as close to the River as possible. We have made repeated suggestions 
to have the alignment moved as far away from the River as possible, I.e. along the already 
elevated and natural non-encroachment line of the railroad. The USACE Is fully aware of these 
road construction plans, yet no comment Is made as to how any of these possiblllties comply 
with the Corps' own Challenge 21 Initiative. The pJacement of new ulban levees is, Indeed, 
being done In some areas, however It Is our understanding that in no case are these new levees 
being put closer together as the DFE proposes lo< Dallas. 

In regard to environmental Justice Issues, lhese pertain mainly to the reskfents of 
Cadillac Heights. This area Is adequately described In the GRR/EIS • but there Is a strangely 
cavalier attitude aboot leaving homeowners to the vagaries of the market after purposefully 
ralsing their property values - which the Corps states tt fully expects to happen once these 
homes are removed from more frequent flood damage occurrences. The fact that these homes are 
on highly toxJc, lead polluted soils and are zoned for •heavy Industrial• development looks like 
the Corps Is a partner ln enabling the city to rid Itself of these poorer neighborhOOO Inhabitants 
with out buy-out, flood relocation or emergency aid. Please see the attactled editorial from the 
Dallas Morning News of 516198 If there Is any doubt as to the economic purposes behind the 
city goals for this area .. Again, See your Challenge 21 initiatives. 

Calculating the' buy-out costs of this west side of the levee extension prolX)Sal; evaluating 
the advantage of leaving this side of the river's nood plain to flood after a buy-out and oot 
endangering the waste-water treatment plant; and leaving out the estimates or costly 
environmental clean-ups, etc, have left us wlth a less than honest cost/benefit analysis from 
the current Corps report. 

I 
Further comments need to be made regarding the Impacts to mlnortty settlements 

downstream such as Joppa and Sand Branch resulting from the increased TMDL's, Increased 
water velocities deltverlng waste water pollutants and odors, the soll dlspos.il from swale 
construction and the tacit of erosion controls on already existing prct,tem areas (i.e., Lemmon 
Lake, Little Lemmon Lake). There are sut>sistence and recreational fishing actlvittes that must 
be addressed as part of the Corps' responsibility under the Clean Water Act. As a recent New 
York Times editorJal states, It the USACE is not pan of the Clean Water Action Plan; nothing will 
be accomplished In this area. 

The LVWO Is greatly concerned over the questions stlll unresolved that lnvotve the 
•remote mitigation site"; the"recreatlon ptan• without cost participation by tile Corps; and to a 
lesser extent, the wetlands or ·environmental restoratlort. It seems, to put it bluntly, that If 
Dallas Is to take the environmental •h1t• to part of the forest and existing wetlands, we should at 
lesl get some of the clean-up and 1,150 acres or so mitigation restoration/preservation here! 

Other concerns: 
The City of Dallas has an extremely poor record of maintaining, operating and complying 

with environmental regulations.. A ITlaJor contributor to problems within the present floodway, 
In addition to upstream construction and loss of valley storage among others, is the city's 
Ignoring "best management practices· thus allowing large amounts of sedimentation and silt to 
bulkl up and make the tloodway shallower. This lack of attentJon to any pretense of erosion 
control, stonn water runoff prevention or de-siltation prevention ts easily observable In any 
part of the city. Obvious and Immediate examples are apparent In that for over ten years the 
city has put mowing of medians, public parf(s, levees, etc. on a veiy restricted schedule. The 
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4. The analyses conducted in the development of the proposed project were conducted 
. in accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. The benefits derived from 
the various alternatives were based on the flood damage reduction provided to the 
areas previously unprotected (Cadillac Heights, Lamar. etc.) and on the additional flood 
protection to the upstream reaches. The project would provide comparable flood 
protection to the residents of Cadillac Heights as is provided elsewhere within the study 
area. 

5. The economic ailalyses of buyout alternatives were conducted in accordance with 
current Federal policies and guidelines, and concluded that these alternatives were 
economically infeasible, thereby eliminating Federal participation in a buyout. 

6. There would be no anticipated increase in TMDL"s with the proposed project. 
Velocities would not increase significantly downstream of the project area. Furthermore, 
construction activities would be regulated by a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) to minimize impacts downstream from the construction site. 

7. Aquatic resources impacts have been addressed; the project would have minor 
temporary impacts to fisheries resources or access to them. Access in the future could 
be benefitted as a result of the proposed recreational plan. 

8. While minor modifications in the environmental mitigation plan may be necessary, 
location of the mitigation lands adjacent to the project area has been incorporated into 
the commended project plan. The proposed recreation plan, are subject to further 
review to determine the optimum implementable plans. Your concerns are noted. 

9. The appropriate assistance will be obtained to ensure that an effective operation plan 
is developed regarding the development and management of the wetlands. The 
sponsor will be required to sign an agreement to perform operation, maintenance, 
repair, replacement and rehabilitation of the project upon completion. Periodic 
inspections will be conducted to ensure compliance. 
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idSUlt Is that much taller grasses wtien finafly mowed are left to lie in streets or levee sides and 
find their way Into storm water outlets as the only clean-up repositories. All fall. all public 
and private yardlleaf dlsposaJ In done by "blowing• or sweeping debris Into streetslstorm 
y,rater outlets. The second easlly observable example Is the now almost completely sllted west 
end of Bachman Lake where street construction erosion and other run-off from the city-owned 
airport have been allowed to run uncontrolled. 

The city does not have on staff any qualiffed wet lands, aquatic or moist soil manager or 
biologist who could operate and manage the proposed wetlands In order for these to be an asset 
and mx Just neglected, mosqultcw'snake breeding liabilities. 

·~ 
We point th( out as an exam pl, of the city's attitude toward existing proj9cts/requlrements and 
thus to question how the USACE determines that this city Is qualified to receive fulther Federal 
project money causing much more careful operating and management than the city currendy Is 
capable of. 

The Corps has also u~ated its financial analysis o1 the city to~-. 1997, and comments that 
the •only Indicator falling Into the weak range was for the amount of net debt outstanding per 
capita.• This, along wtth the strong Indication that the city has wkfe margins to raise taxes, that 
is we do nae "tax heavllf. leads to the conclusion that the city •appears to have room to expand 
their debt load to a::commodate new capttal projects: We, as citizens, are concerned that while 
the Corps does not fear inablUty to be repakt on this project, the further Increased net debt 
projected by tJ«h the recent city wide bond programs {$127M and $546M) as well as 
commttted dollars from prevlously unsold bond programs may well over commit net debt per 
capita unless a careful program ol bond sales is followed. We suggest that the Corps should 
watch this progress since the city has verbally commttted to starting all, and completing some 
of these programs within the next 5 years. 

we appreciate the opponunlty and cooperatlon of the USACE with the citizens or Dallas and look 
forward to completing oor comments and receiving your final report soon. 

10. Prior to implementation of the project, the city will be required to enter into a Project 
Cooperation Agreement, in which the city will have to state their ability to fully satisfy 
their financial requirements. Furthermore, at the beginning of every fiscal year during 
construction, the city will be required to place sufficient funds in an escrow account to 
ensure funding for that year's work efforts. 

N -342 
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13 August 1998 

James D.'Flood 
221 S. Acres Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75217-7803 

GeneT.RiceJr. 
Project Manager 
Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

The following comments are for consideration regarding the US Anny Corps of Engineers "Draft General 
Re-Evaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement" for the Dallas Flood-way Extension Project. 

I) O,.,er-topping of Cadillac Heights Levee: 

Page A-27 states, .. A preliminary plan to provide for initial over-topping of the LPP Cadillac Heights 
Levee in the ~ hazardous location ha.s been developed". Thill is stated to protect the levee from washout, 
but presenb no comment on the human, economic, and, environment.al impact of such an OCCIIJTence. 

2) Downstream levee con!lruction: 

No mention is made of what effects downstream levee construction, specifically the Middlefield Road 
Levee and future levee construction around McCommas Landfill, will have on the DFE plan and projected 
flood levels. 

3) Cadillac Heights Levee, Executive Order 12898: 

Table 4-22 P!81 4-75 states "all plans in full compliance". In part EO 12898 section 1-101 states" ... each 
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
its programs, ~policies. and activities on minority populations and low-income populations ... " 

The residents of Cadillac Heights are presently ~xposed {air and soil) to serious health hazards and risks 
from lead contaminated soils, a chromium recycling plant, meat packing and/or rendering plant and, the 
Central Wastewater (Sewage) Treatment Plant. What studies have been performed to imply that these 
residents arc nOI at risk? Building a Levee and noi adequately considering 1. voluntary buyout of all 
residents in the 100 year flood zone (not the 25 year FZ) in the Caddil!ac Heights neighborhood will 
disproportionately expose these residents to greater health hazards. No mention is made of the added 
health-care costs to these residents in any Benefit Cost Ration calculations. 

Page 6-10 only mentions economics as any criteria ( 25 year flood zone buyout, moving the meat 
packing facility " ... immediately adjacent to the existing location ... " and, the river diversion at IH--45 to 
protect the bridge structure from more damage} and not adverse human health environmental effects. 

1. The risk of such an event is extremely low. Impacts from the rainfall events that 
would be necessary to trigger the overtopping of a levee designed for SPF protection be 
substantial whether or not the levees were in place. 

2. Since Dallas is regulating development with the CDC process. these projects should 
have no impact on flood levels. 

3. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13 regarding a buyout of Cadillac Heights. 
Furthermore, the proposed project will not increase or cause disproportionate high 
health hazards to residents within Cadillac Heights. 



No documentation or data is provided showing the heahh risks. EO 12898 section 1-103.a. states " .. each 
Federal agency shall develop an agency-wide environmental justice strategy ... that identifies and 
addresses di!propor'tionately high and adverse human heahh or environmental effects of its programs .. 
to " ... improve research and data collection Klating to the health of and environment of minority 
populations and low-income populations ... ". A m:ent (July 98) occurrence of egret deaths have been 
attributed to contaminated soils and Ki eased water. 

I belie\'e the considerations presented in th'e EIS are not in full compliance with EO 12898. 

Thank you. 

Jmnes D. Flood 

N - 344 
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August 10, 1998 

Colonel James S. Weller 
District Engineer 
U.S. Anny Corpsoffngi-, 
P.O.Bo, 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102--0300 

Attn: Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., CESWF-PM-C 

Dear Colonel Weller: 

This letter responds to your request for our staff's review and oomments on the Draft 
General Reevaluation Report and lntegrat,d Fnvironrnental hnpact Statement (EIS) 
for the Dallas Floodway Extension, Trinity River Basin, Dallas County, Texas (ER 
~8/300) . 

Department staff have been involved in the asseMment of potential alternatives with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic, and in general, concur with the conunen~ 
provided in the draft Fish and Wildlife Scrvic, Coordination Act Report (Appendii< 
G). Comm- in this I-an, intended to supplement that report. 

The following comments arc provided in regard to specific portions of the EIS: 

iage 3-19. Identification of EnvironmtDtal Nfflh 

2. ·The Department concurs with the evaluation and recommendatiom for acquisition as 
partial mitigation for impact to bottomland hardwoods. In addition, restoration and 
management of bottomland hardwood forests, riparian woodlands, and wetland, in 
the Dallas Metroplex area should occur. · 

3. Page 4-37. Environmental Rt.st.oration (Wetlands) 

'lOl)-.TH«:HOOl."'°"° 
..usnH. n,.us >•Ju-no, •.,z.-..,900 

,.._,_do ... ,o"'"" 

It is unfortunate that no viable alternative was developed to satisfy "'!'acity needs 
within the floodway without further ioducing the forested bottomlands. If the only 
feasible alternative is to ~ more cleared floodway, then the plan to develop a 
•chain of wetlands" within the flood conveyance swa1es would provide some habitat 

CELEBRATING THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF TEXAS STATE PARKS IN 1998 

1. Your concurrence with the draft Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act Report is 
noted. 

2. Your concurrence with the recommendations of the draft GRRIEIS regarding 
acquisition of mitigation lands in the Dallas Metroplex area is noted. 

3. The appropriate assistance will be obtained for the development of an effective 
operation and management plan for the chain of wetlands. Your recommendation of a 
notable authority is appreciated . 
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Colonel James S. Weller 
Page2 

for fish and wildlife within the floodway, and some recreation and aesthetic features 
How.ve.-, coosidmible expertise will be needed to properly manage the a,mpleted 
chain of wetlands. The Departmertt recommends employment of a project manager 
who has advanced graduate training in aquatic and moist soil management principles_ 
Without this expertise, the conveyance swales could ea.5ily become a management 
liability ratht'f" than an a.sset. Consultation fiom recognized authorities on the subject 
of wetland manage.-nent would also be helpful. One notable authority tha1 has 
provided se.-ninars end worlcshops on this topic ~ Dr. Leigh H Fredrickson, Gaylord 
Me.-norial Laboratory, The School of NB!ural Resources, Unive,sity of Missouri
Colwnbia, Puxioo, Mwowi 63960. Mitigatioo for forest looses should be included in 
the calculation of oompensatory mitigation for the project. . 

Pago 4-49. CWWTP Levee Tie-In 

The prop,sed short option for the south section of the Cadillac Heights levee may 
impinge on a multiipecies rookery of oolonial wateroints. The Department concws 
that the levee alignment be adjustoo to avoid impacting this area. 

5. rag,, 4-69. Clwmd Rwignment Propoul at m~ Bridg< 

The Department does not support the proposed plan fu.- realignment of the Trinity 
River channel at Interstate 45. In general, a relatively straight, unifonn channel is 
seldom enCOW1tered in nature. The meandering aspect of a stream OCCUIS as a result 
of prediotable physical fon,s and random natural events acting on the system. Unde.
this environment, the resulting riverine landscape provides desirable divm.ity of 
sbWnSide vegetation, substrate, and flow chanlctmstics (riffles, pools, nms) to 
support a diveise Mtwa1 coosySlcrn. The.-efoa,, channel modification (especially 
~ization) by its very nature would exert an adverse impact upon the existing 
biological resources existing within or near the waterway, and cause or exacetbate 
channel impacts dowostmim. 

Channel modification projeds des1roy Mtwa1 aquatic and riparian habitats through 
direct removal of woody vegetation along streams ides and alteration of the physical 
attnbutfs affecting the stream's oonfiguration and flow diaracteristics. The.-efore, if 
channel modification i, tmdertakcn, vegetation should be a,plaoed, and the 
a,oonstructcd channel should mimic the original channel in regard to the following 
geomorphologic and habitat charact<ristics: sinuosity, gradient, bottom substt11te type, 
pool/rime ratio, streamside vegetation, ovemead canopy vegetation. and channel 
width/depth/velocity characteristics. 

4. The levee alignment as designed would not directly impact the rookery as is currently 
exists. The rookery will be evaluated during detailed studies and•if it has expanded, and 
attempts would be made to avoid the rookery. Should avoidance be impossible, 
however, construction activities will be scheduled during the non-nesting season in 
order to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, in accordance with the comments 
provided by lhe-U.S. Department of Interior, contained herein (see comment #7 on page 
N - 350). 

5. We acknowledge your lack of support for the proposed realignment of the channel at 
the 1-45 bridge, however, the channel reach that would be impacted lacks meanders, 
riffles and pools and has relatively uniform banks and channel width. The intent of the 
realignment is not to increase conveyance, but to avoid support piers that capture 
debris. Pressure caused by the debris during a previous flood flow event resulted in 
fracture of one of the piers. The proposed realigned channel would have similar 
channel configuration, including, width, length, gradient, substrate type, and velocily to 
the original channel. We have proposed to not backfill the lower reach of the original 
channel below 1-45 Bridge to provide additional aquatic habitat and recreational access 
to the river. An additional component of the plan ir'lcludes replanting of tree species 
common to the existing adjacent bottomland hardwood trees on the banks of the 
channel and over the portion of the old channel that would be filled. We believe that the 
resultant project would conform with the guidance you have provided to mimic the 
original channel characteristics. 

N-346 
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Colonel lames S. Weller 
Pagel 

Channel modification planning should inCOfJ)Of81e oonsiderations for maintalning the 
above fluvial geomorphological attributes. A suggested contact is Mr. Dave Rosgen, 
an e,q,crt hydrologist who worl<s with rather than against natural river processes. His 
advice would be important to the project both environmentally and financially. Mr. 
Rosgei, can be cxmtacted at the Wildland Hydrology Conference Center. 157649 U.S. 
Highway 160, Pagosa Spring,, Colorado 81147. 

Page 4-85. Fore.,t Mitigation Plan 

If forest impacts are determined to be unavoidable, restoration or replacement should 
be implemented acoording to the Co,p's furest mitigation plan to pl,nt bare-root 
seedling, and the """'1U11ended condition, of the Service to use s1alb-Of-th...rt 
techniqu,s to ml!Kimize seedling survival. 

AppendiI F. Page F-34. Corp, Analysis ofOthtt Miligatiou Alternaliv,. 

Compensatory mitigation for further imavoidable impaas should be by acquisition of 
mitigation lands near the propooed project area. This should be the preferred 
"tentative for the floodway extension project. 

