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Appendix A: Comments and Responses



 

   

Responses to Comments on the Segment E FEIS 
 
The Public Comment period for Grand Parkway Segment E was open from December 14, 2007 to 
January 31, 2008.  During this time, the public was invited to submit comments in written format or 
by e-mail.  The Segment E Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was circulated to federal, 
state, and local agencies during this period for review, and was made available to the public at the 
following six locations:  

1. Grand Parkway Association, 4544 Post Oak Place, Suite 222, Houston, TX 77027; 
2. Texas Department of Transportation, 7721 Washington Ave., Houston, TX 77007; 
3. Houston Public Library, (Texas Room) 500 McKinney, Houston, TX 77002; 
4. Harris County Public Library, Katy Branch, 5414 Franz Road, Katy, TX 77493; 
5. Harris County Public Library, Kathryn Tyra Branch, 16719 Clay Road, Houston, TX 77084; 
6. Harris County Public Library, Northwest Branch, 11355 Regency Green, Cypress, TX 77429. 

In addition, hard copies or CDs of the document were available by request for a fee, and the 
document was free to view at the website www.grandpky.com.  All comments were considered by 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).   

The tables below present 1) a list of commenters along with letter-number references for each 
comment made by that commenter, and 2) comments received along with responses from the 
Grand Parkway Association (GPA) in coordination with the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) and the FHWA (see Figure 1 for further explanation).  It should be noted that each of the 
comments received on the Segment E FEIS were either addressed in the text of the FEIS, in the 
Response to Comment on the Segment E DEIS in Volume IV of the FEIS, or in the Segment E 
Record of Decision (ROD).  Each of the responses below has been referenced to the appropriate 
location in the FEIS. 

For organizing responses (Table 2 below), comments were categorized into one of seven 
categories, as follows: 

A. Need for and Purpose of the Project 
B. Alternatives 
C. Socioeconomic Issues 
D. Natural and Physical Environmental Issues 
E. Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
F. Environmental Documentation 
G. General Comment 

 
 



 

   
 



 

      NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the last column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Table 1. Segment E FEIS Commenter Index 

Last Name First Name Representing Type Received Commenter 
Number1 

Comment(s) Made2 
(See Table 2 for Responses) 

Armstrong Dr. Richard H. Self Letter RE-1 A2, B7, C2, C8, E1, E2, G1 
Arnold Marybeth Self E-mail RE-2 E2, E7 
Asscherick Marie & Odie Self Other RE-3 A7, B8, E2 
Bailey Grant Self E-mail RE-4 A1, A7, B2, B7, B8, C2, C8, D2, E1, E2, E6 

Bary David O. Self E-mail RE-5 A2, A7, B2, B5, B8, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Bell Raymond Self E-mail RE-6 B1, B4, B5 
Bike Houston  Bike Houston Letter RE-7 C7, D7 

Blake Frank Self E-mail RE-8A A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Blake Frank Self Letter RE-8B A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Blake Frank Self E-mail RE-8C B8, C2, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 

Blake Frank Self Letter RE-8D B6, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 

Brandes Frances Self E-mail RE-9 A1, A7 
Brogdon Donald Self E-mail RE-10 B5, D10, E2 

Castro Geoffrey Self E-mail RE-11A A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Castro Geoffrey 
Citizens League for 

Environmental Action 
Now (CLEAN) 

E-mail RE-11B B8, D1, D5, D6, D7, D8, D9, D10, D11, D12, E2, 
E8 

Crossley Jay Gulf Coast Institute E-mail RE-12 A1, A3, A7, A11, A12, B3, B5, B9, C2, C7, D2, E1, 
F6 

Davis Leslie Self E-mail RE-13 A2, B6, B7, B8, C2, C8, C12, D1, D16, E2, E4, G1, 
G3, G4 

Dowling Michael Self E-mail RE-14 A2, A4, A5, B6, B8, C12, D16, E2, E4 



 

      NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the last column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Table 1. Segment E FEIS Commenter Index (Cont.) 

