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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Report Purpose and Background Information 

This report describes the methodology and level of 
detail for analyzing alternatives, the screening 
process that will be used, and the Range of 
Alternatives developed for the 36A South 
Environmental Impact Statement. The Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is preparing 
the EIS to meet the study area needs to improve 
north-south mobility and connectivity (Figure 1-1 
inset, and Appendix A, Figure 1). 

The alternatives development and screening 
process provides critical information about how 
well an alternative satisfies the project’s 
purpose. This process also assists with 
determining whether an alternative meets the 
regulatory standards under a variety of federal 
statutes, such as the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 4(f) of the United States (U.S.) 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965, and Chapter 26 
of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code.  

  

What is the purpose of this 

report?

This report describes the alternatives 

development and screening process 

that will be used for the 36A South 

EIS. 

Figure 1-1: 36A South Study Area 
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1.2 Alternatives Development and Screening Process Overview 

The alternatives development and screening process consists of the following phases:  

1. Develop preliminary alternatives for the 36A South Project study area, including 
consideration of potential alternative modes, such as bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity improvements.  

2. Apply first-level (Level 1, Purpose and Need) screening criteria and conduct public 
involvement to identify alternatives that meet the proposed project’s purpose. These 
alternatives that are identified as suitable for further consideration and screening are 
identified as the Range of Alternatives. Refine the Range of Alternatives that pass first-
level screening for further evaluation in second-level screening.  

3. Apply second-level (Level 2, Impacts and Costs) screening criteria to determine the 
alternatives that meet the project purpose but would be unreasonable for other 
reasons. For example, an alternative that would have unacceptable impacts on the 
natural and human environment could be unreasonable. An alternative could also be 
unreasonable if it does not meet requirements to obtain necessary permits and 
approvals or could be replaced by a less costly alternative with comparatively fewer 
impacts and benefits. Alternatives that are carried forward for more detailed analysis 
are the Reasonable Alternatives. 

4. Apply third-level screening (Level 3, refine and analyze) to the Reasonable 
Alternatives that pass Level 2 screening and conduct preliminary engineering, and 
compare the Reasonable Alternatives to the No-Build Alternative. These Reasonable 
Alternatives will be refined to avoid and minimize impacts on the natural and human 
environment and will be designed to a higher level of detail before TxDOT performs 
the detailed impact analyses for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

5. Identify a single Preferred Alternative for public comment in the public hearing. The 
results of the DEIS analysis and the Preferred Alternative will be shared at the public 
hearing. 

6. Identify and refine, as needed based on public feedback, the Selected Alternative in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

7. Present the final Selected Alternative to the public in the Notice of Availability of the 
FEIS/Record of Decision (ROD). 
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TxDOT will conduct a three-level (Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3) screening evaluation of 
alternatives (Figure 1-2). Agency and public input will be requested throughout the project’s 
scoping process.  

As shown in Figure 1-2, the project’s 
purpose and need will be the foundation of 
the alternatives screening process. Level 1 
screening is based on the project’s purpose 
and public and stakeholder input. The 
preliminary alternatives that pass Level 1 
screening and are determined to satisfy the 
project’s purpose will be identified as the 
Range of Alternatives. The Range of 
Alternatives will be further refined and 
evaluated with Level 2 screening criteria to 
determine their estimated impacts on key 
resources. Alternatives that do not satisfy the 
project’s purpose will be determined to not be 

reasonable and will not be carried forward. Prior to Level 3 screening, the alternatives carried 
forward will be refined to avoid and minimize impacts, resulting in the Reasonable 
Alternatives. Level 3 screening will then analyze the Reasonable Alternatives through a more 
detailed analysis and comparison with the No-Build Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is 
chosen following Level 3 screening and comparison with the No Build Alternative. The Selected 
Alternative is chosen following the presentation of the DEIS and Level 3 screening at the 
public hearing. Public and stakeholder feedback will be considered, and the Preferred 
Alternative may ultimately be refined to the Selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative is 
determined at the end result of the screening process, and is chosen after all environmental, 
engineering, cost, and public input factors have been considered.   

The alternatives development and screening process is designed to be dynamic throughout 
the EIS process. If a new alternative or refinement of an alternative is developed or arises 
later in the EIS process, it will be considered using the same screening considerations and 
criteria as the other alternatives, as described in this report. 