AppendiI F. Page F-39. Corp, Mitigation Recommmdation 

The Corps' mitigation plan for bottomland hardwood forests appears adequate. 
Acquisition of mitigation lands should proceed oonrum:ntly with first phases of 
acquisition of other project l!nlU. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the planning of the Dallas 
~oodway Exrension project 

Larry D. McKinney, Ph.D. 
Senior Director of Aquatic Resources 

WM:RCT:RGF:dab 

cc: Ms. Susan Rieff 
Ms. Janice Bezamen 
Mr. Robert Short 

· ·• · 6. Your concurrence with the recommended mitigation plan is noted. 

N - , 

7. Location of the environmental mitigation lands adjacent to other project features as 
recommended has been incorporated into the recommended plan. 

8. The environmental mitigation plan for bottomland hardwood forests will commence 
concurrently to implementation of other project features. 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF TIIE SECRETARY 

Offi~ of f.urirorunentll Policy :and Compliance 

ER 98/300 

Colonel James S. Weller 
District Engineer 

Pc.t Offiu Box 6-49 
.-\1,uque:nJuc, New Mexico 87103 

July 7, 1998 

(Attn: Mr. Gene T. Rfoe, Jr., CESWF-PM-C) 
U.S. Anny Corps o!'Enginecrs 
P.O.Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Dear Colonel Weller: 

This is in response to your request for U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) review of the Draft 
General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement for the Dallas 
Floodway fatension, Trinity River Basin, Dallas County, Texas. In this regard, the following 
specific and S,eneral comments are provided for your consideration. · 

General Comments 

1. In general, we find that the draft General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) adequately addresses existing fish, wildlife and other natural resources 
of interest to the DOI and the potential impacts which would occur to these resources with 
implementation of the proposed project. It also appears that the Corps of Engineers has 
appropriately applied guidelines for the sequencing of mitigation in order to offset adverse, 
unavoidable "environmental impacts of the proposed project. Project features appear to avoid, 
minimize, and replace or compensate for unavoidable impacts as reqmred by the Council on 
Environmental Quality guidelines. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (F\VS) participated with your planning staff during baseline 
project evaluations and contributed substantial input during the early planning phases of this 
project pursuant to their consultation responsibilities under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act. The draft Coordination Act report is included as Appendix Gin the DEIS. This report will 
be finalized and provided for incorporation into your final document pending your response to the 
FWS recommendations. 

1. Your concurrence is noted. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Specific Commt:nh: 

Summary, Unresolved hsues We arc concerned about the Corps' position that an alternative, 
remote mitigation site may be required for the Dallas Floodway Extension project. As discussed 

. in more detail below, we believe it is inappropriate for cost alone to determine the location of 
mitigation, and we believe that the mitigation sites currently proposed within the project area and 
delineated in the draft report should be pursued. · 

Another unresolved issue not discussed in the summary is the proposed channel realignment of the 
Trinity River at the Interstate Highway 45 bridge. As noted in Table 4-22 of the DEIS, Texas 
Parks and Wildlife Department opposes this diversion plan, and the FWS has major concerns with 
the plan as currently proposed. 

Pare 2·20, Threatened and End1nrtttd Spcc:ie,. Table 2-4 lists the bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) as endangered. This species was downlisted to threatened on August 11, 1995. 
This correction should also be made to Appendix F, Table S. 

The mountain plover (Charadrius ~ontanus) is a candidate species which could migrate through 
the Dalla! Floodway project area. Although candidate species have no protection under the 
Endangered Species.Act, they should be considered during project planning activities. 

Page 3-19, ld~ntifiration of Enyironmental Needs, We concur with the premise of this 
discussion, that large Federal flood control projects and many other State and local development 
projects have had a drastic affect on the natural resources of the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex 
area. especially sensitive habitats such as bottomland hardwood forests, riparian woodlands, and 
wetlands. We agree that future actions should focus on protecting and enhancing the remaining 
naturaJ environment of the area. 

Par:e 4:37, Environmental Restoration OVttlands) We concur that the addition ofshallow
water, einergent wetlands within the flood conveyance swales would provide greater overall fish 
and wildlife hibitat values and diversity than intensively managed (i.e., mowed) grass-lined 
swales. As noted above, the FWS has provided substantial input on the potential design and 
operation of these wetland areas based on previous experiences with emergent wetland 
developments in the north Texas region. However, it should also be noted that the FWS has 
expressed some reservations about the potential success of these wetlands, unless appropriate 
management measures are adequately funded and implemented by the Carps and project sponsors. 

The highly erosive nature of the clay soils within the Trinity River floodplain, the soils' physical 
and chemical properties, the turbidity of the river, the invasive nature of many pioneer wetland 
plants, trash and litter in an urban setting, and many other factors may combine to reduce the 
quality and effectiveness of the wetlands as a habitat and recreational feature. Provisions for a 
dependable water supply and water level control structures are mandatory for adequate 
management of the wetlands, but these features will provide little value unless they are managed 

2. Your concurrence with the recommendations of the draft GRR/EIS regarding 
acquisition of mitigation lands near the proposed project area is noted. 

3. Texas parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), while not supporting the realignment 
of the Trinity River at 1-45 has provided guidance to ameliorate adverse effects of this 
project feature. See response to TPWD comment 5. We believe that the realignment 
proposed is in conformance with that guidance and that the controversy with TPWD has 
been resolved . 

4. The corrections were made in both locations within the FEIS. 

5. Your concurrence is noted. 

6. An operation and maintenance manual will be prepared that outlines appropriate 
management measures. Coordinating with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and TPWD will be continued during preparation of operational guidance for the wetland 
and mitigation areas. 



7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

J 

appropriately. We recommend that the Corps and project sponsors seek the assistance of a 
wetland ecologist in the development and implementation of an operation plan for the wetlands 
and that the project sponsors provide committed assurances that staff and funding will be available 
to operate and maintain the wetlands in accordance with the recommended operation plan. 

Pare H9, CWWJP l&Ytt Tie::Jn Thls section of the DEIS indicates that the City of Dallas 
supports the short option for expanding the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant levee south of 
Cadillac Heights. The general route of this option is noted on Figure 4~ 12, and more specific 
levee alignments are provided in Appendix C, the CiviVStructural Design section of the draft 
report. Sheet, C04 and C05 of Appendix C indicate that the south section of the Cadillac Heights 
levee may impinge on a small block of woods near the cast end of Rector Street across from a 
warehouse area. These woods currently provide a major rookery for a variety of colonial nesting 
birds. At least seven species of colonial nesting birds have been observed occupying this small 
wooded area, including great blue heron, little blue heron. green heron. yellow-crowned night 
heron, great egret, snowy egret; and cattle egret. We strongly recommend that the levee 
alignment be adjusted to avoid impacting this rookery area. Ifimpacts to this area cannot be 
avoided, it would be necessary to schedule construction activities during the no_n•nesting season in 
Order to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act which prohibits activities which could result 
in a "taJce" of protected species. 

Pirc 4::69. Ch~nnd Rc11ipmcnt Proposal 1t W~45 Bridrc. This section of the DEIS notes 
that approximately 3,300 linear feet of the Trinity River would be realigned at the lli-45 bridge 
crossing at the request of the Texas Department of Transportation. The Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department has stated its opposition to this proposal because of the adverse impacts it could have 
on the natural river processes of the Trinity. We are similarly concerned and recommend that 
alternatives to realignment., or at least a less drastic realignment., be considered. If channelization 
continues to be the preferred alternative, efforu should be directed to minimize the amount of 
impact to the natural river channel and associated riparian/bottomland vegetation. The amount of 
fill in the natural channel should be limited to only the minimum amount necessary to divert river 
flow, amfthe natural river channel should remain open at its downstream end in order to provide 
habitat diversity .. and a backwater refuge and nursery area for riverine species. 

P■rc 4-79, m:45 Cb1nnd Rc11irnmcnt In addition to the short-tenn impacts associated with 
channelization of the Trinity River, long-term impacts to aquatic resource! could occur if 
appropriate mitigative measures are not undertaJcen to avoid erosion. headcutting, or bank 
destabilization arising from increased flow velocities in the straightened channel. These mitigative 
measures a.re discussed in the FWS draft Coordination Act report. 

Pirc 4-13, Foml Mitir■tion Plan, Implementation of either the Federally Supportable Plan or 
the Locally Preferred Plan would have an unavoidable impact on forested habitats of the Trinity 
River floodplain. Analysis of these plans using the FWS Habitat Evaluation Procedures indic.ates 
that approximately I, 154 acres of ~dditional floodplain lands should be acquired and managed as 
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7. The current alignment was made to avoid the rookery and we believe that it currently 
does. However, during detailed design phase of the project, the area will be 
reevaluated and adjustments made as necessary and possible. Should impacts be 
unavoidable, construction will be scheduled during non-nesting seasons, in accordance 
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

8. See response to comments TPWD # 5 on page N - 36 and USDI # 3 on page N -
349. 

9. The realigned channel would not be straightened, but rather would have similar 
characteristics to the original channel as explained in response to TPWD #5 on page N -
346. Velocities are not expected to be increased because the intent is to divert the flow 
away from an existing structure rather than to increase the flow rate. Some initial 
movement of materials along the new cut channel bank is anticipated during initial 
phases of adjustment to meet flow conditions, however, there should not be extensive 
headcutting or bank destabilization resulting from the proposal. 

10. The FWS has provided beneficial assistance in providing evaluations that have 
aided the Corps in evaluation of project alternatives and selecting a recommended plan 
that avoids impacts to the extent possible to the most important resources in the project 
area. The FWS has also provided guidance on developing the ecosystem restoration 
plan in addition to mitigation recommendations. During detailed design, the FWS will 
be provided further opportunity to assist the Corps finalize appropriate techniques as 
suggested to ensure appropriate survival and growth characteristics of the reforestation 
efforts. 



11. 

4 

wildlife habitat to compensate for these adverse impacts. The FWS mitigation plan, discussed in 
the draft Coordination Act report, assumes the use of a combination of containerized trees and 
shrubs and seedlings for reforem.tion. Further analysis by the Corps indicates that approximately 
1,179 acres would be required to fully compensate project impacts if bare-root seedlings were 
utilized in lieu of containerized plants. The Corps has chosen the latter mitigation alternative, 
since bare-root seedlings would be less costly to establish than containerized plants. 

We concur with the Corps' selected mitigation plan with the following conditiorui. Bare-root 
seedlings should be used only for the reestablishment ofbottomland hardwood vegetation on the 
mixed gws-forblands, with containerized trees and shrubs u5ed within existing forested areas for 
stand improvement. Initial cstabli!hm.ent of the seedlings should use state-of-the-art techniques to 
maximize the seedlings survival from drought and animal damage. Some available techniques 
include the use of growth honnones, slow release fertilizers, protective sleeve,, adequate 
irrigation, weed control, and other measures. A 75.go percent survival rate after two growing 
seasons should be attained before the reforestation is considered successful. 

ApnendiJ F, Page F-34, Coan Analysis oCOlherMitiralion AUtmativcs, This section of the 
DEIS evaluates various alternative locations for the acquisition and management of project 
mitigation lands. Several alternative sites remote to the project area were evaluated; however, the 
Corps' analysis detennined that the potentially lower initial acquisition costs of these sites would 
be more than offset by the additional operational and management costs. It was also detennined 
that acquisition ~fa remote mitigation site would not be consistent with project planning and 
mitigation objectives. We concur with the Fort Worth District's conclusion that acquisition of 
mitigation lands ne.ar the proposed project area, as identified in cooperation with the resource 
agencies and project sponsor, should be the preferred alternative for the floodway extension 
project. 

We could not support any effort on the part of the Corps to acquire separable mitigation lands far 
removed from the project impact area_ In accordance with the FWS Mitigation Policy, first 
priority sliould be given to the acquisition oflands within the project planning area. Remote 
mitigation sites Should only be considered if reasonable, manageable lands arc not available within 
the project area. In the case of the Dallas Floodway Extension, potential mitigation lands are 
available contiguous to the impact area, and these lands would meet all of the planning objectives 
established by the Corps, local sponsor, and natural resource agencies. 

12. Appendi1 F, Page F~39. Corns Mitigation Recommendation. The Corps proposes to adopt 
the recommendations of the FWS draft Coordination Act report in order to mitigate the impact of 
the proposed project on floodplain forested habitat, with the exception that bare.root seedlings 
will be utilized for reforestation and 25 additional acres of grassland would be acquired for 
mangcmcnt to compensate for use of the seedlings in lieu of containerized trees and shrubs. The 
District also proposes to acquire the mitigation lands within the project area at sites coordinated 
with natural resource management agencies and local sponsor. We concur with the District's 
mitigation plan and recommend that acquisition of the mitigation lands proceed concurrently with 

11. Your concurrence with the recommendations of the draft GRR/EIS regarding 
acquisition of mitigation lands near the proposed project area is noted. The priority for 
mitigation lands would be those identified during coordination with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

12. Mitigation would proceed concurrent to implementation of other project features. 



the acqui!ition of other project land!. M previously noted, operation and maintenance funding 
should also be scheduled to insure the overall success of management activities on the mitigation 
tracts. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comment! on this Draft General Reevaluation Report 
and DEIS. We trust that these comments will be of use to the Corps of Engineers during 

· development of subsequent environmental documentation. 

Glenn B. Sekavec 
Regional Environmental Officer 

s 
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STATe OF TEXAS 

Qpprce OF TH£ GOVl!RNOR 

G!OlGE 11'. BUSH -
Hr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CESWF-PH·C, P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

June 25, 1998 

RE: TX-R-19980511-0007-50-00 / DRAFT GEN. REEVAL/INTEGRATED EIS:DALLAS FLOOIMAY 

Dear Hr. Rice: 

Your environmental impact statement for the project referenced above has 
been reviewed. The corrments received are sunmarized below and are attached. 

1. The Bureau of Economic Geology (BEG) conmented that the EIS answers the 
principal envirorrnental questions. However. BEG raised a question of 
whether the.EIS should also address appropriate access to and disposition 
of sand and'gravel deposits of the Trinity River Valley. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded to review this document. Please 
let me <now if we can be of further assistance. 

~ ,,/, cc yc£~~-
T. C. Adams, State Single Point of Contact 

TCA/ /yjy 

Enclosures 

POJT Om:::1: Box 12-428 Am17'1, Tau 78711 (512) 463-200'."l {VOIO!Y(Sl2H7S-3165 (TDD) 

1. See next page for detailed comment. 
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"c'.AU OF ECONOMIC GEOLOGY 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 

U11ivmity Station, &x X• Awri11, Truu 78713-.8924 • (512) 471-1534 • FAX(512) 47U)U0 
J0JOOBumn &id. BUt. 130•Ausri11, To:41 787584497 

June 17, 1998 

T. C. Adams 
State Single Point of Contact 
Governor's Office of Budget & Planning 
P.O. Box 12428 
Austin, TX 78711 

RE: TX-R-19980511-0007-50-00 

Dear Tom, 

The Bureau of Economic Geology has reviewed the Draft 
General Reevaluation Report a.nd Integrated Environmental Impact 
Statement for the DALLAS FLOODW AY EXTENSION - Trinity River 
Basin, Texas. 

' The report answers the principal environmental questions to 
engineer the floodway. However, is there a concern with utilization 
by a private party of the gravels and sands of Trinity River Valley 
terrace deposits for construction materials (page 2-10)? Even, should 
the plan protect the availablitiy of these valuable resource, for the 
future? Are these appropriate questions in large venture EIS 
nw~q? · 

Tirank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
E. G. Wermtind 
Research Scientist 
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1. Much of the area has been minded for top soil, sand or gravel. The remaining 
resources on project lands would be protected as a result of acquisition. Should future 
demand necessitate consideration of use of these resources, their development would 
be subject to meeting environmental stewardship and other legal requirements of that 
time. 
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2. 

MAY 30, 1998 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
P.O.BOXl7300 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102--0300 

DEAR SIR OR MADAME: 

I ADOPT THE COMMENTS OF THE TEXAS COMMITfEE ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES. THE DALIAS GROUP, LONE ST AR CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB, 
AND THE DALIAS COUNTY AUDUBON SOCIETY, SENT TO YOU, ON THE 
DRAFT GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT AND ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT 
STATEMENT. DALIAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRlNTIY RIVER BASIN, 
TEXAS. THE NON-STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVE COMBINED SEPARATELY OR 
UNCOMBINED WTI1I CONVEYANCE BASINS, OR RAISING EXISITING 
LEVEES, JS FAR MORE SAFE, MODERN AND PREFERABLE THAN ADDING 
NEW LEVEES AND SWALES. 

I 
SINCERELY, 

PRINTNAME: 2o,.,,.,.-k~- C&,;,,1 

ADDRESS: ff'-f8 L/1.<:-cl{o-.r 

crrv,srATrJZIP, J>HLIH', II< zj-22,, 

DATE: -,,}c...---"-J_--,,jc.;Jc_ __ _ 

1. A total of 141 individuals submitted form letters adopting comments oftheTexas 
Committee on Natural Resources; Dallas Group, Lone Star Chapter, Sierra Club; and 
Dallas County Audubon Society. The referenced comments and responses beginning 
on page N - 312. The concurrence with the comments of these organizations is noted. 
The other 140 form letters have been placed in the project file but are not included in this 
appendix to reduce the size of the overall document as was requested by several 
individuals. 

2. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 



•••s ---o •••s Save Open Space 
P.O. Box 670407 
Dallas, TX 15367 

Augultll, 1993 

Mr. 0eue T. Rice, Jr., P.E. 
USACE, Fort Worth District 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Tcxu 76102-0300 

Re. · Dru! Ocoe,cal Roevaluation and lmegrated E- Impact Slltemmt for Ibo 
Dallas F1oodway Extension Project 

Dear Mr. RJce, 
\ 

Sav~ Open Space offers the following comments on the above reterenoed document 

1. The wetlands mitigation area should be located within Dallu County in close proximity to 

the project limits. The opportunity of preserving and enhancing one of the largest urban 
forests in the world should be pursued with vigor. The draft EIS appears to concur with 
this position when it state, that the wetlands mitiption work "provide a. cwJyst to 
ultimate acquisition" oftbe Great Trinity Forest." The cost/benefit analysis of the offeite 
versus Pallas County site does not do justice to the importance ofkeeping the mitigation 
efforti·local. 

2. The dnft EIS does not adequatdy explain bow the dwn of wetland, w\ll lnok and 
function. For example, are the are.as dry or wet Ind if wet, how deep is the water? What 
type of vcgetntion will be allowed to grow there? How will the density or characteristic, 
of that vegetation be maintained by the City ofDallu over time? What is the breakdown 
of the operational 111d maintenance costs be for tbe5e wetlands? 

3. The draft EIS does not seem to accurately reflect the complete nature of the project being 
constructed by Dallas through the combined effort, ofTxDOT, the Corps, and othen. 
The Trinity River project wbkh DaDu voters approved includes a roadway/highway on. 
the enlarged in,ide ~opes of the levee! The hydraulic and bydrologic impacts ofthi, 
highway have bet1l addressed only in a preliminary mLWM'lr by n TxDOT consultant. Their 
analysis apparently ahowed 

1. The recommended location for the 1179 acres to mitigation bottomland hardwood 
forest impacts is in Dallas County near the location of other project features. 

2. The wetlands would have a gentle bottom slope with maximum depth of 3 feet. A 
deeper open water area would also exist in the complex. The edges of the wetland 
complexes would be planted with grasses tolerant of moist conditions. The final 
configuration of the wetlands would be accomplished during design phase of the study. 
The operations manual for the project will include details to ascertain the wetlands 
function over time as intended. Estimated operation and maintenance cost for the 
wetlands is $50,000 per year including pumping costs. 

3. The draft GRRIEIS presents the findings of the investigations initiated to reevaluate a 
previously Congressionally authorized project providing flood damage reduction to the 
DFE area, and does not recommend a roadway/highway. The bond package voted on 
by the citizens of Dallas was for several projects which the city is pursuing. As stated by 
the EPA in their comments, the project proposed in the draft GRRIEIS is independent of 
the transportation needs. Any subsequent transportation project affecting the DFE will 
have to comply with NEPA guidelines prior to alternative plan selection and 
implementation. Cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable proposals, including the 
Trinity Parkway/Freeway have been incorporated into the GRRIEIS. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Augu,t 13, 1998 
Pag,2 

that the benefits obtained by the Corps' chain of wetlands project compennted for the 
construction of the roadway, canceling out the new flood reduction benefits to the 
properties outside the existing Dallas levees allegedly gained through this project If this 
preliminary analysis is co~ then the benefit/cost computations in this draft EIS are no 
longer applicable. It seems to remain unproven that OOtlltruction of the currently 
proposed City of Dallas off-channel lake within the floodway will compensate for the 
ro8'!way embankment. Given that the City ofDalla, consider, the roadway arul floodway 
Olttfflsion projoct to he inseparable and interreltt<d, the Corps thould r,calculate the 
benefits of this project and perform a comprehensive hydrologic, hydraulic, and impact 
andysi, of tho complete Trinity project. 

The alternative to the above mgge5tion is that the Corp, make it clear to the City of 
Dallu and TxDOT that because this BIS does not include the roadway that no benefits 
from this project would accrue to the roadway project. It wou1d have to 5tand alone in 
proving that it bu no advene imptct upon the hydraulic benefits pined by the ftoodway 
extension project as outlined in thl, EIS. The resulting hydraulic condition5 in the project 
ar<a cauted by tho cun<ntly described floodway cxtcn,ion projoct would then become the 
baseline to imch the roadway project would have to meet. If the roadway caused any 
adverae impact to these conditions, then mitigation would be required to rcslore the full 
benefits of the tloodway extension project. 

Save Open Space is concerned about the apparent-need for a variance of the Conidor 
Development Certificate process, which the draft EIS statee is needed for tm, project as 
currently designed. Such a varianee raises question, u to whether other variances for 
upstream projects would be allowed and when the cumulative effects of the rcsuhing 
V>rill)<CI would he dctrimcotal to Dallas. 

The discu~~n of air quality impacts of the project appears inadequate given tbat the 
project includes a highway. 

Save Open Space agrees with the draft EIS' recommendation regarding the need for a 
program to addreu the preservation of prehistoric sites along the river. 

Save Open Space supports tho recommendation of the draft EIS to includo environmental 
restoration as a project purpose. 

Save Open Space continues to be concerned about the methodology for deciding that 
voluntary buyout of the Cadillac Heights area is uneconomical and not in the best interests 
ofretidents of that area. Little imagination appears to have been given to devising a 

4. This comment reflects the correct process by which the DFE project is currently 
being handled. 

5. The CDC process was initiated to minimize the impacts of future development on the 
downstream portions of the regional area, and to allow equitable opportunities for 
unrelated development projects to occur throughout the region. The CDC process was 
not intended to prohibit projects such as the proposed DFE project, which would provide 
for the best public interest. With over 2,500 structures in the SPF zone. the protection 
provided by the DFE project to currently unprotected areas would clearly outweigh the 
minor water surface elevation increases downstream of the project. In addition, 
approximately 10,000 structures in the upstream reaches would receive added flood 
protection from implementation of the project. 

6. The GRRIEIS makes no recommendations for construction of a roadway. 

7. Your concurrence is noted. 

8. Your concurrence is noted. 

9. The economic analyses regarding the non-structural buyout alternatives were 
conducted in accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines. 
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program funded through the Corps and HUD to relocate tho,e citium ro new housing m 
areas of the City that do not have floodplain and lead contaminated dirt concerns. 

10. Earlier inlbnnation from the Corp• on this project showed that ,cveral neighborhoods 
would be left unprotected from the 100-year Boodplain even after thi, project was 
implemented, (frver1 that the City follow. a policy to trying to protect its r~denfl &om 
such a flood and giveD the aeed for ensuring environmental justice, the draft EIS should be 
clear on the steps needed to protect all ocighborhoods tnd homes along the project 
bound4!y from the 100-yw flood. 

Save Open Space appreciates the opportunity to submit these comment!. Tms i, a 
complex project that has long term ramifications to the City of Dallas. If you need 
additional mformation or clarification about these commerits, please feel free to contact us. 

Sin=ly, 

~f+-
President 

10. Corps proposals would provide some increased protection to all neighborhoods 
along the study area, however, not all would be protected from the 100 year flood event. 
The proposed project would not induce flood damages. As proposed the project would 
reduce water surface in the vicinity of Moore Park by 2-feet for the 100-year event. See 
response to comment# 98 on page N - 48. 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN 
VOTERS of Dallas 

June 29, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., P.E., Project Manager 
USACE, Pt. Worth District 
PO Box 17300 
Ft. Worth, Tx. 76"102-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

The following comments are sent for your consideration in 
regard to the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers' (USACE) "Draft 
General Reevaluation and Integrated Environmental Impact 
Statement• (GRR/EIS) for the Dallas Floodway Extension {DFE) 
Project. 

This ~ery large project, costing at least $125 million, is 
difficult to assess. The size of the proposed area covered with 
structural changes is enormous. Literally everything in the city 
along the Trinity River Corridor from Corinth St. to the South 
Side Waste Water Treatment Plant (SSWWTP), where dredge material 
would be deposited, would be affected in some way or another. 
Conversely, the area being "protected~ from the Standard Project 
Flood (SPF), defined in the flood profile, is minuscule in 
comparison to what would still remain in the SPF flood threatened 
region (GRR/EIS plate A-42). 

On the Lamar Street side, virtually everything from the 
north of the present Rochester Levee (approximately Hawn Fwy.) up 
to IH:30, west to Metropolitan St. and the Fair Park grounds, 
and east tn Mesquite would still be in the SPF flood area even if 
the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) were in place. Thus the flood 
area remains essentially unchanged from the pre-project situation 
with the exception of some land around Scyene Roaq and Hatcher 
Street (note: the map is very difficult to read so some of these 
locations may be misplaced). The proposed new, structurally 
"protected" area encompasses a small section around Lamar Street 
(Corinth to IH-45), with a new levee parallelling the Rochester 
Levee and containing a "planned flood inundation" location. There 
would have to be some relocation buy-out to remove buildings 
within the levee footprint - including sump/pump {i.e., retention 
ponds) requirements yet to be determined. 

2720 N. Slemmons Freeway • Suite 510 • Slemmons Tower Sou!h • Dallas, TX 75207 • (214) 688-4125 • Fax (214) 688-4126 
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On the Cadillac Heights side, there would be no change in 
the majority of the SPF flooded area except for the Cadillac 
Heights neighborhood itself. Almost all of the flood reduction 
area is currently zoned for heavy industrial development, so 
there are many questions regarding the residential ffprotection~ 
aspects of this plan. The Central Waste Water Treatment Plant 
will receive some additional flood threat reductions; however, 
it is the "relief" site of levee overtopping should the upstream 
levees be threatened . 

The entire Dallas Floodway Extension {DFE) plan would cause 
a sizeable increase in yearly budgeted operating and maintenance 
costs. Yet, the economic benefits of slightly raising protecti6n 
for the expensive Central Business District and providing new 
flood reductions for closewin cormnercial development are said to 
justify the project. 

The League of Women Voters of Dallas {LWVD) has concerns 
regarding the DFE project that center around the issues of the 
USACE's compliance with and furtherance of: 

A) the Clean Water Act and the Clean Water Action Plan and 
related items such as the city's poor operation and maintenance 
of large public works projects. 

Bl the Corps' Challenge 21 Initiative. The US Congress has 
expressed~ planning priority for this initiative by increasing 
funding fat these solution alternatives, some of which are: 
assessing flood plain changes resulting from storm water run-off; 
placing particular focus on non-structural solutions for flood 
reduction with the goal of achieving more sustainable solutions; 
emphasizing partnerships and Federal. coordination. 

C) the Executive Orders 12898, 12875, 12962, 11514, 11988, 
11990, et al. concerning environmental compliance an~ justice, 
and related concerns under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act 
(a Fe~ral as well as a non-Federal responsibility: GRR/EIS p.6-
25); 
and 

DJ the Clean Air Act impacts considering the city's current 
"serious rton-attainment status" coupled with its overall future 
plans for this area. 

A) The Clean Water Act and the Clean Water Action Plan 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) seems to be ignored by many 
elements of this project. In addition to the CWA, the Clean water 
Action Plan (Clf.lP) calls for more and immediate aggressive action 
in protecting public health through the protection of clean water 
supplies. The plan mandates that there be an emphasis on 
protecting watershed areas through cooperation among govenunental 
agencies along with the EPA and USDA. One major CWAP goal is to 
reduce polluted runoff such as over-enriched nutrient ioads and 

2 

1. See response to comment# 138 on page N - 54, comment# 40 on page N -37, response 
to comment# 63 on page N - 41 and response to comment# 41 on page N - 37. 
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to support the Clean Air Act (CAA) for reducing various nitrogen
oxygen compound (NOx) emissions from the air since about half of 
the latter are deposited in watersheds. 

In addition, the CWA and the CWAP call for even further 
reductions in nitrogen compounds from point (i.e. waste water 
treatment plants} and non-point (i.e., fertilizers, herbicides, 
manure and agricultural sites) sources. Since urban storm water 
runoff is one of the leading causes of point source water 
quality deterioration, the impacts of this pollution run-off 
downstream into watersheds is becoming increasingly important in 
new monitoring programs. 

The Trinity River is currently one of the 40\ of rivers 
nationwide, and one of 146 Texas rivers and lakes still 
classified as "impaired". This means that the Trinity is still 
"undrinkable, unfishable, unswimmable" and is listed by the EPA's 
IWI (Index of Water Indicators) as "highly vulne~able to 
stressors such as pollutant loadingsw. The River runs up to 96\ 
waste water effluent during low water/drought m6nths - the larger 
part of some years - and could today be even drier without this 
effluent discharge. The 1990 chlordane health alert against 
consuming fish from the river is still in effect. Thus the 
Dallas situation is that along with compliance monitoring of our 
responsibility for the watershed here and downstream, we must 
constantly assess our clean water resource availability -

~!~~~!:i~~ t~P~~:i~~!t!~~w:!~hi!i~~t~~g~!;~er demands due to 

The DFE plans to place a levee around Cadillac Heights (west 
side of River) leaving the Central Waste Water Treatment Plant 
{CWWTP) levee at flood reduction levels below that of all old 
floodway and new levees. The "western floodwall• option would 
locate a meat packing plant's livestock barns on the inside 
{River side) of the levee and cross waste water interc~ptor sewer 
lines at two places generating many questions regarding the, 
Corps•~omrnitment to clean water. 

In direct contradiction to the USACE (GRR/BIS p. F-18), an 
increase in the "loading• levels for 'IMDLs (Total Maximum Daily 
Load. see·cwA section 303(d)} due to these levee constructions 
would certainly create a further problem for the city, to say 
nothing of the new threat to residents. They must contemplate 
not only the old possibility of sewage flooding their homes and 
businesses, but the new possibility of livestock loose in their 
midst if a flood should cause animals to be driven through USACB 
designed wflood gates". 

The Locally Perferred Plan (LPP) "short" levee alignment 
cuts through Rector Street on its way to the Kiest/McGowan 
t-erminus and threatens extinction to a large heron rookery in the 4. Rector Street area (GRR/BIS Append.C, map sequence 5), thus 
further disregarding riparian habitat/wetland/water protection 
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concerns and perhaps violating the North American Waterfowl 
Conservation Act. 

The impact of health dangers and environmental fines to the 
city of a flood overtopping the CWWTP would exacerbate the TMDL 
problem: The nutrient (phosphorus, NOx and other toxins) 
loading, the growing silt-sedimentation load amounts (GRR/EIS 
p.F-9) and the demonstrated lack of 
monitoring/maintenance/operating money budgeted by the city for 
watershed protection/preservation indicate that the DFE project 
could be a major contributor toward further declines in the 
area's health and water quality. 

The Wall Street Journal reports {5/13/98) that Texas is one 
of the states where TMDL assessments are not being made by our 
Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission {TNRCC), and 
these states are now on notice by the EPA (and various threats of 
local lawsuits) to begin such monitoring immediately. The city 
could face large fines, be forced to re•locate businesses, limit 
land uses, engage in Costly clean-up/retention programs or 
institute expensive waste-water treatment improvements as a 
result of compliance monitoring by the TNRCC. 

A recent New York Times editorial (Mar.1, 1998) states: 
"Another ambitious element of the (Clean Water Action) plan seeks 
to add 100,000 acres a year to the nation's declining inventory 
of valuabl~ wetlands. To do so, however, the (plan) must win 
the cooperation of the Army Corns of Engineers. which oversees 
wetlands policy and has been parceling the land out bit by bit to 

-5_ developers One of the more attractive features of the (plan} 
strategy is that it promises to involve every Federal aaencv in 
the fight for cleaner water, Without the corps. the strategy 
will be incomolete,w (Emphasis is the LWV author's). The GRR/EIS 
(p. 4·84) states that nroughly 50\ of the land that would be 
impacted by the Federally Supportable Plan (FSP) would be 
considered wetlands by USACE determinations.w 

6. 

It would be a shame, and one would think in direct 
contradiction to the• Challenge 21n initiative (discussed below), 
to ha'Ve the DFE project cause further city tax dollars to be 
spent mitigating rather than being part of a sustainable clean 
water/watershed/ wetlands protection solution. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE CONCERNS: 

The City of Dallas, with the seeming exception of levee 
sump/pump operations, has an extremely poor record of 
maintaining, operating and complying or concerning itself with 
environmental regulations. Watershed protection requirements in 
the DFE are obviously not a priority since, in addition to the 
already existing meat packing plant, the city recently permitted 
a meat rendering plant in Cadillac Heights on the river. 