Last Name First Name Representing Type Received Commenter 
Number1 

Comment(s) Made2 
(See Table 2 for Responses) 

Dunham Dr. Amy Self E-mail RE-15 A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Eitouni Vivian Self Letter RE-16 A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, B8, C1, C2, D2, D4, D10, E2 

Elioseff Jane Self E-mail RE-17 A6, A13, B2, B5, B9, C3, C8, D10, D12, E1, E2, 
E8, G1 

Franklin Lynn Self E-mail RE-18 A2, B6, C2, C4, C12, D1, D16, E2, F1, G1, G3, G4 
Freedman Nell Self E-mail RE-19 A2, B6, C2, C4, C12, D1, D16, E2, F1, G1, G3, G4 

Gartner Robert Self Letter RE-20 A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Gast Steve Self E-mail RE-21 A1, B8 
Gross Steve Self E-mail RE-22 A7, B8, D12, E1, E2, G5 

Harms Kirsti Self E-mail RE-23 B6, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 

Hartman Dr. Robert C Self E-mail RE-24 D12, E1, E2 

Hartman Ken Self E-mail RE-25A A7, B6, B8, D1, D2, D10, D11, D12, E1, E2, E4, 
G1 

Hartman Ken Self E-mail RE-25B B8, C2, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 

Hollingswarth Marie Self Letter RE-26 A4, A5, B8, C12, D16 

Holzer Robin Citizens’ Transportation 
Coalition (CTC) E-mail RE-27 A1, A2, A3, A7, A13, B2, C3, C5, D1, D3, D4, D5, 

D10, D12, E1,E2, E6, E8, G1, G6 
Jistel Dennis Self Letter RE-28 C2, D10, D12, E2, G1 
Johnson Ryan Self E-mail RE-29 B8 

Kelly J. Tynan Bayou Preservation 
Association Letter RE-30 A7, B6, B8, D2, D3, D4, D10, E1, E4, E6, F4 

King Cherie Self E-mail RE-31 A1, A2, A4, A5, A7, B8, C2, C12, D1, D10, D16, 
E2, E4, E6, G1 

Land Bill Self E-mail RE-32 A7, C5, D11, E1, E2 



 

      NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the last column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

 
Table 1. Segment E FEIS Commenter Index (Cont.) 

Last Name First Name Representing Type Received Commenter 
Number1 

Comment(s) Made2 
(See Table 2 for Responses) 

Manchen Brandt Sierra Club  
(Houston Branch) Letter RE-33 

A1, A2, A3, A6, A7, A9, A10, A11, A12, A13, A14,  
B2, B3, B5, B6, B7, B9, B10, B11, B12, B13, B14, 
B15, B16, C4, C5, C7, C8, C9, C10, C11, D1, D2, 
D3, D4, D5, D7, D8, D11, D14, D15, D17, D18, E1, 
E2, E4, E8, F1, F5, F7, G5, G6, G8 

Marrack D. Self Letter RE-34 A3, A7, A10, B3, D1, E6, F1 
Matula Darrell Self E-mail RE-35 A1, A3, A7, B2, B8, D2, D10, D12 
McLeod Pat Self Letter RE-36 B5, C3, C12, D10, D16, E1, E8 
McRea Daniel P. Self E-mail RE-37A A2, A4, A5, B6, B8, C12, D1, D16, E1, E2, E4, G1 
McRea Daniel P. Self Letter RE-37B A2, A4, A5, B6, B8, C12, D1, D16, E1, E2, E4, G1 
Pate Kirk Self E-mail RE-38 B8, D10, D12, E2 
Patton Gary Self E-mail RE-39 B17 
Rambaud Cheryl Self E-mail RE-40 B8, C3 
Ricci Elaine M. Self E-mail RE-41 A1, A7, A2, B7, B8, C8, D10, D12, E1, E2, E5, G1 
Roesch Dwight Self E-mail RE-42 A1, A7, B5, C2, D1, D2, D4, E1, E2, G6 
Rojas Raymond Self E-mail RE-43 B5, B6, C2, D1, D2, D4, D11, E1, E2, E4, G6 