1.3 Regulations and Guidance Used to Evaluate Alternatives Carried 
Through the Screening Process 

This section describes the laws, applicable regulations, and guidance to be used to determine 
whether an alternative might be carried forward through the screening process. 

NEPA’s implementing regulations define Reasonable Alternatives as those that meet the 
project’s purpose and need and are technically and economically feasible. There are three 

Figure 1-2: Screening Evaluation Process  
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primary reasons why an alternative might be determined to not be reasonable and not carried 
forward for further consideration.  

1. The alternative does not satisfy the purpose of the project (to be evaluated in the Level 
1 screening for the 36A South Project). 

2. The alternative meets the purpose of the project but is unreasonable based on a 
combination of other factors, such as costs, logistical or technical issues, 
environmental impacts, or inability to meet permitting or other regulatory 
requirements (to be evaluated in the Level 2 screening). 

3. The alternative substantially duplicates another alternative; that is, it is otherwise 
reasonable but offers little or no advantage for satisfying the project’s purpose, and it 
has impacts and/or costs that are similar to or greater than those of other, similar 
alternatives (to be evaluated in the Level 2 screening). 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Environmental Review Toolkit also lists 
requirements for the alternatives analysis, including Clean Water Act requirements under 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines and Section 4(f) (FHWA 2025). Chapter 26 of the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Code requires that a state agency cannot approve any project that would result 
in the use or taking of public land designated and used as a park or historic site, if there is a 
feasible and prudent alternative. 

1.4 Summary of the Project’s Purpose and Need 

The primary criterion for determining whether an alternative meets the various regulatory 
standards is whether it meets the purpose of the proposed project. The purpose of the 
proposed project is to address the needs of the project. 

1.4.1 Need for the Project 

The proposed project is needed because the study 
area lacks major north-south highways, which 
limits mobility and connectivity through the study 
area. 

The deficiencies associated with north-south 
mobility, connectivity, congestion, and 
emergency evacuation will worsen with increasing 
travel demand due to the anticipated growth in 
population, development, and freight traffic. 
Additional details regarding the needs for the project are provided in the Draft Purpose and 
Need (TxDOT 2025a). 

What is travel demand?

Travel demand is the expected number of 

transportation trips in an area. Travel 

demand can be met by various modes of 

travel, such as automobile, bus, light rail, 

carpooling, and bicycling. 
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1.4.2 Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve north-south mobility and connectivity in 
the study area. 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING 
PROCESS 

2.1 Study Area and Logical Termini 

The 36A South Project Study Area generally 
coincides with major highways and natural 
features (Figure 1-1) and can be found in Austin, 
Fort Bend, Harris, and Waller counties. The study 
area is approximately 35 miles long and 25 miles 
wide. The western boundary generally follows the 
San Bernard River, and the northern portion 
includes Interstate 10, which is the major east-
west corridor in the Houston area. The eastern 
boundary generally coincides with the existing 
State Highway (SH) 99 toll road on the northern segment and the proposed SH 99 on the 
southern segment. The southern boundary follows local roadways connecting to SH 36 south 
of Needville.  

Pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations Section 771.111(f), TxDOT developed the logical 
termini for the 36A South Project to include areas that would influence the proposed project’s 
transportation operations. These logical termini are also an adequate distance apart to assess 
the environmental impacts on a broad scope, and they are located at rational endpoints for 
evaluating proposed transportation improvements. The identified logical termini for the study 
area do not prevent TxDOT from considering other alternatives that could meet the identified 
needs for the project. The logical termini for the proposed 36A South project are from Farm-
to-Market Road (FM) 1994 south of Needville to Interstate (I) 10.  

2.2 Development of Preliminary Alternatives 

The first phase in the alternatives development and screening process is to identify a list of 
preliminary alternatives. To be considered a preliminary alternative, an alternative needs to 
be applicable to the project’s purpose and identified transportation needs. Preliminary 
alternatives were developed with input from existing transportation plans, the public, local 
municipal governments, stakeholders, and resource agencies collected during early planning 
phases. Preliminary alternatives related to pedestrian and bicyclist improvements were also 
identified from existing thoroughfare plans. Additional feedback from agencies and the public 
will be gathered during the EIS public scoping period and outreach processes.  

What are logical termini?

Logical termini are the rational end points 

for evaluating proposed transportation 

improvements. Generally, they are the 

points of major traffic generation, such as 

intersecting roads. 
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2.2.1 Previous Studies and Plans 

TxDOT identified potential alternatives from the Houston Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) 
transportation studies and recommendations and from stakeholder outreach.  