4 
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A major contributor to lowered protection offered by the 
present floodway is the degradation in height of about 600 feet 
in length of the present levees due to poor city maintenance 
(GRR/EIS p. 2·10). In addition to upstream construction and loss 
of valley storage (see the Corridor Development Certificate·CDC¥ 
requirements), the city's ignoring Rbest management practices" 
has allowed large amounts of city generated sedimentation and 
silt to build up and make the flood.way shallower. This inability 
to bring budget attention to erosion control, storm water runoff 
prevention or siltation prevention is easily observable in any 
part of the city. For over ten years, the city has put mowing of 
medians, public parks, levees, etc. on a very restricted 
schedule. The result is that much taller grasses when finally 
mowed are left to lie in streets or on levee sides and find their 
way into storm sewer outlets as the only Rclean·up" 
repositories. Bach Fall, public and private yard/leaf disposal 
is accomplished by Rblowing" or sweeping enormous amounts of 
debris into streets/storm water gutters without hinderance from 
any city regulators. 

Another observable example is the now almost completely 
silted and sediment filled east end of Bachman Lake where street 
construction erosion and other, often toxic run·off from the 
city•owned airport have been allowed to run uncontrolled. The 
city had made promises and delayed for years other, costly 
lake/floodway channel dredging or widening projects that are now 
slowly bei~g accomplished. However, the city seems unable to 
implement/enforce less expensive and less toxic run•off 
prevention solutions. There is no monitoring or concern in the 
city's own departments as they continue to use heavy spraying of 
both herbicides and pesticides along creeks, riverbanks and 
streets. · 

Further degradation of water quality occurs when waste•water 
sewers overflow into streams and creeks'since these sewer lines 
are most often located in stream bottoms for •gravity flow~_ 
reason~. As storm water surges run into and overload the 
faulty/brok.en waste• water sewer collection pipes, doubly 
polluted water pours out of waste•water sewer line man holes 
sometimes for days• after heavy rains. The city has been 
collecting- storm water permitting fees since 1991/92 from all 
property owners in Dallas with very little upgrading of the waste 
water treatment/ storm water disposal infrastructure or source 
point pollution/siltation prevention throughout the city. 

Please note that the city, per the Dallas Morning News of 
6/16/98, has alerted the citizens to the fact that we must 
increase water utility rates for the next several years nto keep 
pace with customer demand and to fix the city's aging water and 
sewer systemR and Rto meet current debts and to continue 
supporting capital improvements.R It will be costly to try to 
rectify this long inactivity in our budget responsibilities. 

5 



7. 

8. 

The Corpe seems cognizant o! at least some of these storm 
water runoff problem.a (GRR/EIS p.A-7) as they pertain to the DFB 
project area. It notes that "there {is} simply too low of a 
degree of confidence that these older and assumably poorly 
maintained sewer lines could sustain (sic) under the pressure 
created during high river stages. The systems appear to be 
fairly complex, ..• making it difficult to clearly establish 
their capacities and reliabilities. 'IHB ONCBRTAINTIES RRGAADING TifESB 
FACILITiiS WILL HAVE TO BE SIGN_IFICAN'I'LY RlIDOCBD, AND PREFERABLY BLIMINA.TED, 

PRIOR TO ACTUAL IMPLiMBNTATION OF nm TWO LRVBB PROJECTS.~ (Emphasis is 
the LWV author's}. 

The GRR/EIS states that if the areas proposed for levee 
protection must allow existing {if you can find them) storm 
sewers to drain into sumps, then deepening and enlarging sumps or 
increasing outlet sluice capacities would be required "to insure 
the desired degree of interior flood damage protection.• How 
many homes and business structures would be remqved in these 
situations? Since these neighborhoods, particularly Cadillac 
Heights areas, are at· already low-lying levels, could there be 
further O&M coats involved for pumping into outlets to achieve 
the "desired degree" of flooding protection? 

In light of the above USACE concerns, it seems evident that 
there will be considerable cost and time involved before 
eliminating "uncertainties regarding these facilities". The 
city and t~e Corps have stated a target of completing the DFE 
within the next S-8 years, so we question the dedication to have 
these issues resolved •prior to actual implementation." 

The currently "unresolved" design options for the swale 
areas pose a•problem for riparian and human 
residential/commercial inhabitants. If the "wetlands swale 
restoration" design is approved, the project calls for 
supplemental water to be supplied with CWWTP effluent ~hich the 
Corps assumes is of sufficiently good quality {GRR/EIS p.F-9). 
It is ~nteresting that for such a vital part of the plan, t·he 
Corps only~ook the verbal report of the Dallas Water Utilities 
Department to verify effluent quality. 

If the "dry swale• design is approved, the loss of water 
quality and riparian habitats due to cutting trees and mowing 
large open grassy areas, hotter water temperatures, etc. which 
has already occurred with the swales attached to the CWWTP would 
be greater (GRR/EIS p P-10). The promise to the citizens of how 
to make these additional swales (or wetlands?) an asset - and not 
mosquito/snake breeding liabilities with further health threats 
is not seriously addressed by this report or by the city, which 
presently does not even employ a wetlands or moist soils 
management expert/biologist. 

The additional maintenance and operating costs for all of 
the DFE plan would be just the beginning of a considerable burden 
on the city budget, since the whole corridor development proposal 
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9. 

(see below} would greatly strain an already recalcitrant city. 
The fact that the Corps will submit an O&M manual (GRR/EIS p. A· 
25), with requirements for the District Engineer to inspect and 
to ensure compliance with ~cFR 208.10ft, ignores the fact that 
the city plans to complete ALL the Trinity River Corridor 
proposals {roads, levees, chain-of-lakes, channels, etc.) before 
negligence in the O&M program could be adequately assessed. 
There seems to be, therefore, no real enforcement threat or non
compliance penalty from tne federal agency once construction has 
been completed. The USACE should demand, at least, that the city· 
budget for, and hire immediately, a qualified engineering 
nsuperintendentft (who has the above noted 
qualifications/expertise) to manage such moist soils projects 
throughout the planning and construction phases as well as later. 

IT IS INTXRBSTING TO NO'I'I mAT THB USACE HAS INCLODBO DETAILED 
ASSBSSMENI'S OF THB CITY 1 S ABILITY TO BE - OR AT 1,BAST AT THIS POINT "APPKARM 
TO BR - FINANCIALLY RBSPON91BLB AS A PARTNBR IN nus DFR PROJBCT {Corps 
letter with revised analysis dated May 20, 1998}. IT IS CURIOUS 
THAT THIS SAM& CONCERN IS NOT SHOWN IN ASSBSSING WHKTIIBR THK CITY'S PAST 
lUl:CORO AND THBRBFQRB FUTURE INCLINATION TO OPBRATB AND MAINTAIN MASSIVE PUBLIC 
WORKS PROJECTS JUSTIFIES SPENDING MORB OF THE TAXPAYERS I FEDERAL DOLLARS. 
SORELY IT OUGHT TO BB A PRIORITY IN THE USACE GRR/EIS TO B'VAWATB THE 

10. CAPABILITIES AND INCLINATIONS OF NON•FBOBRAL SPONSORS TO SUPPORT SUCH 
PROJECTS, BASED ON THBIR PAST HlSTORlBS AND PRBSBNl' WILLINGNESS TO ABLY STAFF 
OPERATIONS, BBFORB RBCOMMBNDING FURTHER FEDERAL CAPITAL FUNDING BR PROVIDED, 

11. 

B) , Challenge 21 

PARTNERSHIPS AND FEDERAL CO-ORDINATION: 

The Dallas LWV is greatly puzzled in regard to the USACE's 
participation and/or silence in the city of Dallas' piecemeal 
approach to the entire Trinity River Corridor. Not pa_rt of - but 
definitely associated with - the DFE project is the city's plan 
to cooperate in the building or sponsoring of an eight lane toll 
road const.ucted on the east side of the DFE levee extension 
(Lamar St. side} on the river side. This toll road would be an 
extenSion of the eight lane divided road that would start at St. 
Hwy. 183 and divide along both levees inside the present floodway 
system, rejoining just below Corinth Street to consolidate on the 
east side levee extension. 

As part of the ongoing USACE study in the Dallas floodway, 
there is now a Corps study/ discussion of a 300 foot benched 
channel ditch throughout the entire floodway. Further, and also 
known to the Corps, is the city 1 s plan to place a series of lakes 
(actually borrow pits for obtaining fill material to support the 
toll road on the inside of the floodway levees at the 100-year 
flood levels), off channel and also located in the present 
floodway. There is a proposal to add a levee up the Elm Fork, and 
·another to channel White Rock Creek south of IH-30 through some 
of the most beautiful hardwood forest habitats (GRR/EIS p.A-13, 
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12. 

13. 

map 2-1 for authorized projects). Certainly we have a new idea of 
•multi-objective• project in this corridor! 

Since the early days of the Kessler Report in Dallas, the 
concept of lakes in the Trinity River has been thwarted by the 
existence of deep strata of permeable soil levels. Would the 
ftchain of lakes" be possible? Would their proposed flushing with 
clean water, pumped from the Elm fork, further degrade the area's 
total water quality and waste our water resources? Would the 
lakes alone operate as detention basins that would sufficiently 
lower conveyance and offer flood reductions to the extent we do 
not need the 300' channel or DFE project at its fullest? Is it 
the Corps' practice to continue to put before the public one 
piecemeal project after another, each attempting to undo the 
damage from the previous work? Do we prevent nnegative impacts" 
to federal" projects by adding more federal projects? Is this a 
Challenge 21 "permanent" solution? 

. The fact that the area's Corridor Development Certificate 
(CDC) agreement •and the hydraulics/hydrology analysis have never 
been evaluated with respect to present levee floodway/road 
impacts has not prevented the USACR from tacitly endorsing the 
engineering plans for the city to pursue this road concept 
through both TxDOT and the public voting processes. Indeed, 
during the Major Transportation Investment Study (MTIS) process 
conducted by TxDOT, city bond campaign, and DFE discussions, the 
USACE has ~tated that it is being constantly included and has 
continuously participated in the multi- agency, city-coordinated 
Dallas Trinity River Plan. To pursue the DFR project without 
some consideration of the cumulative effects of the upstream road 
proposal {with the "chain of lakes"), its location on the Lamar 
levee and the further impacts on the CDC criteria indicates that 
either we are wasting a lot of time and money planning for an 
impossible situation, or we will be forced to build an imprudent 
project because we have spent so much ti~e and money OQ it. 

~ GRR/81S (p.6-12) on the DFE project indicates that there 
will be a loss of valley storage resulting in "an increase in the 
peak discharges" in the project reach, that would_ be "expressed 
in terina of an increase in the peak water surface profile 
downstreanrof the project" in contradiction of the CDC rules. 
Indeed, the USACE seems to feel that there should be no question 
about allowing this variance in the CDC requirements (under the 
very heading of "cumulative effects") since there .are such strong 
economic benefits resulting from the project, while the city 
might regret the short-term benefit lasting only until our 
upstream neighbors wish to also get "waivers". 

Loss of valley storage was so important to the Trinity 
River's EIS Record of Decision (ROD) report that the CDC included 
it as a major item to prevent. Dallas today is in a levee 
breaching/overtopping and flood threatening situation because 
upstream neighbors have felt free to institute the same poor 
flood reduction strategies of our early history: i.e., structural 
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15. 

16. 

solutions of filling and levying that increase downstream silting 
and water heights/velocities. 

The North Central Texas Council of Governments (COG) spent 
many years in careful negotiations to craft the CDC process in an 
attempt ·to stop the damage downstream (to Dallas and beyond) 
caused by the cumulative effects of upstream construction, such 
as loss of valley storage. Is the Corps prepared in this 
instance to set a precedent of allowing variances to these 
requirements for Dallas? How many other well justified variances 
add up to the need for future, more strict CDC requirements and. 
yet again· threats to Dallas? Can Dallas think, with impunity 
and Corps backing, that our compliance standards should somehow 
be less demanding than our neighbor 1 s? And how does such a 
prospect create an economic wbenefit• when so much in future 
corrective costs may be incurred? 

What will using even more space on the inside of the levees 
upstream for roads me~n to the present CDC and such a suggestion 
for this DFE variance? Will the result of these tollway studies 
now being evaluated, coupled with flood reduction analyses in the 
present floodway and the DFB project, require even further 
projects resulting in more flood/ habitat/wetland/water quality 
problems to mitigate for the damage of using a piecemeal approach 
to this whole corridor? 

T¥ DFE project already places the •Lamar Leveew as 
close to the River as possible. The USACB, fully aware of the 
above mentioned road construction plans, seems to have placed its 
levee alignment wlth great care for the most advantageous support 
of the toll road. We have made repeated suggestions to have the 
alignment moved aB far away from the·River as possible, i.e. 
along the logical non•encroachrnent line created by the railroad. 
While placement of a few new urban levees are, indeed, being 
built in some cities such as Grand Forks, ND, it is our 
understanding that in no case are these new levees being pu~ 
closer •.together as in the DFE proposal for Dallas. The Corps 
states that...the levee alignment may be placed closer to the River 
due to thew ineffective flow areas• (another term for •valley 
storage•?) caused by the already high abutments for the IH-45 
highway road. Would the placement of the·levee farther.from the 
River not offer, at least, the opportunity for valley storage 
restoration to the project? 

We are very interested in the suggestion that {GRR/EIS p.A· 
22) the Lamar Street levee is actually planned to allow low level 
flooding in the form of •controlled inundation of the levee 
protected area•. Is this sandbagging effort to be "controlled" by 
the same city personnel who are also moving livestock through the 
Cadillac Heights levee? 

No flood reduction/increase investigations have been made as 
a result of the road•on-levees proposals, and similarly no 
discussion is made of the increase: in polluted storm water run· 
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off; in noise; and in damage to riparian habitats and new wetland 
ecosystems. This ignoring of the road plan and its cumulative 
effects (immediate area as well as up and downstream) does not 
create a "more effective Federal coordination of flood reduction 
programs• (Challenge 21). Since USDA and its Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), the EPA, and USGS (US Geological 
Service) have been left out of the road discussion loop they 
certainly would not be aware from this report of any of these 

17. additional and overlapping. corridor plans or their possible 
impacts. The National lnvironmental Policy Act of 1969 {NEPA, 
42USC 4331(b) (3)) also calls for •coordination of Federal plans, 
functions programs and resources to ... attain the widest range 
of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation and 
risk to health or safety." We suggest also checking with 
Executive Order (BO) 11514, sec. 2. 

NON-STRUCTURAL SOLUTIONS: 

Challenge 21 calls specifically for using non-structural 
alternatives to-achieve more sustainable solutions when planning 
flood reduction projects. Even BO 11988 recognizes the 
responsibility to wavoid direct or indirect support of floodplain 
development wherever there is a practicable alternative ... and 
to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served 
9Y floodplains ... ". In Sec. 3, the order advises that, again 
ftwherever practicable" alternatives to any building in the 
floodplain.should be considered Rrather than filling in land." 
We should like to point out that the operative standard here is 
"practicable~, not an economically driven absolute. 

Yet the USACE in the DFE project only computes economic 
reasons and offers policy restrictions for why it cannot offer a 
voluntary buy-out program for Cadillac Heights. Such a program 
could be accomplished in conjunction with already· applicable and 
fair city policies. We note, however, the lack of economic 
analysis for previously mentioned costly environmental damages to 
the wat~rshed, and the missing "costs" of the unspecified and 
unresoived--"spot" buy-outs throughout the plan that will take 
place before the project can go forward. Unresolved plans, such 
as th6 increase in sump sizes for internal storm water drainage 
and final 1evee locations call such Corps statements into 
question. 

Calculating the buy-out costs of the levee e~tension 
proposal without deducting the additionally projected properties 
that might be targeted; not evaluating the advantage of leaving 
the west side of the river's flood plain to flood after a buy-out 
and thus also not endangering the waste-water treatment plant; 
leaving out the estimates of costly environmental clean-ups; 
ignoring the increased urban industrial development adjacent to 
the levees; and not factoring in costly air quality penalties due 
to more mobile pollution sources with new levee roads, etc, have 
left us with a less than honest cost/benefit analysis in the 
current Corps report. Perhaps a more realistic and honest "cost" 
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analysis may be available when/if the entire Trinity River 
Corridor is finally evaluated by a seemingly reluctant Corps. 

There is a most unclear statement (GRR/EIS p.C-6} referring 
to the LPP forcing an abandonment of almost half of Sargent Road. 
Sargent Road does not approach Kiest Blvd. , and half the road is 
south of Southerlahd. At its southern terminus it joins Overton 
St. and connects to IH-45 and also to Hwy. 310. This is a major 
connection for the neighborhood and the only route to Sargent 

18.Park, a city park. Is this another •surprise• for the community 
to •discover• if the LPP is constructed and the southern half of 
Sargent Road is closed? It seems an interesting idea that the 
Corps would provide •walls• that no longer allow citizens to 
reach their park. This is yet another argument.for buying-out 
the west side and leaving all the land to become park area, 
natural flood plain. 

19. 

In every case, {GRR/EIS Appendix F), the non-structural 
solution or even the combination structural/non-structural 
alternatives offered ·better environmental and flood reduction 
benefits with aertainly greater long term economic security. 
Better air and water quality, less threat of noise increases, 
less heavy industrial urban build up along the river and more 
park/watershed protection for the city would seem to offei more 
educated solutions for our future. The ROD and CDC criteria do 
not preclude a non-structural solution, so one wonders why the 
Corps is s~ careful to endorse a •variance• for some situations 
(GRR/EIS p.6-10 and the LPP) while not finding a Rbest overall 
public interest• in its own Challenge 21 recommendations. 