Rudolf Dr. Volker Self E-mail RE-44 A2, A7, B2, B5, B8, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, G6 

Schneider John B. Self Letter RE-45 B8, D16, E2, G1 

Smith Catherine Self Letter RE-46A A2, A7, B2, B5, B6, D1, D2, D3, D4, D10, D11, 
D12, E1, E2, G6 

Smith Catherine Self E-mail RE-46B B8, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 

Smith Janet Self E-mail RE-47 A2, A4, A5, B6, C12, D16, E2 
Stransky Bill Self Letter RE-48 C2, D7, D10, D11, D12, E2, E4 
Sullivan Eileen Self E-mail RE-49A B6, D2, D10, D11, D12, E2, E4, E6, 

Sullivan Eileen Self E-mail RE-49B B8, C2, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, D10, D11, 
D12, E2 
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Table 1. Segment E FEIS Commenter Index (Cont.) 

Last Name First Name Representing Type Received Commenter 
Number1 

Comment(s) Made2 
(See Table 2 for Responses) 

Tarbox Bryan Self E-mail RE-50A B5, D1, D3, E3, E8,, F2 
Tarbox Bryan Self E-mail RE-50B E2, G2 

Tarbox Bryan Self Letter RE-50C A7, B8, B7, C6, D1, D2, D4, D5, D6, D7, D9, 
D10, D11, D12, D15, E1, E2, E4, E8 

Tarbox Bryan Self Letter RE-50D D16, E1, E2, E4 
Thompson Susan Self Letter RE-51 A2, B6, B8, C2, C4, C12, D1, D16, E2, G1 

Van Kerrebrook Mary A. Katie Prairie 
Conservancy Letter RE-52 C3, D6, D7, D8, D9, D10, D11, D12, E1, E2, E4 

Wang Peter Self E-mail RE-53A B5, C7, D1, E1 
Wang Peter Self E-mail RE-53B B5, C2, C7, D1, E2 

Wells Geri Self E-mail RE-54 
A2, A3, A6, A7, A8, A9, A10, B2, B9, B10, B15, 
C2, D3, D7, D11, D12, D13, E1, E4,  E8, F1, F3, 
G1, G4, G6, G7 

Notes: 
1 The “Commenter Number” (e.g., “RE-3”) is a label given to the original comment (i.e., email or letter) and is composed of the Segment E document name (“R” for ROD and “E” for 
Segment E) and an assigned number (“-3”).  This label is shown in a box on a copy of the actual correspondence, all of which are available for viewing at the Grand Parkway 
website www.grandpky.com. 
2 Each of the “Comment(s) Made” corresponds to a comment category and number shown in the far left column of Table 2.  The letter (A through G) equals the category (e.g., 
“Need for and Purpose of the Project”), and the number equals the comment within that category. 
Comments highlighted with a black box in the last column have been identified as comments received on the FEIS dated November 2007 that are new and/or substantive. 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

A Need for and Purpose of the Project  

A1 

Commenter feels the project does not warrant the negative impacts associated 
with construction of the Grand Parkway.   
 
Commenter also does not see that the Grand Parkway is worth the proposed 
cost. 

The need for and purpose of the Grand Parkway in general, and Segment E 
specifically, are addressed in Section I of Volumes I and II of the FEIS. See also 
response to Comment A7 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.   
Segment E has been identified by H-GAC, in their 2025 RTP and 2035 RTP as a 
needed project to improve the Houston region’s mobility.  As noted in the FHWA 
publication The Importance of Purpose and Need in Environmental Documents 
(September 18, 1990), the purpose and need in an EIS ". . . establishes why the 
agency is proposing to spend large amounts of taxpayers' money while at the same 
time causing significant environmental impacts.”  The purpose and need section 
explains that the “expenditure of funds is necessary and worthwhile and that the priority 
the project is being given relative to other needed highway projects is warranted.  In 
addition, although significant environmental impacts are expected to be caused by the 
project, the purpose and need section should justify why impacts are acceptable based 
on the project's importance.”  
The construction cost estimate for Segment E is included in Volume II, Section 4.4 of 
the FEIS. 