The H-GAC, as the Houston Region’s metropolitan planning organization, has conducted 
high-level transportation studies, including the 2023 Regional Goods Movement Plan (H-GAC 
2023). TxDOT performed studies resulting in the Freight Mobility Plan (TxDOT 2018) which 
contained a plan for improved freight mobility in the region, including goods movement from 
regional ports such as Port Freeport. The H-GAC’s 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (H-GAC 
2016) included a vision for relief routes and was developed to accommodate the movement 
of freight and goods around the urban core area of the Houston region. A relief route was 
proposed to accommodate the projected north/south freight movement along the western 
edge of the Houston region. Based on these early planning studies, TxDOT proposed the 36A 
Project to connect the emerging economic centers of the outlying counties with their markets.  

Initial meetings were held with multiple stakeholders in the Study Area, including 
representatives of Austin, Fort Bend, Harris and Waller counties, as well as with major 
landowners and public interest groups such as the Fort Bend Economic Development Council 
and the Coastal Prairie Conservancy (formerly the Katy Prairie Conservancy). Following these 
early meetings, Fort Bend and Waller counties requested that the project be split into two 
segments of independent utility (SIUs): 36A North and 36A South.  

The 36A South SIU was adjusted to FM 1994 south of Needville to I 10, with a project length 
of approximately 41 miles. The 36A South Project is proposed as a new highway facility, and 
as such, FHWA regulations indicate that this type of project normally requires preparing an 
EIS. TxDOT Houston District began work on the 36A South Project EIS in 2018. TxDOT HOU 
District has developed a Draft Purpose and Need, Draft Coordination Plan/Public Involvement 
Plan, and Draft Schedule in addition to this document. 

2.2.2 Preliminary Alternatives Developed 

TxDOT developed eight preliminary build alternatives based on known study area constraints, 
information obtained from previous planning studies, and ongoing analyses of current traffic 
conditions and needs. Based on agency, stakeholder, and public input, these alternatives will 
be refined and further analyzed as part of the EIS process.  

A new location controlled access highway with sufficient capacity is proposed, as it would best 
meet the project needs due to the predicted growth and anticipated traffic need. 

The conceptual typical section is shown in Figure 2-1 and would include the following: 

• A new north-south highway facility within a 450-foot right-of-way (ROW) that would 
consist of four 12-foot-wide travel lanes, two in each direction, separated by a 
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64-foot-wide grassy median with six-foot-wide inside shoulders and ten-foot-wide 
outside shoulders 

• Shared-use path and intermittent frontage roads, which may be provided by others 

 
The new location highway is proposed to 
improve mobility and connectivity in the 
study area. The eight preliminary build 
alternatives are described below.  

Alternative 1 (34.5 miles) diverges from the 
existing SH 36 facility in a northern direction 
0.7 mile south of Barak Road, then turns 
northwest after crossing Jeske Road and 
crosses SH 36 approximately 2.5 miles south 
of Pleak, then crosses United States Highway 
(US) 59 approximately two miles northeast of 
Beasley. Approximately one mile after 
crossing I 69, the alternative turns in a 
northwest direction, crossing US 90A 1.3 
miles west of Spur 10. After crossing SH 36 
approximately three miles east of Orchard, 
the alternative turns northeast, then 
immediately north as it crosses the Brazos 
River. It continues in a northern direction, 
crossing FM 1093 approximately 0.7 mile 