C) RIIVIRONIOIIITAL COIIPLIAIICB AIID JUSTICK ISSUBS 

In regard to environmental justice issues, these pertain 
mainly to the residents of Cadillac Heights, but could also 
include the many South Dallas residents still left with existing 
flood ~hreats. {Does this also mean yet another future project 
from the R~hester Levee north up White Rock Creek?) Cadillac 
Heights is adequately described in the GRR/EIS, but there is a 
strangely cavalier attitude about leaving homeowners to the 
vagaries ~f the market after purposefully raising their property 
values - which the Corps states it fully expects to happen once 
these homes are removed from more frequent flood damage 
occurrences. Unfortunately, the fact that these.homes are on 
highly toxic, lead polluted soils and are zoned for "I/M• 
industrial/manufacturing~ development indicates that in truth, 
the property values probably will decline and loans for repairs 
will be difficult to obtain. 

The city has been completely silent on the subject of lead 
clean-up for some 157 homes which do not meet the city's own 
residential soil standard of 250/ppm in their backyards {in 1996 
the TNRCC recorded soil sample levels as high as 6,000/ppm of 
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lead]. The city did call in the state to accomplish a clean•up 
of some 60+ homes to the state 1 s level of 550/pprn. 

The impression is that, since all of this information was 
also made available to the Corps at numerous public meetings, the 
Corps iS a willing partner in enabling the city to rid itself of 
these poorer neighborhood inhabitants without buy-out, flood 
relocation or emergency aid. An op-ed editorial from the Dallas 
Morning News of 5/6/98 (already submitted) states clearly the 
economic purposes behind the city goals for this area: ~with a 
levee system protecting the area, there is every possibility the 
neighborhood could become a southern Dallas redevelopment site._ 
Companies looking for reasonably priced land could purchase the 
remaining homes and tum the area into a planned industrial 
site.w (Emphases is LWVD author's). Again, see your Challenge 21 
initiatives. 

Questions need to be asked regarding the DFB impacts to 
minority settlements downstream both in and outside of the city 
limits, such as·Joppa· and Sand Branch, resulting from the 
increased TMDL',s; increased water velocities delivering waste 
water and other toxic pollutants and odors; the soil disposal 
from swale construction and the lack of city maintenance for 
erosion controls on already existing problem areas (i.e., Lerrmon 
Lake, Little Lemmon Lake). There are subsistence and recreational 
fishing activities that must be addressed as part of the Corps' 
responsibi~ity under the Clean Water Act and BO 12962. The new 
channel under IH-45 would certainly have an adverse impact on 
waquatic systems•. It is true that while the Trinity River is 
not a great anglers destination, whether for recreational or 
sustenance fishing many adjacent minority neighborhood 
individuals and large numbers of cormruters may be found daily 
fishing its banks -- in spite of the health warnings, which are 
not posted. · 

The USACB {GRR/BIS p.6~10) points out that the econom~cally, 
to the~:Corps, buy-out of only the 25-year flood plain would 
nieave man)'-minority and low income individuals subject to 
flooding .•. (and) the LPP levee would reduce adverse ... impacts 
Of repeated flooding ... •. We have previously stated that there 
is a concE!rn that flood reductions to a community with high 
levels of chemicals, metals, odoriferous air and non-residential 
zoning is hardly meeting even the spirit of EO 12898. Whether 
the corrmunity feels that actions are being taken that leave them 
Mwalled-inw on north, east, and south, trapped in polluted soil 
with poor quality, smelly air and with no relocation help is a 
violation of the Civil Rights Act, Title VI, will be for them to 
decide. For the rest of us, this is not very desirable outcome of 
much of these proposed tax expenditures. 

The Corps goes on to state that building the wetlands plan 
alone would offer the majority of the cost benefits to the CBD. 
There is a dilemma for the Corps and the city since both hardly 
address the minority/low income neighborhood/business problems on 
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either side of the river. The GRR/EIS goes so far as to note 
that there would be "economic benefits ... due to the influx of 
recreation users of the trail system that would be constructed." 
Unfortunately, the Corps does not go on to tell us how this 
economic gain will accrue to areas that will, as a result of the 
DFELPP and the toll road proposal, be completely inaccessible to 
any trail system, the river, or indeed - as in the case of 
Cadillac Heights - even their local park. 

There could be a benefit to the city if some clean-up of 
hazardous, toxic, and radiological wastes {HTRW), trash and 
~ebris were to be accomplished. But, we hasten to note that 
these gains would be largely for the Great Trinity Forest { GTF) 
Park, should this park ever become a reality. Unfortunately, the 
city has stated it will not take any responsibility for this 
"park•, and the state replies that it can not. The park 
department has refused to negotiate at present with anyone 
wishing to sell land to the park. HJRW clean-up is not 
"environmental justice", but it may help improve water quality 
and the forest habitat. 

BO 11593 calls on the "Federal Government (to) provide 
leadership in preserving, restoring and maintaining the historic 
and cultural environment of the Nation" in support of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, NBPA, and others. The Corps 
is to be applauded for its advocacy and leadership in 
identifyin~, so far, 14 archaeological and architectural sites on 
the Trinity River "eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places• (GRR/EIS p. 7-3,g). Is the 
suggested program being developed "to address the loss of these 
resources" in case of the DPE construction paid for by the Corps? 
The assumption that there is no economic value to the "loss" of 
these resources, and the assumption that they will, indeed, be 
lost is a further indication of the incomplete economic 
cost/benefit analysis included in this project. 

n:tere is concern that the Corps' •environmental restoration" 
(i.e., chai.n of wetlands) is not part of the present project, and 
that the mitigation for the wetland/forest destruction would be 
located far away from Dallas. Losing wetlands here, already a 
violation Of the Corps' regulations (GRR/EIS p. 1-2, the Wetlands 
Protection Act, and E0 12875 and particularly BO 11990} only to 
have them "replaced" elsewhere is both an economic and 
environmental depravation for the city. Again, the BO 11990 
mandates that FBDBRAL MBNCIBS "SHALL AVOID ONORRTAXING OR PROVIDING 
ASSISTANCE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION LOCATBD IN WETLANDS UNLESS .•• THBRE IS NO 
PRACTICABLR ALTRRNATIVK TO SUOI CONSTRUCTION AND • • • THAT THR • • • ACTION 
INCLUDBS ALL PRA.CTICABLR MEASURES TO MINIMIZi HARM TO WBTLANDS ••• " • 

We note the emphasis in these various Acts and E0s is on the 
imperative to use "practicable" alternatives, NOT necessarily 
based on the primacy of economic results alone! The agencies 
also are to take into account"··· environmental and other 
pertinent factors." Once again, the question arises as to 
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whether there is not a much less destructive alternative to the 
DFE project for protecting the floodway levees, offering relief 
to businesses, and improving safe, clean and affordable housing 
opportunities for minority and low income citizens. 

DJ The Clean Air Ac·t 

The city of Dallas is-currently classified as in •serious 
non-compliance" with the Clean Air Act provisions. We are 
assured by our COO and the EPA that we will be moved to the 
category of "severe" soon. At that time, not only will ozone be 
monitored but the waiver we have had for NOx emissions will no 
longer be in effect. The Corps does admit: "Addltion of (toll 
roads) planned by others along existing and proposed levees could 
result in increases in (air) pollutant levels "(GRR/EIS p. 4-79; 
F-12), while ignoring its own responsibility to assess its 
participation in providing the ground {literally) for planning 
this road project. 

The Corps seems purposefully misleading in its evaluation of 
the air impacts of various DFE alternatives, especially on nearby 
neighborhoods. Since, as previously mentioned, the city cl~arly 
plans to develop heavily and "up-zone" extensively behind both 
proposed levees while adding toll roads to the levees, then 

20. indeed only the "future without project {no action) alternative" 
would helpJour air quality improve. The assessment {GRR/EIS p. 
4-80,81 & F-13) of all other alternatives makes no mention of 
either of these openly discussed construction/development goals 
and the use of USACE dollars to accomplish them. 

21. 

No one at the Corpe seems to have a nose! Along with the 
watershed decline, the odor from the river is noticeable at 
almost any time. Combine this with the rendering plant, meat 
packing plant, the CWWTP, the SSWWTP, etc., and it become·s 
immediately evident why a non-structural solution, one that does 
not ca~e local air inversion problems, is the best for thiS 
situation . ..Allowing the flood waters to run behind the plant 
(where the majority of the SPF inundation flow will continue 
unchanged by the DFE proposal) could also contribute to better 
water AND air quality in this entire sector of the city. 

Some Pinal Thoughts and Comments, 

The location of the Cadillac Heights "short" levee (LPP) is 
shown quite differently on various maps throughout the GRR/EIS. 
An intelligent, final comment cannot be made when the accuracy of 
a levee location itself is confused on the GRR/EIS information. 

The DFR originally called for a "chain of wetlandsn or 
swales that lowered the water surface levels in the floodway 3.5 
feet thus insuring SPF protection ~at any given frequency" to the 
downtown business district, and is the only proposal" that would 
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20. We disagree, the project proposal has been reviewed by Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission. Their assessment is that the project would not result in significant 
releases of ozone precursors. 

21. The GRR/EIS provides plan formulation data from which the final alignment for the 
Cadillac Heights levee alignment was derived as shown in Chapter 6 and Appendix C. 
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22. 

"achieve benefits from all reaches, the net benefits would be 
greater than the other (proposals), and it is the only (proposal) 
which would not adversely impact adjoining areas due to increased 
water surfaces for given storms" {GRR/EIS p.4·63). 

The city then asked tor levee extensions, partly, we now 
see, for purposes of having the USACB as a partner in providing 
the base of the extremely expensive toll road. The Lamar Street 
levee is said to help with this lower upstream water surface by 
eliminating the lowest "critical breach point" of the existing 
East levee. However, construction of the Cadillac Heights and 
Lamar Street levees reduces, or has a negative effect, on the 
existing floodway since these new levees constrict conveyance. 
This DFE -FSP leaves us with just over a foot of new protection 
{versus the 3.5 feet mentioned above) in the floodway. 

The Lamar Street, or east, levee would still leave parts of 
South Dallas open to flooding threats under the Central 
Expressway bridge. The GRR/BIS points out that there is a •pool 
- of water at this location, where Hatcher St. crosses, that 
would occur during certain flood events and offers to support a 
*buyout• of those neighbors. There would also be a buyout of 
residences near the Moore Park location on the west levee in the 
footprint of the levee berm. 

The benefit: cost ratios(BCR) begin to decline as do the 
flood reduqtion achievements in all reaches as each addition 
appears on the DFE plan. The LPP is listed as having a BCR ratio 
greater than 1, but much leas than even the FSP for flood 
reduction {GRR/EIS p.4·89). Flood reduction is ostenaibl'y the 
primary reason for this whole project, and requirements of the 
federal laws consistently reiterate the need to protect wetlands, 
watersheds, water quality and public safety with all "practicable 
alternatives• to structural solutions. Therefore, it is 
difficult to see why continual suggestions for structural 
additions, evaluated on incomplete economic assumptions, are 
consid~ed to be •feasible", while the Challenge 21 non- · 
structural,_much longer-term solutions {or even voluntary buy-out 
offers) are not. 

We should like to add that the LWVD also endorses and adopts 
the comments and concerns of the Texas Parke and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD) and the US Fish and Wildlife Department (USF&W) 
as noted in all of Appendix G. Special regard sQould be given 
to their recommendations for GTF lands as mitigation location 
sites, and their objections to the 3,000 foot channelization 
under IH~45 {since the LPP and the IH-45 Channel diversion have 
the greatest negative impacts on the riparian/forest habitat). 

The LWVD appreciates the USACE and federal participation in 
our city's growth. It is important to help our business and 
economic climate as well as our too-often overlooked minority and 
low income citizens. The Corps also can lead us in helping to 
protect our environment and ecology. We also appreciate that 
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22. Texas Parks and Wildlife Department comments have been reviewed (See Page N - 345) 
and their criteria related to the realignment of the channel have been addressed. The 
recommended location for the environmental mitigation lands as described in the project plan 
is adjacent to the site of the impacts as also recommended by the USFWS , EPA, City of 
Dallas and many individuals. 



federal dollars, like our local dollars, should be spent in a 
balanced and wise manner. We do not believe that this DFE plan 
accomplished this aim. We hope that this plan can be amended to 
place as high a priority on enabling our minority and low income 
citizens to achieve healthy, quality neighborhoods as it has in 
providing construction and development opportunities. 
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~~~ 
Trinity River Chair, LWVD 
214·358·1629 home/work phone 
214-969-4999 fax 
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1. 

Dept, of the Army 
Pt. 'Worth Distriolt 
corps of Eng inesra 
Dear Gene Rlee 1 

682? Coronado 
Dllllae, fex.11 
~ 5 2 l 4 
4ugust 14, '98 

Res Commente on the R.1.s. 

This 1~ A supplement to my previous letter on the 
n..art E,I.S, I will outline more ot the th1ngs I find 
need correcting, A good many indielltiona manifest to ma 
that the frinity River Ploodway Extension, although muoh 
research and plannhng has been reported here are ~ome things 
that don•t check out to me, 

There ie no mention of the proposed f'l-eewa.y or tollway, 
whioh 1• -t of the total !l'rinity Rivor.Corridor propooit
lon for •hioh we narrowly gave approval at tha polls. Si.nae 
this is bound to have quite an erreot on the !'Unction of the 
flood proteotion itlpr()vements the Corps is slated. to make, it 
llhould be dealt with in the BIS. This 1• one of the big fact
ors in manitesting the contradictory noturt ot tho package 

deal ot the Corridor planning, Another, already mentioned 
2. in my other letter, le the disposition or measures dealing 

. wl th lev•~ heights and extent around C&dillao Heights, which 
eeem to indicate that tlood protection is severely compromised 
ae the planning h• is currently presented. 

3. !:ven wlthcut th• impact ot the roadWlo', p,6-12 report• 
a net rise ot :t .:, tt, ot an SPP erHt whm all the "improve
ments in flood-handling are added up--over what We now have. 

4. F.nviromtental degradation ~eem.e to be a net minus', a.a . 
well 'tnd mitigation actually minimal and lneu.ttlcient--not 
a good tride oft tor all the money elated to be invested here. 

:>"Jnoerely,q/~ / _,, ✓ 
;:,,o/~~ 

Vincent Hendriok• 

N - . 

1. The GRR/EIS has been modified to include descriptions and cumulative impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable project proposals including the proposed parkway. 

2. Subsequent to the release of the draft GRR/EIS, the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) has determined that the plan providing SPF levels of protection to both the 
Lamar Street and Cadillac Heights areas. denoted as the locally Preferred Plan in the 
draft GRR/EIS, should be the Federally Supportable Plan, and therefore the 
Recommended Plan. Revisions to the draft GRRIEIS have been made to reflect this 
decision. 

3. See response to comment #2 on page N - 13 and comment #35 on page N - 294. 

4. The proposed plan would provide an increase of 123 acres of emergent wetlands for 
ecosystem restoration purposes. The proposed mitigation was developed in coordination 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which is the Federal regulatory agency for 
environmental mitigation actions. 
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Dallas Chapter 

American Institute of Ard,i!ects 

August 14, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
fort Worth District 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102:0300 

Re: Ora* Re-Evaluation Report and EIS, Trinity River. 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

The Dallas Cliapter, American lnsti!Ule of Architects, finds the plans for the Dallas Floodway 
&tension flawed and politicized for induding levees around Cadillac Heights. As an organization 
that seeks to help people lead safe and healthy lives, we deplore neighborhood plans of such a 
confused nature as this one. 

1. CADILLAC HEIGHTS: The AIA Is deepfy concerned that the levee proposal presented docs not 
respect the needs of the residents in the area. 

Cadillac Heights is a neighborhood of 338 homes, of which 100 are home owners. The 
immediate surrounding area throws off the noxious fumes and poison generated by Danas', 
cefltral sewagf' lrealment p1an1, a former lead smelter, a Chromium recycling plant, an animal 
rendering-plant, and a meat packing business. The State has documMted 1hr. toxic rPsidue of thP 
lead smelter polluting the residents' properties, and warned them to keep their children away 
from their own yards. Cadillac Heights can never become a desirable neighborhood in which to 
raise a family, ;md indeed parts of it are zoned Industrial, !hough families live there. The nighlty 
fumes show the City''s cynical inattention and disregard for the quality of life in this disgraceful 
part of Dallas. There Is no need to pro!ecl such an area with a levee because of the presence of 
homes. Ralher, the City should be offering to help its residents to relocate and to be made 
whole in a dean and safe neighborhood. 