A2 

Commenter is concerned that the Grand Parkway does not solve existing 
mobility problems for people living in the area now. 

See responses to Comments A9 and A11 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As 
discussed in Volume II, Section 1.1 of the FEIS, transportation improvements are 
needed in the Segment E study area because there are inefficient connections between 
suburban communities and major radial roadways, which cause drivers to utilize local 
roads for through travel.  Once the proposed roadway is constructed, it is expected to 
serve these through trips and remove them from the local network.   Therefore, local 
roadways will experience reduced congestion benefiting the surrounding communities 
including residents of Katy.    

A3 

Commenter is concerned that the project is a waste of tax payers’ money, and 
its purpose is actually to make new land available to developers and/or the 
commenter states, “…the Grand Parkway Association is not working in the 
interest of the people or the State of Texas, but instead for the benefit of private 
interests.” 
 
 

See responses to Comments A7 and G7 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2. 
As stated on the GPA’s website, “The Grand Parkway Association is a non-profit state 
transportation corporation authorized by the Texas Department of Transportation 
minute order number 82325 on October 25, 1984. It was established to facilitate the 
efficient development of Houston’s third outer highway loop that serves the regional 
mobility needs of metropolitan Houston area. The Association operates on funds 
received from various sources including TxDOT, METRO, Harris County, Fort Bend 
County, Chambers County, Galveston County, and Brazoria County.  



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

A3 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
The Association is governed by a seven member board of directors appointed by the 
Texas Transportation Commission and is required to make semi-annual reports to 
TxDOT concerning the status of various project segments together with financial 
information” 
(http://www.grandpky.com/about%20us/default.asp). 
See also responses to Comments A1 and A7 in this table regarding Need and Purpose. 
See also response to Comment E5 in this table regarding increased taxes. 

A4 Commenter supports the wise use of local transportation funds for greater 
citizen access and mobility. 

Comment acknowledged. 
See also responses to Comments A1 and A2 in this table. 

A5 Commenter supports the fair and equitable use of public roads and 
infrastructure by all local citizens. 

Comment acknowledged. 
See also responses to Comments A1 and A7 in this table. 

A6 

“…a wholly new FEIS that defines the 170 mile Grand Parkway project in its 
entirety and offers adequate analysis of all reasonable alternatives is both 
warranted and requested.” 
 

See response to Comment A11 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As discussed in the 
Summary of Volume I as well as Page 3 of the Introduction to both Volumes I and II of 
the FEIS, the Grand Parkway Segment E is a segment of independent utility (SIU).  The 
Grand Parkway Segment E project has rational end points, would be usable, and would 
be a reasonable expenditure if implemented separately from the other Grand Parkway 
segments.  The FEIS meets all NEPA and CEQ regulations and a supplemental FEIS is 
not required. 
See also response to Comment B9 in this table regarding SIU. 

A7 

Commenter does not understand the need for the project and/or does not think 
the need for the project is met. 

See the FEIS, Volume II, Section 1 for an explanation of the Grand Parkway Segment 
E project need and purpose, and Volume II, Section 2 for an explanation of how the 
Build Alternative and, specifically, the Preferred Alternative Alignment will fulfill the need 
and purpose.   
As discussed in Volume I, Section 1.1 of the FEIS, transportation improvements are 
needed in the Segment E study area because there are inefficient connections between 
suburban communities and major radial roadways, the current and future transportation 
demands exceed capacity, many roadways in the study area have a high accident rate, 
and there is an increasing strain on transportation infrastructure from population and 
economic growth.  The proposed project would improve system linkage, or connectivity, 
within the existing transportation network.  The proposed project would provide 
circumferential linkage between Interstate Highway (IH) 10 and U.S. Highway (US) 290, 
the two major radial facilities in the Segment E study area, to provide linkage for traffic 
engaged in circumferential traffic movement.     