Figure 2-1: Conceptual Typical Section  

Figure 2-2: Preliminary Alternatives  
1 and 2  
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west of Fulshear, ending at the intersection of I 10 at Woods Road. Refer to inset Figure 2-
2 and Appendix A, Figure 2 for the proposed alignment of Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2 (36 miles) diverges from SH 36 in a northwest direction 0.6 mile south of FM 
1994 and continues until crossing US 59 approximately 1.8 miles southwest of Beasley. It 
then turns north, crossing US 90A three miles west of Spur 10. After crossing SH 36 1.8 miles 
east of Orchard, the alternative continues in a northwest direction, then turns northeast after 
crossing the Brazos River, crossing FM 1093 0.7 mile east of Simonton. Approximately 1.5 
miles northeast of FM 1093, this alternative turns in a northwest direction ending at 
I 10, approximately 0.6 mile west of FM 1489. Refer to inset Figure 2-2 and Appendix A, 
Figure 2 for the proposed alignment of Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3 (43.4 miles) diverges from SH 36 
in a northwest direction 0.6 mile south of FM 
1994, further west than Alternative 2, until it 
crosses US 59 approximately 0.5-mile northeast 
of Kendleton. Alternative 3 then immediately 
turns north, then northeast, and crosses US 90A 
3.9 miles west of Spur 10. Approximately 2 
miles north of US 90A it turns north as it crosses 
SH 36 approximately 2.8 miles southeast of 
Orchard, then turns northeast after 1.5 miles, 
crossing FM 1093 0.6 miles west of Main Street 
in Fulshear. Approximately 2.5 miles after this 
crossing, this alternative turns west and 
continues for three miles before turning north 
ending at I 10, approximately 0.5 mile west of 
FM 1489. Refer to inset Figure 2-3 and 
Appendix A, Figure 3 for the proposed 
alignment of Alternative 3. 

Alternative 4 (39.8 miles) follows Alternative 3 
until the US 59 crossing, where it diverges from 
Alternative 3 by continuing northwest before turning north approximately 1.7 miles north of 
US 59. Alternative 4 then crosses US 90A approximately 2.6 miles east of East Bernard, then 
immediately turns northeast, crossing SH 36 one-mile northwest of Orchard. After crossing 
the Brazos River, this alternative follows Alternative 2 for approximately three miles, including 
through the FM 1093 crossing, then turns northwest 2.3 miles north of this crossing until 
ending at I 10, approximately 0.7 mile west of FM 1489. Refer to inset Figure 2-3 and 
Appendix A, Figure 3 for the proposed alignment of Alternative 4. 

Figure 2-3: Preliminary Alternatives  
3 and 4 
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Alternative 5 (36.8 miles) follows Alternative 2, 
except for a 0.5-mile deviation west of 
Alternative 2, due west of Needville for a 
distance of 3.5 miles, until just south of the US 
90A crossing, then it crosses US 90A 
approximately 3.1 miles west of Spur 10. 
Alternative 5 then continues in a northeast 
direction, crossing SH 36 at approximately 2.5 
miles southeast of Orchard before immediately 
turning northwest. At the Brazos River 
crossing, this alternative turns north, crossing 
FM 1093 one mile east of Simonton. After 
traveling 3.5 miles north from FM 1093, it turns 
northeast for approximately two miles until 
ending at the intersection of I 10 at Woods 
Road. Refer to inset Figure 2-4 and Appendix 
A, Figure 4 for the proposed alignment of 
Alternative 5. 

Alternative 6 (36.1 miles) generally follows 
Alternatives 2 and 5 until just south of US 59, 
where it turns north, crossing US 59 at FM 360. Alternative 6 continues north, crossing US 90A 
three miles west of Spur 10, then turns northwest as it crosses SH 36 approximately 2.1 miles 
southeast of Orchard. This alternative then rejoins the Alternative 5 alignment at the Brazos 
River and continues along this same alignment until ending at I 10. Refer to inset Figure 
2-4 and Appendix A, Figure 4 for the proposed alignment of Alternative 6. 

Alternative 7 (36.4 miles) generally follows Alternative 5 through the US 59 crossing, until 
just south of the US 90A crossing. Alternative 7 then takes a slightly western but parallel path 
to Alternative 5, crossing US 90A approximately 3.2 miles west of Spur 10 and SH 36 
approximately 2.5 miles southeast of Orchard. After crossing US 90A, this alternative 
continues northeast until crossing the Brazos River and turning north, crossing FM 1093 
approximately 0.6 mile west of Main St in Fulshear. Alternative 7 then turns northeast then 
immediately northwest, following the FM 359 corridor approximately 2.5 miles before turning 
north, then northeast until ending at the intersection of I 10 at Woods Road. Refer to inset 
Figure 2-5 and Appendix A, Figure 5 for the proposed alignment of Alternative 7. 

Alternative 8 (38.4 miles), which was taken from the Fort Bend County Thoroughfare Plan, 
follows Alternative 7 for approximately 9.5 miles before diverging into a slightly eastern but 
parallel path that follows the FM 360 corridor, crossing US 59 at FM 360.  