The City staff states that residents do not want lo be relocated. There is no basis for this 
statement. There has been no house to house survey to prove that fact. nOI does it stand to 
reason that ~fair market value~ funds from home sales in such an area would be sufficient to 
purchase a home in a decent environment. Policy would have to be changed lo cover the cost 
of replacement housing and moving expenses to allow persons forced to live on a hare margin in 

2811 McKinMy Avenue, Suite 20. LS 104 
DolMJs, Te~oJ 7.520.4 
21~/871.2788 

1. The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) has remediated 
lead concerns for residential yards within Cadillac Heights to safe standards. At this 
time. two commercial properties have been identified as having elevated levels of lead. 
We have been informed that both property owners are working with the TNRCC to 
develop a clean-up plan. Furthermore. additional testing of sites which would be 
impacted by the proposed project are scheduled during the next phase of detailed 
design. Should such tests reveal hazardous and toxic materials, appropriate actions will 
be taken to avoid the site. If avoidance is not possible, then the material will be 
removed. transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. Extensive coordination with the TNRCC and the EPA will continue through 
construction to ensure adherence to all the laws and regulations. 

2. The Corps did not conduct a door-to-door survey of Cadillac Heights residents 
regarding a voluntary buyout or flood protection. The Corps participated extensively. 
however, with the City of Dallas in its public participation process. Following the flood of 
May 2, 1990. the City delivered approximately 250 letters, written in both English and 
Spanish, to Cadillac Heights residents notifying them that a City employee would be 
visiting their residence to conduct a needs analysis survey. City employees visited 219 
addresses and made contact at 167. for a response rate of 82 percent. Street 
improvement was the service need cited most often. followed by housing repair, local 
drainage improvements, park construction and code enforcement for high weeds. While 
it does not appear that the specific question. "Would you like to be bought out?" was 
asked, Flood Control ranked 12th in the Service Needs Priority. 

With regard to the current Corps investigation. the Corps determined that a buyout would 
not be economically feasible. The City conducted public meetings. in English and 
Spanish, at which the majority of those present indicated that they wanted to remain in 
their homes and receive the same level of protection given other areas in Dallas. The 
Corps· public involvement process is described in the draft GRRIEIS, beginning on page 
6-25. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

this neighborhood of last resort to move to decent quarters. The Trinity River Corridor Citizen's 
commitlee of 400 recommended that citizens in this neighborhood be helped to move, not that 
a levee be built. 

2. WEST LEVEE LOCATION: The proposed levee bisects an animal processing plant, leaving half of 
!he plant area draining surface water into the river. 

3. OIMlNISHMENT OF THE VALLEY CAPACITY TO HANDLE FLOODWATERS: The west levee 
extension, log ether with its eastern.counterpart, will shrink the current flood plain to a third of its 
present size. As upstream runoff increases to match population growlh, the ffoodway extension 
will have to be scoured of all vegetation in order to carry increasing floods. Thus the presenl 
hopes for preserving the Creal Trinity Forest would be destroyed, for 1he sake of the protection 
of life and property in the future, with the result being another ugly gash lhrough our city like the 
present one. The Corps should keep a wide valley for future flood protection, ralher than n,mow 
the plain. This leve.e only creates a single foot of additional upstream protection for the central 
business district of Dallas while it reduces valley storage. It is certainly not worth lhe taxpayers 
money. 

While lhere are reasoned arguments for the eastern levee, the western one will be an intrusion, not a 
help for our city. Misguided pas! actions of city staff in allowing the flood plain to be filled to the 
west of the central sewage plant should not be the basis for Corps policy to further limit the floorl 
plain, or spend tax d'ollars for !his backward looking proposal. 

This is a complex: proposition, with many interrelated pieces and parts. However, any successful plan 
must address the issues of quality of life for the citizens of Dallas, as well as the overall stewardship of 
lhe environment for ourselves, for our children and for all future generations to come. These are our 
concerns. If you sha"re our priorities, please le! us know how we can work with you lo creale a better 
vision for thelapproaching millenium. 

·(11~ 
Mike Wells, AlA 
Presidenl, Dallas Chapter, American lnsri!ule of Architects 

N., 

3. Implementation of the DFE project will not cause increased environmental impacts 
associated with the plant. The plant presently deals with animal wastes in adherence to 
Federal regulations, which would not be altered by the DFE project. 

4. Upstream development will be expected to comply with the Corridor Development 
Certificate (CDC) process and the Record of Decision which requires no rise in the 100-
year and SPF water surface elevations and limits changes in valley storage. 

5. The proposed plan was developed in accordance with current Federal policies and 
guidelines regarding the investigation of flood damage reduction alternatives. and was 
not based on past actions of city staff. 

6. The proposed plan was developed in accordance with current Federal policies and 
guidelines regarding the investigation of flood damage reduction, environmental 
mitigation, ecosystem restoration and recreation alternatives. 
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1. See response to comment #1 on page N - 13. 

2. The GRRIEIS contains no recommendations for a lake. 

3. The hydraulic models used in the investigations and analyses showed that the 
vegetation in the DFE area, including the Great Trinity Forest, was a major impediment 
to the flow of flood waters within the study area. The hardwood forest would not serve to 
control floods if left alone. 

4. The investigations conducted during the current study, and presented in the 
GRRIEIS, show that the flood protection for the immediate floodway extension area and 
for the Central Business District would be increased by implementation of the project. 
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Dep- of the Army 
Fon Worth llistrict, Corp, ofEnainem 
Gene T. Rice. 1r. 
P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 
(817) 978-2110 
(117) 971-2941 flrx 

Dear Mr. Rice,. 

Robert ero,,,,w,. 
Interested Citittn 

A, 1 citizen of DalJu, I am VOIJ' intonoled in ....,, haw we develop tho Trinity 1tMr 
Corridor. I arpport your effosu lo mab tho Floodw&y u efficieot u po1albl, In tho tr...r....oe or 
Ml<r 1MYllom ourfilrdty. llulllhowa•tto-omyelfort nwle to elloct.., lfflbetic aoh>tioo 
that will......,, peoplo down to our rooll underutilized natural landmark. Th, pouibiliti., for eco
tourism In that sector are quito bouodloa, but thooc opportunitic, d....U• In tho f&ce-cf I Wl!" 
drnnago ditch that IIW>llowa up part, oflho OrOII Trinity Fo,m 

All tho rnlrip1loo money multbo ollotttd for !ho purchuo oflho 1,400 acre, in lho Grffl 
TrinityFon,,t. We voted fi>rtms lntheslocrion, and thia ialho only mvirorunmtal tolutlon ,......, 
>mhthl1111011cyl 

In t«m1 of......,;,,., wa mwt adbore to the - da!iJI ltlndardt. n. trail, llhou1d bo 
12 fed wide to allow for !be ..re cleanm:e or ,n....., includlng cyclisu, pcdellrianl, and Joggen. 
Th• material molt be concrete, not uphaJtl With uphalt trail,, mnch more maintenence t, 
requi"'1. Water= erode undommh the upbllt, cousins orack, and bttw ill !ho troll,. Vehicles 
driving ow, upholt lave ruts, aJao c:ncldng the upholt. Foreign object, Wt be embedded ill bot 
uplwt, creating enormous mety huard.s for usen. lfyou need any vim.I v.ificatiOJl of the&e 
claims, Check out the Wb!te Rocklake Trail system. A> of 199S, tho Dollu Pm:Deputmlrll hu 
ceucd builcfirig lny ~ mil, out of o,phalt. It tn1y coll more ill the initial phase, but it will 
uve in ,he future with maintenanco for the city. 

Thank you fur your limo 111111 COlllldtnlion oo thia c:xtmncly significam project. 

N., 

1. The project proposed for implementation in the GRR/EIS would provide greater 
access to the area, through construction of recreation trails and amenities. The 
proposed recreation plan would fulfill a substantial portion of Dallas' commitment to the 
regional Trinity Trails plan. As noted in the Syllabus, however, final determination of the 
implementable recreation plan will be made after a Value Engineering study has been 
performed, reviewed and approved. 

2. Your opinion is noted. The final GRR/EIS recommends the acquisition of mitigation 
lands adjacent to other project features within the Trinity River flood plain. See response 
to comment# 1 on page N . 356. 

3. As stated above, the final implementable recreation plan will be determined following 
the completion of a Value Engineering study, scheduled to be performed during the next 
phase of detailed design. 
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O.S. Anny Corps or En(meeri 
P.O.Bot 17300 
Fort Worth 
T111w 761112-0300 

Arulatlon: ltr ilflDI T.llee, Jr. 

Campbell B. Road 
5839 Mondcollo 

Dallas 
Te:w75206 
~·~827-6217 

mad@mall.anu.eita 

IIAI.W PLOODW!l EITENSIOH 

Ja!J ,i 1998 

DRArr GEPmW. REEVALUATION' REPORT AND INTEGRATED 
ENVIRON IIENTAL IIIPACT BTATEIIENT 

Dear81r, 

This eommat eoaeerm: tile ftu! pmcraph e pa(e f.60 of the hDu FloodnJ 
Eneml0116eneral K&nalud011. Report. ro_Ilowlq llle beadtn( 
·c:entra.1 Wutewater Trntment f'wrt Le,ee· 

This parqrapb t:ODalDI matertal that dran apon Ute ICl.a!Hlc IJU1t forpredlettna: 
Ute fnlqulllCJ md lntensltJ of oeeumaeea offloodl II hfdrok>IJ. 'Ile pua(l'l.pb 
eontalm IOtDfl errors, and alludea to pn:ieedmel tut are not commoalJ ued In ,,.., ... 

1. No errors are seen in the referenced paragraph. The procedures used to derive the 
flood frequencies stated are in accordance with current Federal policies and guidelines 
and accepted engineering practices. 
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08105198 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., 
Project Manager, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Ft. Worth District, CESWF-PM-C, 
P. 0. Box 17300, 
Ft. Worth, 
TX 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

I am concerned the allocation of trail space to bicycles in the Trinity River 
Floodway Extension Project Is Inadequate. I suggest tha nalure trails and biking 
trails share trail access with each other on the natural surface trails. 

It is my understanding the project proposal includes 16 miles of natural surface 
equestrian trails, 10 miles of natural surface nature trails, and 4 miles of natural 
surface off road bike trails. Considering the demand for natural surface trails for 
off road bicycling in Dallas, I suggest the plan adopts a shared use policy (similar 
to Cedar Hill State Park's pollcy) with the nature and off road biking trails. 

As a Dalla~ resident, who voted in the election, I am concerned abcut the legacy 
we leave our children. The Trinity River can be an enormous asset to the city if 
we consider all the desires of all the people. The community's interest in cycling, 
beth on and off road, is growing every day and we need to plan today for 
tomonow's demand. Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my 
request. 

Sinc~r~ 

~tokes 
12521 Lol:hmeadows Drive 
Dallas, Texas 75244-6631 
Tel. 972-620-0435 
Email: stokes@intur.net 

Trinity ftoodway plan.doc Page 1 of 1 08105198 8:48 AM jstokes 

1. The final implementable recreation plan will be determined following the completion of 
a Value Engineering study, scheduled to be performed during the next phase of detailed 
design. 
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1. Following a number of requests to extend the time period for public review, the 
comment period was extended to a total of 91 days from the time the Notice of 
Availability was printed in the Federal Register. 

Implementation of the project will begin following approval of the report. preparation of 
plans and specifications, and the signing of agreements with the local sponsor. 

2. Project cost sharing will be handled in accordance with strict Federal policies and 
guidelines. 



D1:AV2- -~ 'i<. . R. \ ~ e ~ "- , 
. ' 

}\e. 1to 
my N\vv..e is lt0A if::l-1c/L ,4.vD J:'V\.1 

I w ~ii i'1 N _'.; i k.J 19 e.-51,-1.e-6 '\.o "1' V<e. _l:::, i2_ l ..S. . -

11- l, fJt:7i-\12e t1vi-'1: t:iA-ll~ ~- I ~-A -~U)W/!J'.) 
Gi ~ y J I\/\} 1:::, w ·, i \,,. .5 "2.0 ..,J'\ I.\ to Y\A t '.'i C /.vi v '.l e . 
B0c1 . pleA~e C.00-:;,1cie11 e-;,,'(l(!Fl{.!!y 'fh1c 

C.Vlfr\) ::i es 'lo 6" V}z}., dR 10 'f 1---e 'f '1211v/ I y . 
1. tli)vfrz AP-~A- F 'il11u/< if ):':> u:f,,-1,.. '/-o 

lS,A;-01. A..'.) Yn ;,\Ny tPief' .s ,1.s pps~it'.Y-e ,,t1'f¼1 
114-!')j; A f)Nd ,t(! XP<?A..) tJ'r b+/U-5 · /)10bJ 'lo 
\lp1Z0icc...T !¥Jc( p.Ke se !'-Ue ·: 0/1££ J /!:,elts' · ,{ AJI) 

I.Ni Id Mt:A.S. No1 OJJ !,t Fo;, ilz r &.11.{lt 
i u I': y p Pi DU I b £:_ Pl.A. 1 I'd SD /FoP, 'f-11 (' d C1 I<,} (' 12 

_ DXyS&J PiiC.11 /t-rR ih+-f ih.l' Sh[)w;,'J 
/?O()v\U-1-, OJ,.J ;UE ed 5, , A)oi 'fo f'J1.c>JJY5o v fiu,.'f 

~kr;"> 1r/5u he!,> }(epp iPf11ft:"1.Hilfµp5 

lcoolfie,, J hA,Jf< f(.DI/ _____ _ 

8';1JC(Jf2-q(y 

N - , 

1. The impact of the proposed project on each of these issues is discussed in the 
"ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES" section, Chapter 4 and in Appendix 
F. 
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July 20, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr., Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District 
CESWF-PM-C 
P.O. Box 17JOO 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

This is a follow-up conversation regarding the Dallas Floodway Draft General 
Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). As a former 
resident of Dallas and City of Dallas employee, it is exciting to see the proposed 
development especially the designated park lands. · 

I 
One area I am specifically interested in is the area south of McCommas Bluff Preserve. 
According to infonnation told me, there is a lot of historical significance by the old lock 
and dam. 1 would hope that this could he preserved and celebrated. There are old 
structures that serve as reminders of a younger Dallas. 

If additional information is needed, please contact me at 817-871 -5755. 

Sincer~y, 

~~ 
Assistant Director/Southwest Region 
Parks and Community Services Department 

SY: 11 IIDEIS rcipond 

PARKS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
THE Cm OF FORT WORTii • 4200 Sourn FII.EtWAY, Sum: 2200 • FORT WORTH, Tn.i.s 76115-1499 

(81i) 871-PARK • FAX (817) 871-5724 
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1. No impacts to this structure are anticipated from implementation of the proposed 
project, as presented in the draft and final GRR/EIS. 
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lune 12, 1998 

U S Army Corps ofEngineers 
P.O. Box 17300 
Ft. Worth, TX, 76102-0300 

RE: CO E's misguided Trinity River Development Project in Dallas 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

I am strongly opposed to your current plans for the Trinity Development and believe that 
your current E.I.S. is grossly inadequate. 

The E.1S. could consider actually reducing pollution in the Trinity but piping water from 
Lake Lewisville for tiny ponds on the Trinity, makes no sense to anyone I ask. The E.I.S. 
does not fully address the increased air pollution from the new road which is apparently 
going to be built BETWEEN the levees. Again, trus appears to make no sense to anyone I 
ask. It also shows extreme prejudice against the non structural approach by failing to 
study the benefits and environmental impact of~ viable alternative. 

The plan itsqfignores what the National Corps and flood control experts~ 
recommend. The whole plan permeates of politics and stinks from the control of big 
money, instead of applying common sense and more importantly, PUBLIC INPUT, to 
generate a positive outcome! Don't forget that you work for the small tax payers as wcD 
as "Papa Big Bucks" and 48% ofus are already ag'ainst your plans! Obviously I concur 
with the opinions of the many groups that oppose this plan and the inadequate E.I.S. 

Steve.Houser 
16 Steel Road 
Wylie, TX 75098 
972/442-1524 

cc: TCONR, 4144 Cochran Chapel Road, Dallas, TX., 75209 

lj/USCORPS.doc 

RECEIVED 

JUN 191998 

1. The proposed project, as presented in the GRR/EIS, recommends utilizing water 
from the Central Wastewater Treatment Plant for the wetlands with no provisions for 
piping water from Lake Lewisville. 

2. The proposed project, as presented in the GRR/EIS, contains no recommendations 
for roads between the levees. 

3. See response to comment #8 on page N - 286. 

4. Until incorporated as implementation guidelines by Corps Headquarters, any 
recommendations do not constitute modifications to the regulations by which the Fort 
Worth District is mandated to conduct analyses. 

5. Your concurrence with other comments is noted. 
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6. 

Gene Rice, Project Manager 
U.S. Anny Coips of Engi1ee,s 
P.O. Box17300 
Fort Worth, Te:ms76102--0300 

Dear1vt. Ree, 

I em wrmg to QM!~ my oommem on the draft of the general re-evaluatkxl report and EIS, Trilty 
Riwr. Please remember the fiws, present and Mure, that }UI.Jrdecis«>lls wtl affed. 

The Draft fats to consoer preferable altemat;.oes, i'ldudhg the noo-strud!Jral system rJ the f!oodway 
e>tension, and the combilaoon of non-structural wth (a) conwyooce basils (some wth lakes) 
between the e11Stilg !ewes (Dallas Floodway), and (b) raiSilg the heQht of e,istrJg leY8es near 
doY.fltoMl and Wes. Oatias. wih orwlhoul: use of rrnmial dug rrom conveyance basils. 

• The EIS '1adequately <fisames !ho•-of reducllg - of !ho Trilly Rlwr and ""1g ls 
water for one or more of the lakes and wetlands proposed kt be constructed. 

The EIS i100equa1ely addresses ar PQWl.ful, hducli'lg the mpec:t of new roads thal !he Cly of 
Danas proposes to be bull: between, near, and awr- lewes, ofd or new. 

On May 2, 1998, wlh one-tenth of the efgtie wters wing, a scant majofty of ;.()ters (51.6%) 
passed bond Propostk:m 11 wth local funds for tollroads and a lake between e,:sthg IEM:les. 
Although the TXDOT wil fie another EIS on that tern t is so ilter1odt.ed vdh the proposed new 
!ewes and ..,le !hat lhe Anny Coips shoold d"°"" I o1equatelyil Is EIS now pendng. 

The EIS fals to present social costs and beoefls, as rew1n11e1ded on page 86.. of the 1994 
""'-1<:jGallowayReport. O!ganizi,g Flood pail Ma"-'1""l 

A social cost of the proposed le\OOS is that the rasult would be the ilduslria!ization of the Cadilac 
HeiJhts resi:jential communiy, as admiled four days alter the Danas bond elecoon by a lead 
spokespel50fl for the Dallas M::imilg News, a most mloontial b9Wlf of Proposli)n 11. 

The MTly Corps stlCQd m be a tool of irllstriafilBoon of a lll!Ohbofhood. 

7. T 8)05 Commltee on Natural Resources and cit1er groups recommend the combilatlon of basils and 
non-structural wluntary boy-outs as a i:referable eltematiw. Otherwise, we fiMlf !he non-structural 
opoon, 81one. 

r· · __ ). ' f!k-·----------y,i,µ,_::Ju ~ 
f.l:ttelkl Kn(nenburg Cor nburg . 
1926Sussex!JrMl 
Carrollton, Te;,as 75007 

1. See response to comment #1 on page N - 284. 

2. See response to comment #2 on page N - 284. 

3. See response to comment #3 on page N - 284. 

4. See response to comment #4 on page N - 284. 

5. See response to comment #5 on page N, 284. 

6. See response to comment #6 on page N - 284. 

7. See response to comment #7 on page N - 284. 

N - 386 
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Paul Parker 
5311 S. Lunar Street 
D,llas, TX 75215 

June 10, 1998 

Commander, Fort Worth District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 17JOO 
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0JOO 

Dear Commander, 

Yesterday evening J .attended the public forum on the Dallas Floodway Ext.ension 
Project. While there, I received, from an activist group, this petition asking for an 
extended period of 90 days for comments. I oppose an extension, as this project has 
been a long time coming, with lots of delays already. I say its time to move ahead and 
the July 9 date seem~ adequate, as these groups have been involved for two years and this 
s just another sta1l 1actic. 

incerely, 

~)U_ 
aul Parker 

1. Following a number of requests to extend the time period for public review. the 
comment period was extended to a total of 91 days from the time the Notice of 
Availability was printed in the Federal Register. 



)w,o 8, 1998 

Commander, Fort. Worth District 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
P.O. 17300 
Fort Worth, Tex.as 76102-0300 

Dear Sir:. 

Upon receipt and initial review of the Draft General Reevaluation Report and Jntcwued Environment Impact 
Statemtnt, we found the report to be extremely COmplex and lengthy. Therefore, in accordance with 33 Code of 
Federal Regulations 230. IJ(a) cited below, we request that the comment period be extended for 90 days. 

33 CFR 230.IJ(a) states that "District Commanders will consider and act on requests for time extensions to review 
and comment on an EIS based on timeliness of distribution of the document, prior agency involvement in the 
proposed action, and the actions's scope and complexity." 

We feel that this is a timely extension period due to the action's scope and complexity, and our need to determine 
the accuracy of the information contained in the draft Enviromnental Impact Statement. Further, since the Dallas 
pty Council recesses before the c:urrent tnd of the comment period, July 9, we feel that it is important that they be 
given sufficient time to review and make their comments. We appreciate your cotlSlderation. 

Sincerely, 

Name and Organization. ________________ _ 

N - 388 
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Alf gust 14, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. (CESWF-PM-C) 
USACE 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102,0300 

Re.: TTN Dallas Floodway Extension Response 

Dear Mr. Rice, 

Texas Trails Network very much appreciates the efforts the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) has made to Incorporate the wide variety of issues brought 
forward by a diversity of Interests for this very large project In the Draft General 
Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement. 

Texas Trails Network (TTN) is a nonprofit organization committed to the. 
development and utilization of recreational trails. TTN has been working with the 
North Central Texas Council of Governments and other area plaonlng agencies to 
develop an extensive trails ·plan for North Texas. · 

Texas Trails Network will confine itself to responding to Issues related to trail 
development as part of this project. 

As you point out I~ the document, the Texas Parks and WIidiife Department has 
ranked the need for multi-use trails as lhe #1 needed recreation facility In Region 
4 - North Central Texas. 

We concur, and heartily support the Inclusion of trails In the recreation component 
. ' . . . 

of this project. TTN also concurs with your report that river and creek segments 
which have had trees and shrubs removed, have been channelized, lined with 
levees, or heavily developed are less desirable and the lea~t utilized by area 
canoeists, bicyclists, hikers 'and birdwatchers. We also concur that while these river 
segments offer recreation potential they will need to be considerably enhanced with 
river access points, trails, play areas, sports fie1ds, .tree and shrub plantings and 

TEXAS TRAILS NETWORK, INC. 
P.O. Box 2858, GrapeVine, Texas 76099 For m~etlng and work d_ay information (214) 698-8733 

1. Your concurrence is noted. 

N - , 
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3. 

Te~as Trails Network -- DaUas Floodway Extension response page 2 

wildlife habitat improvements in order to be attractive to the recreational users of 
ihe corridor. 1 

TTN is naturally very supportive of the regional goal of tying public lands and open 
space lij order to create a regional greenway system linked by trails for hiking, 
~lcyclfng, and horseback riding. Canoe trails are also a highly desired component 
of the greenway system. As you point out, this Is an integral part of NCTCOG's 
Common Vision work program which Is pursµing, with the aid of the National Park . 
Service Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, a Trinity Greenbelt of 
major parks linked by a regional trail system. 

There app"ear to be so·me discrepancies regarding the types of trails and numbers 
of miles of each. On pag~ p-8, the report states that the proposed project would 
include 20 miles of 10-foot wide, 4 Inch thick ,etnforced concrete on compacted 
subgrade, 13 miles ·of natural surface equesfrian trails, and 5 miles of natural 
surface nature trails. However, at the publlc meetlng·on June 9, 1998 in Dallas, 
handouts listed: ' · 

Iri!lls . . 
-Twenty-six miles of all weather hike/bike trails. 
-Sixteen miles of natural surface equestrian trails. 
-Ten miles of natural surface nature trails. · 
-Approximately four miles of natural surface off-rpad blk~ trails. 

Hopefully, these discrepancies will be clarified before final plan adoption. 

4. TTN Is concerned about the Inadequate mileage amount for off-road bicycle trails. 
According to our estimates there Is adequate trail mileage for a good full day's hike 
or horseback ride, but only enough miles for 20 minutes to one hour .o.f off-road 
bicycle riding. Off-road bicycling Is a very popular activity with a very Involved and 
supportive volonteer base. We encourage you to increase the number of planned 
·off-road bicycle trail miles that are Included In tbls plan. 

TTN conrurs" that concrete trails are _the preferred design treatment for paved trails. 
While they cost more Initially, the lower maintenance costs make them a better 
investment In the long run. Regarding width, though, TTN urges you to comply with 
national AASHTO guidelines, which have been adopted as standards by the Texas 
Department of Transportation. Compliance with these national guidelines and state 
standards will also conform with the regional NCTCOG bicycle and pedestrian facility 
guidelines for trail widths (adopted In December 1995), le 3 meters (12.5' wide) for 
multi-use trails in urban areas. 

Among the many reasons for this are: 

- this will be part of Dallas' urban compon.ent of the region wide Trinity Trail 
System. · 

N - 390 

2. Canoe ramps were determined to be stand alone recreation facilities, which do not 
warrant Federal participation, in accordance with current Federal policy which allows 
only "minimum" recreation facilities. 

3. The more comprehensive recreation plan for the area, as shown in Figure 4 in 
Appendix I, and presented at the public meeting, was developed in coordination with 
local, regional, state, and Federal agencies for compatibility with the regional Trinity 
Trails system. The portion of that plan which would be construcled on project lands, and 
would be cost sharable, is presented in Figure 5 of Appendix I, and in Chapter 6. 

4. A Value Engineering study will be performed during the next phase of detailed design 
to deterf"!}ine the optimum implementable recreation plan, and will cover the entire realm 
of recreation features, including those mentioned in this comment. 
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Texas Trails Network - Dallas Floodway Extension response page 3 

. - ,It should be anticipated that these trails will be heavily utilized. 

- Finally, thi~ width accommodates a wide· variety of users from walkers to In-
. line skaters, bicyclists to families with baby strollers,,wheelchalr users, 

the elderly with walkers, people with dogs on leashe's. Adequate width 
Is essential for the safe passage of these mixed modes. 

Regarding the 4" thickness, maintenance vehicles should be anticipated along this 
entire corridor. Professional experience proves'that 4 Inches of pavement thickness 
will not withstand traffic of this kind, A 4-inch thick trail would quickly be damaged 
by any motor vehicle traffic. In our opinion, no less than S·lnches should b, 

, considered, and 6 Inches thickness Is more appropriate wherever malntenanc• 
vehicles are anticipated. Anything· less than these thicknesses will not be a soun 
public Investment In trail resources. 

' 
Finally, we want to· urge that ttie mitigation lands for this project be In Dall, 
available to Dallas citizens and their guests. Locally situated )llitlgation lands , 
Integral \o the community support for this flood control project. It will be diffir 
to develop trails that serve the Dallas public If the land Is purchased elsewh< 
negating the mitigating value of tbe acquisition. 

. I· l 

Thank you for \he opportunltY to comment on this project. 

Sincerely,_~._ • 

.111ttf~ 
Bud' Melton· 
1+edla'.," Past-President _and founding Bo.a rd Member 

N-, 

5. The GRR/EIS recommends acquisition of mitigation lands within the immediate study 
area. 
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TRINITY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 
Uodtrship for the lmprow!ment of 1~ Trinity River Basin .. Since !931 

660 South Z.ang Boulevard, Dallas, Texas 75208 
Telephone: 214/943-4819 • FAX 214/943-4582 

August 10, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice 
Project Manager 
U.S. Mlf'/ Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 17300 
Fort Worth. TX 76102-0300 

Dear Mr. Rice: 

We have reviewed lhe Draft General Evaluation Report and Integrated 
Environmental Impact Statement, Dallas Floodway Extension, dated April 1998, 
and desire to provide the comments of the Trinit)r Improvement Association on 
the report We agree with the conclusions and necommendations of the Fort 
Worth District Engineer contained on pages 7-2, 7-3, and 7 -4 of the report 

It is our judgment that the report represents a reasonable compromise between 
the National Economic Development (NED) plan and local preferences, and that 
it will significantly reduce the threat of flood damages in the central and 
southern areas of the cit)r. Concerns regarding consideration of the non
structural alternative approach to reduce flood control have been adequately 
addressed. We are particularly pleased at the proposal to credft the City of 
Dallas for the non-federal construction of the Rochester Park and Central 
Sewage Plant levees, currently estimated in the amount of $22.17 million. 

·The Fort Worth District staff is to be complimented on its study efforts which 
have resulted in producing this voluminous and detailed report 

Sincerely, 

a~tfr 
Executive Vice President 

Sponsoring a OOOfdin!ted prog,tm o! improvement for tha en1ire Trinity Rlvt1r 8as,n inciudinll ftood eon1rol, 
1oll•water-!orest conservation. navigation. 111<:lamaHon. anavlalion of •1ream pollution. eonservaHon of w,!dUfa. 

and ,torage ct water !or mun;cipal, agriC1Jltu1al, lr,duetrlal and r~reationel u,e, 

N · 392 

1. Your concurrence and comments are acknowledged. Subsequent to release of the 
draft GRR/EIS, it was determined that the LPP as identified in the draft was the 
Federally Supportable Plan and it has been identified as the recommended plan in the 
final GRR/EIS. 
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Date: 

To: 

Attention: 

From: 

Subject 

Department of the Army, Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 17300, Fort Wonh, Tx. 76102-0300 

Gene T. Rice Jr., P.E., Project Manager GRR/EIS Dallas Flood"")' 
Extension Project. 

Joe Wells }: W~ 
2726 Kingston, Dallas Tx, 75211, Ph #214 948-3714 

Comments re: ORR/EIS Dallas Floodway Extension/ Trinity Parkway 
Air Quality and Transportation FacilitiCS impacts tlot addressed in Draft 
EIS. 

Ombsion of Pladned Trinity Parkway/ Freeway Impacts Evalnation 

The Draft EIS omits consideration of the significant environmental impacts of the Trinity 
Parl<way freeway which the Inca! sponsor of the Floodway Extension Project the City of 
Dallas plans to construct within the floodway and on the Levees being evaluated in this 
EIS. This omission is in not in confonnance with NEPA requirements. The Corps of 
Engineerfft. Worth District is aware and has acknowledged City of Dallas, TxOOT and 
Nonh Texas Tollway Aothority planning related to the construction of an eight lane 
freeway system within the current Dallas FJoodway system and the levee systems 
proposed in this Draft EIS in a letter dated Augost 7,1997 from William Fickel Director 
Trinity Projects. (attached) Yet the only reference in the Draft E1S mentions a "Parbvay 
planned by others" with no consideration of the significant Hydraulic impacts ( copy 
excerpt from Trinity Parkway MIS attached), Air Pollution., Noise; Water Quality and 
·Social impacts which this very significant portion of the Floodway Extension /frinity 
PBikway Projects will cause. Clearly the hydraulic impacts of the Trinity Parkway 
Ffreway.ystem will affect the hydraulic impacts of planned Floodway Extension and 
vice versa. The Trinity Parkway MIS report refers to need for channelzation., excavation, 
aitd fill within the current Dallas F]oodway and the Floodway Extension being evaluated. 
(attached Joe Wells Trinity Parkway MIS comments detailing significant environmental 
impacts) Preswnably the Foft Worth District Corps of Engineers is aware of NEPA 
requirements that federally supported projects not be segmented int~ smaller projects so 
as to minimize consideration of sigJ:Uficant environmental impacts. The Floodway 
Extension and planning and construction of a freeway system within the flood.way are all 
part of the same federally supported public works project The planning for the 
transportation projects is being coordinated among all the agencies involved including 
the local sponsor the City of Dallas. The impacts of the transportation projects must be 
evaluated within the same EIS as the Flood.way Extension in order to fully measure and 
evaluate the impacts of the entire project. Evaluation in two separate EIS processes fails 
to comply with NEPA requirements. 

N., 

1. There is no proposal by the Corps of Engineers to construct the Trinity Parkway. 
Cumulative impacts, however, related to attributable to reasonably foreseeable project 
proposals has been revised in the FEIS. 

Comments received from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), dated 5 Aug 
1998, state their understanding that transportation planning is not part of the flood 
control project, and that the flood control project is not dependent upon transportation 
needs. These comments also state that, " .. . any subsequent Federal transportation 
project affecting the DFE should be fully evaluated under NEPA prior to alternative plan 
selection and construction." 



2. 

Air Quality lmpad! 

The significant regional and localized adverse air quality impacts associated with the 
Trinity Freeway within the Floodway transportation projects including increased Nox 
emissions and depending of volume of traffic, congestion and speeds VOCs, particulate 
and Carbon Monoxide are completely omitted from consideration in the Draft EIS. Air 
quality impacts which are refern:d to in the Draft EIS are understated. No mention or 
evaluation is made of the future area and stationary source emissions which will resuJt 
from commercial development in areas removed from the floodplain by construction of 
Levees. Commercia1 industrial development has already been permitted and encouraged 
by the City of Dallas within and adjacent to the Cadillac Heights neighborhood and 
Lamar street areas. According to an editorial by Henry Tatum May 98 in the Dallas 
Morning News more commercial development in areas "protected from flooding" by the 
Levee Extension projects is planned. Currently a Meat Rendering Plant and Chromium 
Recycling facility are sources of odor and toxic emissions adversely affecting the quality 
of life of residents of the Cadillac Heights neighborhood. This low income minority 
neighborhood foi-merly was subjected to lead emissions from a lead smelter. The 
impacts of future commerciaJ industria1 development in areas taken out of the floodplain 
by the Aoodway Extension Projects should be evaluated in the EIS. 
In addition the Draft EIS claims air quality benefits due to planned preservation of 
project mitigation areas, when without the project it is likely the same vegetation air 
quality benefits will be present since the mitigation areas are within the floodplain of the 
Trinity R.tver and not subjoct to development or removal of trees as a result of federal, 
state and local regulation and Jaw. Finally the Draft EIS claims air quality benefits 
through restoration and improvement of mitigation area forests. No mention of the timing 
of trus claimed benefit as compared with the certainty Of the negative air quality impacts 
associated with the Aoodway Extension !Trinity Freeway projects which at a minimum 
will eliminate several hundred acres of high quality hardwood bottom land forest 
containing thousands of trees. This decrease in air ql}Slity benefits will occur at the time 
of project construction and any mitigation will occur slowly thereafter if at all. If the 
lOGal sponsor City of Dallas is resp:msible for the restoration and maintenance of 
mitigatioa areas the City of Da11as track record in maintaining the current floodway has 

• not been good. The City of Dallas does not have proven experi~ or demonstrated 
comrnit01ent to natural area restoration. 
The Draft EIS characterizes the air emissions impact of off road mobile source 
construction equipment as "insignificant". According to the most recent regiona1 air 
emissions inventory I 8% of the VOC emissions come from off road, mobile sources. 
The Floodway Extension and Trinity Parkway/ Freeway/ Chain of Lakes projects will be 
one of the largest public works projects ever constructed in the region and will require a 
large amount of earth moving equipment to be used over a period of years. The air 
emissions of such a project must be determined and its impact on the regions long term 
air pollution non attainment problem be gauged in order to assess its impact and consider 
alternatives fairly. 