Figure 2-4: Preliminary Alternatives  
5 and 6 
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 Alternative 8 continues northwest along the 
Hopkins Road corridor then turns north as it 
crosses US 90A approximately 4.2 miles east of 
East Bernard. It continues north before turning 
northeast as it crosses SH 36 one mile west of 
Orchard, then turns back north to follow the FM 
1489 corridor as it crosses the Brazos River. 
Immediately after crossing the river, this 
alternative turns northeast for 1.8 miles then 
turns north again, crossing FM 1093 
approximately 1.3 miles east of Simonton. It 
continues north until it joins, and follows, 
Twinwood Parkway until the alternative ends at 
the intersection of I 10 at Woods Road. Refer to 
inset Figure 2-5 and Appendix A, Figure 5 for 
the proposed alignment of Alternative 8. 

These eight preliminary alternatives will be 
carried forward into scoping for agency and 
public review to ultimately develop the Range of 
Alternatives for further analysis.  

2.2.3 Scoping 

TxDOT will use the scoping process to identify and 
review the purpose of and need for the project 
and alternatives to consider in the EIS. TxDOT will 
use several methods to involve agencies and the 
public during the development of alternatives, 
including meetings, open houses, a project 
website, and newsletters to advertise and allow 
reviews of project materials. The team will 
collaboratively work with local elected officials 
and community leaders to build a list of key 
stakeholders representing local residents, 
business owners, and other interested participants. Details of the planned public involvement 
process are documented in the draft Coordination Plan. 

Scoping and Notice of Intent  
The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the 36A South EIS will be published in the summer of 
2025, which will initiate the formal scoping period. The NOI and scoping materials will present 
the following alternatives for comment:  

What is scoping?  

NEPA scoping is a formal EIS outreach 

and coordination process to determine 

the scope of issues to be addressed and 

to identify significant issues related to 

the proposed action. A formal scoping 

process will be initiated in June 2025 

when TxDOT publishes the Notice of 

Intent to prepare the 36A South EIS. 

 

    

       

     

        

      

     

       

      

      

      

Figure 2-5: Preliminary Alternatives  
7 and 8 
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• No action; 

• Preliminary alternatives;  

• Bicyclist and pedestrian improvements; and 

• Combinations of any of the above.  

2.2.4 Consideration of Transit, Transportation Demand Management, and 
Transportation System Management Alternatives 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and 
Transportation System Management (TSM) 
alternatives will only be considered if they meet the 
purpose of the proposed project. TDM is the use of 
strategies to educate and encourage the traveling 
public to maximize the efficiency of transportation 
systems leading to improved mobility, reduced 
congestion, limited single occupancy vehicle trips, 
and lower vehicle emissions. Examples of TDM 
strategies are carpooling, High Occupancy Vehicle lanes, transit systems, and 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities. TSM goals are to create efficiencies in existing transportation 
systems, such as the use of Intelligent Transportation Systems or signal optimization. As 
standalone options, TDM or TSM alternatives would not address the proposed project’s 
purpose and need. 

2.3 Screening Process Overview 

The screening process begins with the 
project’s Purpose and Need and 
considers public input and environmental 
constraints to ultimately arrive at a 
Selected Alternative.  At each level of the 
process, design and environmental 
criteria will be considered, along with 
public input, to determine which 
alternatives will be advanced to the next 
level of screening.  Figure 2-5 provides 
a visual representation of the screening 
process, inputs, and considerations.  

Why was a transit-only alternative 

not considered?  

A transit-only alternative would not meet 

the purpose of the project because it would 

not address the proposed project’s  need 

for mobility and connectivity.  

Figure 2-6: Screening Process Overview 
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2.3.1 Level 1 Screening 

Level 1 screening will be based on the project's 
purpose. Each of the preliminary alternatives will be 
evaluated using criteria that identify whether the 
alternative will meet the purpose and need of the 
project, as shown in Table 2-1. Additional details 
regarding the purpose and needs for the project are 
provided in the Draft Purpose and Need (TxDOT 
2025a). 

TxDOT will also determine if the preliminary alternatives satisfy the standards under NEPA for 
the CWA, Section 4(f), and Section 6(f). Alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the 
project and satisfy the NEPA standards will be carried forward for further analysis. Alternatives 
that do not meet purpose and need will not be carried forward. 