Attachments 

2. The Trinity Parkway proposed by TxDOT could be constructed even if the proposed 
levees are not constructed. The cumulative impacts have been as addressed to air 
quality. The project is in compliance with the Executive Order on Environmental Justice. 
The proposal being considered by the GRR/EIS has been reviewed by Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Commission. They have indicated that the construction of the 
project would not result in significant emissions of ozone creating precursors. 

N -394 
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August 12, 1998 

Mr. Gene T. Rice, Jr. 
Project Manager 

CITY OF OALL"9 

U.S. Army COrps of Engineers, Fort Worth Olstrlct 
ATTN: CESWF-PM-C 
PO Box 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

RE: Dallaa Floodway Extension Project GRRIEIS Commenta 

Dear Mr. Rice; 

Attached ""' tho City of Dallas commen1$ regarding the Draft Gene!el RoevaluaUon Report 
and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement. 

I want to point out one important ts,ue In the draft: report that is identified in the attached 
commenl$ for "page 4-49" and "page 6-r of the draft "'POrt. The Locally Preferreo Plan 
(LPP) needs to take the .. me approach in the vicinity of the Dallas City Packing plant aa 
\he Federally' Supportable Plan (FSPJ. In other words, the LPP should includ<t • 
ftoodwalVgate that results in no relocations of the Dallas City Packing plant facilities. 

As thla Important project move, forward and the City continues to establish their interest 
in the LPP, we do not wailt any ml1iunderatanding on our desired approach In the vicinity 
of Oallas City PackinQ. The plant employs 100 persons that are mostly local residents in 
an =nomlcally disadvantaged area, which would be adversely impacted. 

I appreciate the continued efforts of the Fort Worth District to finanze the ~,,neral 
Reevalulition Report and Integrated Envlronmental Impact Statement and look forward to 
our continuedl,artne-rBhip to implement this very worthwhlfe project. 

~~·· 
PeterH V s 
Director, rlnlly R/Ver Corridor Project 

c: Gavino Sotelo, Interim City Maneger 
John Ware, City Manager 
Ryan Evan•. Assistant City Manager 
Mary Suhm, Aesi,temt City Manager 
David Dybala, Director of Public Wori<A 

N - , 

1. Final design of the Recommended Plan will be reviewed and considered during the 
next phase of the study, in conjunction with continued HTRW testing and an update of 
topographic surveying data. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

CITY OF DALLAS COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT REEVALUATION REPORT 

AND INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR THE DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION PROJECT 

(AUGUST 12, 1998) 

Page 3 of Syllabus; last paragraph: change oaraoraoh as tonowa· • . , • 
PIPPQM:d SPF Cadmac H@ight& levee. There Is strong local 
interest to avoldina relocation of a s+vear old meat oackioa facUttv 
that employs 100 perJQD& most of whjch are IOG@lly besed: 

Page 2-10; Int paragraph: chanae paragraph as fo)fcws• ·A topographic 
aurvev compiled from atdol photographs taken in EebruaN 1991 
indicated that a length of about 600 feet of the east levee 
embankment near the AT&SF Railroad bridge had dearaded to an 
ele\fatlon of about 422,0 As a compalison the concrete floQdwall 
oyertoppjng structure located et the AT&SE Railroad Bridge js at 
elevajiQQ 423s9e Tb& west leyee at thig location was generally at ltt 
desloo grade of 425.2. The 9yryey had also indicated thot other 
uostream portions of both the east and wost fevee crests had 
degraded below the design arada. The City has restored the east 
ifYee desian grade at the AT&SE Baifroad with work comoleted 
during 1 Q96, Tho CltV Is initiating additional work within the Dau as 
Floodway in late 1998 to addreu other levee crest deficiencies 
upstream. In view of the Citv'.9 progress and continued effort& to 
restore levee dmlaO gr:,.de, the overtqppjog tltYltionf chosen for 
the Dallas Floodway anaJvslJ was based on its design grade, This 
smtlv5is indicates that under current conditions th8 occurrenoe of 
en approximate 509:Year flood mot would overt op the concrete 
floodwall porttoo of the east levee.· 

add II new second paragraph under 'Water Quatit{: kThe Texa5 
Deoartment of Heatth Issued an aauatic life closure tor a stretch of 
the Trinity RN9r in JMUl!N 3990 dtJe to elevated l@IJ of 
chlordane in ftsh t[fSue. Thil 66--mite stretch of th@ Trinity extends 
from Fort Worth to HWY20 In southern Pallas County which 
includes the QFE proJect area. Fishing can be conducted, but no 
takfng of fish is currently altowed lo addition the JNRCC does not 
support contact recreation within the waters of Seament 805 due to 
continued water auality yiQ!atign,. dlJcusged in the abcye 
caraarach," 

1. The wording in the draft GRR/EIS is considered appropriate, and adequately depicts 
the interest in investigating other alternatives which would not require relocation of the 
meat packing facility. 

2. The sentences regarding the city's restoration of the levee crest deficiencies have 
been added, as requested. The elevation of the concrete floodwall was stated in the 
preceding paragraph in the draft GRR/EIS. 

3. The paragraph has been added, as requested. 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Page 4~9; second paragraph: change complele paragraph as follows· "A 
COOOPid$On of direct • comparable. Due to the 
engineering/operation risks associgtM with constructing a flgodwall 
or earthen levee on top of sewer liOII the western. 
earthenlflQOdwaJI ootlon \Nall endof8ed. The detau, for this. levn In 
the vicinity of Dallas Cit¥ Packing 1, present,d on page 6-7 within 
the oaraaraoh entitled ~c,gmac Heiohts Low - LPP.· 

Page 4-49; third paragraph: delete entire QQ@graph; "Based on preceding 
, tht meat POCklng plant.• . 

Page 6-7; section entitled "Cadillac Height,, l.effl- LPP":· modify tho text to 
mirror the same floodwall approaoh to the Dallas City Packing pl•nt 
aa preaentad on page 6-e for the Recommended Plan. The only 
difference between the Reoommended Plan end the Locally 
Preferrad Plan in the vicinity of the Dallas City Pad<ing plant would 
be the leveenloodwall height. 

Pege S..26; third parograph under "Public Woruhops": change Moy 19iZ to 
Mav 1996. 

Page 6-26; sixth paragraph under ~Public Workshops": change "by more ihan 
250 paopJa· to "by 115 people. 

Page 6-261 seventh paragraph under "Public Workshops·: n_~f!l!)r~ 
than 250 peoplf• to 'by 135 peopte,. 

Page 6-27; first paragraph: regarding the fiat of agencies: d,iete the NCTCOG 
and add Dallas County and the Assistant Secretary of the Army tor 
Ciyjl Works. 

Page 6-27; fourth paragraph: change "75 people' to "65 peop!e" 

12. Pag&"6,.27; aixth paragraph: chansm ·ouestioa, by tho PYbllc· to "gueslion8 by 
- the PYbltc numbering 100 in ettendanoe". 

13. Page 6-2'.; seventh paragraph: change paragraph 88 follows· ·10 attondance 
were about 70 residents rePresenta11ves from the City of . ~ 

2 

N - , 

4. The chronological nature of the report presents the plan formulation process 
conducted to develop the Recommended Plan. The Western-Earthen/Floodwall option is 
not the same option as contained in the final plans described in detail in Chapter 6. 

5. This paragraph reflects the plan formulation process, and is not intended to define the 
final plans. 

6. See response to comment #1 on page N - 396. 

7. The report has been revised, as requested. 

8. The paragraph was rewritten to state, " .. According to the City of Dallas, the meeting 
was attended by 115 people." 

9. The paragraph was rewritten to state, " ... According to the City of Dallas, the meeting 
was attended by 135 people." 

10. The report was revised, as requested. 

11. The paragraph was rewritten to state, " ... According to the City of Dallas, the meeting 
was attended by 65 people." 

12. The paragraph was rewritten to state," .. questions by the public, numbering 100 in 
attendance, according to the City of Dallas." 

13. The paragraph was rewritten to state, " ... According to the City of Dallas, the meeting 
was attended by about 70 residents, representatives from the City of. .. " 



14. 

15. 

16. 

Page 8-27; lost paragraph: change paragraph as fuliow,; "starting ID the Fall 
of 1996 and CQOtlnulng throuah tt,e Present. meetings of the 
lnteragency Executive Team CIETI a-re held in Dallas- This IET ia 
made up of reoresentatiYM of various agencies (State and Federal} 
Who have juriBdiction or 00:90i□a work within the Jcinttv BIYN 
Corrldw, Toese agencies include· Citv: of Dallas u.s. AnnY CQrps 
of Engineers Texas Department of Transoortatioo. Envlronmen1s1 
Protection Agency Texas Padss and WIidlife Department Texas 
naturat Resource Conservation Commission, North Texas Toltwav 
Authorttv, Dallas County, and the North Central Texas Council of 
Gmmments. This group acts as a coordinating team t>etwttn an 
aa,nci&s to oPVmize the efforts within the rtyar corridor: 

Page 6-28; ftm paragn1ph: change par&g!Jph "'fol(QWJ: • . . . Texas 
Department of Iransoortation, Office of the Assistant Secretacv of 
tho Annv. Dallas County Environmental , .-. 

Page 8-29; mpklce the seQion of tho report. 'Financial Analysis,· with tho 
updated ..,.,on dated Moy 1998. 

17. Appendix I; Regarding the com para live Economic Analylls dis played for 
concrete, crushed granite, and asphalt reoreatton trails, the City 
fully supports the economic results that determine ooncrate trails as 
the most economical surface: The foUowlng is further discunlon to 
support concre!& trail• over aapholt bails; 

1. The C<Jmblnatlon of high dominance of expansive clays 
within northcentral Texas and the strong wet/dry climatic cycles 
synonymous with the region result in significant ground movement. 
As 8 result, asphalt breaks up arid cracks whereas concrete 
perfcnml much better. 

2. Ultraviolet expoou"' caua"' decay In asphalt, such that It 
beoomesbr1ttte and ravels. Texas ranks much higher to other· 
regions of tho country with reapeot ID the amount of sun exposore. 
Concrete exhfbits no &uch problem. 

3. Light weight (pedestrian) treffio I• not sufficient to provi<l• 
asphalt with a steady diet of heavy compaction (such as vehit:ular 
loading) to keep Its overan integrity and achieve a long Illa 
expectancy. Conaete has no such need. 

3 

P.S 

14. The report was revised, as requested. 

15. The report was revised, as requested. 

16. The report was revised. as requested. In addition, an errata sheet describing this 
modification was provided along with the draft GRRIEIS during the public review and 

comment period. 

17. A Value Engineering study will be performed during the next phase of detailed 
design to determine the optimum implementable recreation plan, and will cover the entire 
realm of recreation features, including those mentioned in this comment. 
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Appendix I (conUnued); 

~. Asphalt performs poorly and disintegrates when exposed 
to water, espeelally trails that are located within floodplain• or come 
Into contact with local drainage. Asphalt, that Is prone to lack of 
compaction (- ltein #3 above) or crack• (•aa Item #1 above), 
suffer from loss of density which magnifies tho adverse affect of 
water. On the other hand, concrete does not disintegrate or scour 
due to water. Concreta also has the bearing weight to hold ~ 
place when subjected to water velocities. 

5. Troifs .,;11 n,qul"' ...move! of silt and dobrls with the use 
of a front-end loader after flood events. Such equipment can cause 
damage to asphalt, while concrete deal• much better .,;tt, such 
abrat.lve wear. 

6. Asphalt lrall1 are 1uAceptlble to encroachment of 
Bermuda giaaaea (dominant in this region) from tfle edges that 
eventually break up the asphalt and reduce the operating trail 
width. On tf1e other hand, concrato malntalna Its •urface edge 
agolnst such aggreoslve turf grasses very well. 

7. The multi-purpose trails proposed for tf1e Dallas 
Floodway Extension (DFE) project would serve biking, in-lino 
skating, rol'8Mokating, stroller walking, and 1kate boarding 
lnterest8. SUch actMtles require a high quality surface that will 
maintain its Integrity. Concrete can meet thia naed, while asphalt 
would be quite susceptible to cracking, potholeo, surface 
roughness, and othGr Issues ldentified above. 

8. The City prefers a 12-foot wide trail Width, Instead of a 
10-foot width. Tho high growth rate of In-line skating ha• made tflis 
tratl use one of the moat popular, but it requires much lateral 
mcvement which necessitates tho additional width to be a safe 

•- actMty oompatible with the other trail u .. rs. The Dallas County 
Tr111l1 Plan, the North Central Texas Council of Govemme~. and 
the American Association of Stat• Highway Transportation Offlcial11 
(AASHTO) all recommend a 12-foot wide trail to safely serve multi
use recreation traffic. 
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MICHAEL M. DANIEL, P.C. 
IITTO!t:N!:YATLAW 

3301 Elm Stttd 
Dallas. Ta:u 75226 

!214!939-9230 
FAX t214J 939.9229 

To: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Fort Worth District 
P. 0. BOX 17300 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300 

Re: Dallas Flood.way Extension Trinity River Basin 
Draft General Evaluation Report and Integrated 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I represent several residents of the Cadillac Heights 
neighborhood in. the City of Dallas. This comment on the proposal 
for the Dallas,Floodway Extension is limited to the civil rights 
aspects of the proposal ae outlined in the Draft General 
Evaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Impact Statement 
[Draft) . 

Prior to the approval of any application for federal 
assistance, the Army Corps of Engineers is required to make a 
determination of whether the recipient is in compliance with 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, et seq 
·[Title VI]. The pre-approval review must determine whether the 
location and the design of the project will result in racial 
discrimination. 28 CFR § § 42.407(b). The determination must be 
based on information sufficient to permit effective enforcement 
of Title VI. 28 CFR § § 42.406(a). This obligation was 
reemphasized in Executive Order 12898 §§ 2-2, 3-302(a). 

One of the federal obligations under Title VI is to·ensure 
that in administering a program in which there has been previous 
racial~_·discrimination, there is affirmative action to overCome 
the effecte of the prior discrimination, e.g. 32 CFR § § 
195.4(b) (4). There are published reports that the existing levee 
system was built pursuant to an overt scheme of racial 
discrimination. These reports include the public statements of 
the Mayor of the City of Dallas, Ron Kirk. 

The Draft does not comply with Title VI or the Executive 
Order. There is no analysis of the possible discriminatory 
effects of the various alternatives proposed, including the one 
recommended. There is no_analysis of the need to remedy the 
effects of the prior discrimination. For example, the Draft 
recognizes that the lack of flood protection in the has caused 
dilapidation of the residential structures in Cadillac Heig_hts 
and the imposition of zoning requirements which have limited 
growth and diminished residential values in the neighborhood 
{Draft 4-5]. The construction of a levee will not remedy these 
effects of past discrimination. 
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1. It is our opinion that Title VI of the Civil Rights Act does not apply to this proposed 
federal cost shared project. 



A likely scenario under the proposed plan was set out in the 
Dallas Morning News editorial column written by Henry Tatum and 
published on May 6, 1998. Under these scenario, the residential 
land made cheap by the years of flooding and other abuses at the 
hands of the local and federal government will be acquired, on 
the cheap, for industrial use. Absent specific remedial measures 
built into the proposed plan, this is a realistic result of the 
Army Corps of Engineers's proposal. There is no discussion of 
such an effect much less an analysis of the means necessary to 
avoid or mitigate the discrimination. 

The Draft does not even include the basic demographic data 
of the ownership and occupancy of the lands affected by the 
proposal. More space is spent analyzing the means to ameliorate 
the effects of the plan on seed irrigation and duck fodder [Draft 
4-37) than on the likely effects of the proposal on persons of 
minority racial or ethnic status [Draft 6-9]. 

\~~ 
Michael M. Daniel 

cc: Charles Miller 

DFECOMMN.WPD 

N-, 
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