Table 2-1: Level 1 Screening Criteria and Measures 

2.3.2 Level 2 Screening 

Level 2 screening will identify practicable and reasonable 
alternatives. During Level 2 screening, TxDOT will 
collectively evaluate the alternatives that pass Level 1 
screening against criteria that focus on the alternatives’ 
potential impacts on the natural and built environment, 
estimated project costs, logistical considerations, and 
technological feasibility. 

Public and agency comments will be reviewed and 
considered during the formal scoping period. Table 2-2 lists the Level 2 screening criteria 
and measures. 

  

Criteria Measure 

Improve north-south mobility and 
connectivity in the study area 

Does the alternative meet the identified need by: 
• Improving north-south mobility 
• Improving north-south connectivity 
• increasing emergency evacuation capacity 

and routes, including hurricane 
• accommodating the predicted increase in 

freight movement  

What is the purpose of  

Level 1 screening? 

Level 1 screening identifies alternatives 

that meet the purpose and need of the 

project. 

 

      

   

     

         

 

What is the purpose of  

Level 2 screening? 

Level 2 screening identifies 

alternatives that are 

practicable, feasible, and 

reasonable. 
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Table 2-2: Level 2 Screening Criteria and Measures 

Category Criteria Measure 
En

gi
ne

er
in

g 

Major Utility Conflicts Estimated number and length (feet) of crossings by 
utility type (large pipelines, overhead electrical, etc.) 

Construction Cost 
per Mile (installed 

facility) 
Estimated millions of dollars 

Alternative Length 
Along Centerline Estimated total miles 

Total Bridge Length Estimated number of miles 

Number of New 
Grade-Separated 

Interchanges 
Estimated number 

Amount of New ROW 
Required Estimated new acres 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

Potential Residential 
Displacements 

Number of potential residential displacements within 
the project footprint 

Potential Commercial 
Displacements 

Number of potential commercial displacements within 
the project footprint 

Farmland Impacts 

Estimated acres of prime and statewide important 
farmland within footprint potentially converted to non-
agricultural use and estimated number and location of 
properties where farmland may be separated from 
homestead 

Visual/Aesthetic 
Impacts 

Potential number of changes in visual character, sight 
lines (grade separations), signage, lighting; effects on 
important views/viewsheds within the footprint 

Archeological Sites 
and Cemeteries 

Estimated number and proximity of properties within 
the footprint (cemeteries, recorded sites, high 
probability areas based on the Potential Archeological 
Liability Map [PALM]) 

Historic Properties 

Estimated number and proximity of historic-age 
properties within the footprint (National Register of 
Historic Places [NRHP]- listed and NRHP-eligible 
resources) 

Protected Lands 
(Section 4(f), Section 

6(f), Chapter 26 
properties) 

Estimated number of parks, trails, other recreation 
resources, and historic sites potentially affected 

Waters of the U.S. 
Number of crossings and acreage (wetlands) and linear 
feet (ditches and streams) by type affected within the 
footprint and potential cost of mitigation, if applicable 
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The criteria listed above in Table 2-2 were selected based on applicable federal regulations, 
such as Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and Section 404 of 
the CWA. Waters of the U.S. and Section 4(f) properties will be given special consideration 
during screening because these federal laws require TxDOT to consider and analyze 
alternatives that avoid or minimize impacts to these resources. Criteria listed in Table 2-2 is 
not an exclusive list of criteria that TxDOT may consider in Level 2 screening. Additional 
decision points may be considered as the project and alternatives are further developed. 

The overall process for Level 2 screening includes the following steps: 

1. Develop basic alignments and footprints, including rights-of-way, for the 
alternatives carried forward from Level 1 screening. The alternative design will try to 
minimize impacts to natural resources and the built environment while meeting design 
standards. Alternatives that pass Level 2 screening will be further refined during the 
engineering process.  

Category Criteria Measure 
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

Section 303(d) 
waters 

Estimated number of impaired assessment units within 
5 miles of the footprint 

Floodplains (100-
year) and Floodways 

Estimated acres of potential impacts acres of floodplain 
and floodways within the footprint 

Impacts to 
Vegetation/Habitat 

Acres within footprint by Ecological Mapping System of 
Texas (EMST) classification/field verification potentially 
effected  

Threatened, 
Endangered, 
Candidate, or 

Proposed Species 
and Critical Habitat 

Species, federal/state status, potential effects within 
and adjacent to the footprint 

State Species of 
Greatest 

Conservation Need 
(SGCN) 

Species, potential impacts within the footprint 

Hazardous Materials 
Number of potential regulated materials sites and level 
of risk (low, moderate, high) and proximity to the 
footprint 

Traffic Noise Number of sensitive noise receivers adjacent to the 
footprint 

Pu
bl

ic
 

In
pu

t Input/Comments/ 
Feedback/ 
Acceptance 

Level of support, general sentiment, specific concerns 
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2. Review the alternatives to make sure they continue to meet basic requirements for 
roadway design and safety.  

3. Evaluate the alternatives for costs, logistical considerations, and technological 
feasibility and determine whether any of the alternatives would have substantially 
greater impacts or costs without having substantially greater benefits.  

4. Convert the alternatives’ footprints to Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
format and perform GIS analysis to estimate the amount of resource impacts for each 
alternative. 

5. Compare the alternatives’ effects on the resources listed above in Table 2-2 to 
determine the reasonable alternatives that will be advanced for detailed analysis in 
the DEIS.  

Using the information gathered from Level 2 screening, TxDOT will determine which 
alternatives should be combined into corridor-wide alternatives to study in more detail in the 
DEIS. More information about each of these steps is provided below.  

Estimate Impacts to Natural Resources and the Built Environment. Using GIS 
software, TxDOT will estimate how each alternative might affect resources such as wetlands 
and other Waters of the U.S., Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources, existing and planned 
parks and trail systems, and cultural resources. TxDOT will identify the potential number of 
impacts to homes and businesses and property acquisitions.  

Compare Estimated Impacts and Costs to Benefits. TxDOT will use the screening results 
to determine whether any alternatives will have the same or similar benefits as other 
alternatives but will have substantially greater impacts or costs. Those alternatives will be 
considered unreasonable for NEPA purposes and will not be carried further.  

Evaluate Alternatives for Consistency with Permitting Requirements and Agency 
Approvals. TxDOT will evaluate the alternatives independently for their consistency with 
applicable permitting requirements. If the impact assessment indicates that an individual CWA 
Section 404 permit could be required for one or more alternatives, TxDOT will consider 
whether an alternative is likely to be practicable for Section 404(b)(1) purposes. If TxDOT 
determines that the alternative is likely to be practicable and could have fewer adverse 
impacts to the aquatic environment than other alternatives, it will be retained for detailed 
analysis in the DEIS. 
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If the impact assessment finds that a Section 4(f) 
use with more than a de minimis impact is 
required for an alternative, TxDOT will consider 
whether or not the alternative is prudent and 
feasible under Section 4(f). If an alternative is 
found to be prudent and feasible and has fewer 
adverse impacts to Section 4(f) resources than 
other alternatives, it will be carried forward for 
detailed analysis in the DEIS.  

2.3.3 Level 3 Screening 

As part of Level 3 screening, a more detailed, 
quantifiable analysis of impacts will be used to 
further refine the key environmental and 
engineering issues identified during the Level 2 screening process. This level of screening 
could include conducting additional field surveys for identified resources; completing a noise 
and air impact analysis; and gathering additional information from the public, stakeholders, 
and agencies. Additional engineering data collection may be added. 

Engineering Development 
During the Level 3 screening process, the Reasonable Alternatives will be developed to a more 
detailed level of engineering design with a variable width ROW. Additional traffic analysis may 
be conducted during this screening. The constraints map and information gathered during 
previous screenings will be used to refine the Reasonable Alternatives to continue to avoid or 
minimize direct and indirect impacts on sensitive environmental resources while considering 
engineering design criteria. In addition, public comments and concerns expressed throughout 
the entire project development process will be considered to further refine the development 
of the Reasonable Alternatives. 

Environmental Studies 

Environmental studies will be completed to a more detailed level, and mitigation measures 
for any impacts will be evaluated.  

Screening Process 

During the Level 3 screening process, the Reasonable Alternatives will be compared with the 
No-Build Alternative. Table 2-3 presents the Level 3 screening criteria; throughout the 
screening process, this table will be refined in response to information gathered from the 
public and resource agencies and new resource information identified during project 
development. The Level 3 screening process results will be used to choose the Preferred 
Alternative, which is documented in the DEIS.  TxDOT may develop the Preferred Alternative 

What is a de minimis impact?  

For publicly owned parks, recreation 

areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, 

a de minimis impact is one that would not 

adversely affect the activities, features, or 

attributes of the property. For historic 

sites, a de minimis impact means that 

TxDOT has determined that either the 

project would not affect the historic 

property or the project would have “no 

adverse effect” on the historic property. 
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to a higher level of detail than the other alternatives being considered. Agency and public 
feedback on the Preferred Alternative is sought during the Public Hearing process.  

Table 2-3: Level 3 Screening Criteria and Measures 

Category Criteria Measure 

En
gi

ne
er

in
g 

Major Utility Conflicts 
Total number and length (feet) of crossings 
by utility type (large pipelines, overhead 
electrical, etc.) within the footprint 

Estimated Construction Cost 
per Mile (installed facility) 

Millions of dollars 

Estimated Cost (installed 
facility, ROW, utility 

relocations, etc.) 
Millions of dollars 

Total Bridge Length Total number of miles 

Number of New Grade-
Separated Interchanges 

Total number 

Amount of New ROW 
Required 

Total acres of new ROW required 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

Potential Residential 
Displacements 

Total number of residential displacements 
within the project footprint 

Potential Commercial 
Displacements 

Total number of commercial displacements 
within the project footprint 

Farmland Impacts 

Number of acres of prime and statewide 
important farmland within the footprint 
potentially converted to non-agricultural use, 
and estimated number and location of 
properties where farmland may be separated 
from homestead 

Visual/Aesthetic Impacts 

Number of changes in visual character, sight 
lines (grade separations), signage, lighting; 
effects on important views/viewsheds within 
the footprint 

Archaeological Sites and 
Cemeteries 

Number and proximity of properties within 
the footprint (cemeteries, recorded sites, 
high probability areas based on the PALM) 

Historic Properties 
Number and proximity of historic age 
properties within the footprint (NRHP-listed 
and NRHP-eligible properties) 

Protected Lands (Section 4(f), 
Section 6(f), Chapter 26 

properties) 

Number and total acreage of parks, trails, 
other recreation resources, and historic 
properties affected within the footprint 
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Category Criteria Measure 
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

Waters of the U.S. 

Number of crossings and acreage (wetlands) 
and linear feet (ditches and streams) by type 
affected within the footprint. Cost of 
mitigation, if applicable 

Section 303(d) waters 
Proximity and number of impaired 
assessment units (waters within five linear 
miles of water, watershed, or may drain to) 

Floodplains (100-year) and 
Floodways 

Acres of each affected within the footprint 

Impacts to Vegetation/Habitat 
Acres within footprint by EMST 
classification/field verification potentially 
effected  

Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, or Proposed 

Species and Critical Habitat 

Species, federal/state status, and amount of 
habitat present as indicated by appropriate 
EMST or stream classification. TPWD MOU 
compliance, and potential effects and costs of 
mitigation, if applicable 

 SGCN Species, potential impacts within the footprint 

Hazardous Materials 
Number of potential regulated materials sites 
and level of risk (low, moderate, high) and 
proximity to the footprint 

Air Quality 

Do anticipated emissions from future 
predicted traffic volumes necessitate the 
need for a conformity analysis, Carbon 
Monoxide analysis, Mobile Source Air Toxics, 
or Congestion Management Process? 

Induced Growth and 
Reasonable and Foreseeable 

Cumulative Impacts 
Compare qualitative and quantifiable impacts 

Traffic Noise 
Estimate potential noise impacts to determine 
the number of impacted receivers and assess 
the opportunity for mitigation 

Pu
bl

ic
 

In
pu

t 

Input/Comments/Feedback/ 
Acceptance 

Level of support, general sentiment, specific 
concerns 

After agency and public comments are received on the Preferred Alternative during the Public 
Hearing process, the Preferred Alternative may be further refined and evaluated. TxDOT would 
next develop a Selected Alternative to be documented in a combined FEIS and ROD.  



 

Draft Methodology and Level of Detail for Analyzing Alternatives and Range of Alternatives 
36A South Project 
CSJ: 0912-00-544 Page 19 

2.4 Selected Alternative 

TxDOT chooses the Selected Alternative, and the FEIS/ROD is prepared, based on the DEIS 
analyses and public involvement conducted.  Agency, stakeholder, and public inputs are 
considered when determining whether the Preferred Alternative is carried forward as the 
Selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative may undergo final refinement to ensure that 
all natural environmental and community impacts are addressed while also meeting roadway 
design standards and the project’s purpose and need. 
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