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

 
Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

A7 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
As stated in Volume II, Section 2.2.6 of the FEIS, construction of the proposed 
Segment E of the Grand Parkway would increase the percentage of roadway miles 
operating with a tolerable condition by 11 percent in 2015 and decrease the percentage 
of roadway miles operating at serious and severe conditions by 6 percent. 
See also response to Comment A1 in this table. 

A8  

Commenter states that the goals of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) are 
not met satisfactorily by the project as proposed. 

Conformity with the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 2035 RTP is 
discussed in the FEIS, Volume II, Section 4.6 Air Quality; however, the following 
response provides an update to the information published in the FEIS. 
This study was conducted using the 2025 RTP, as adopted by H-GAC in April 2005 and 
found to conform to the SIP by FHWA/FTA on June 3, 2005.  In addition, changes in 
modeled parameters between the 2025 RTP and the 2035 RTP (such as traffic 
volumes, population, employment, number of households, and vehicle miles traveled) 
have been evaluated to determine if any additional analysis is warranted before FHWA 
takes final environmental action.  This evaluation confirmed that the changes in the 
modeled parameters were minor, and therefore no additional analysis is warranted.  
The analysis of 2025-2035 RTP modeled parameters can be found in the 
Administrative Record.   

A9 

Commenter is concerned that no attempt was made to evaluate smart street 
improvements to an existing roadway. 

As discussed in the FEIS, Volume II, Section 1.2.2 Expanded Capacity, Smart Streets 
are a concept developed and introduced into the 2025 RTP.  As defined in the H-GAC’s 
2035 RTP, Smart Streets improvements include: synchronization of traffic signals; 
construction of roundabouts, medians, or turn bays (dedicated turn lanes); 
consolidation of duplicate driveways; and, as appropriate, partial grade separation of 
some traffic lanes at major intersections (H-GAC, 2007a).  The improvements planned 
under the Smart Street effort have been included in the future travel demand modeling 
for both the No-Build and Build Alternative.  The Smart Street component of the No-
Build Alternative would provide operational improvements along collector roadways, 
including several within the traffic study area.  Although these enhancements would add 
capacity and improve mobility at specific locations, the enhancements would provide 
minimal system linkage because none of the roadways are continuous and many begin 
or end between radial facilities.  Smart Street enhancements would not provide 
additional circumferential capacity to handle the expected increase in traffic.  Smart 
Street enhancements do not address system linkage, safety, and economic 
development.  As a result, the Build Alternative for the Grand Parkway is being pursued 
as the Preferred Alternative for the subject project. 
 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

A10 

Commenter states there is no hurricane preparedness study that shows 
Segment E is needed and is concerned Segment E will not help hurricane 
preparedness.  Commenter is also concerned with safety standards on the 
proposed Grand Parkway. 

See response to Comment A6 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As discussed in the 
FEIS, Section 1 of Volumes I and II, facilitating hurricane evacuation is one aspect of 
one need: improved safety.  Primarily, safety would be improved with the Grand 
Parkway because vehicles would be diverted from more dangerous roadways to a type 
of facility that has been shown to have fewer accidents (see Section 1.2.3, Safety).  
However, the Grand Parkway Segment E additionally provides another avenue for 
hurricane evacuation.   
As established by Minute Order No. 82325 on October 25, 1984, the Grand Parkway 
would provide an additional hurricane and emergency evacuation route for the greater 
Houston area.  Furthermore, the Grand Parkway is included in the H-GAC 2025 RTP as 
an emergency evacuation route for major storms, hurricanes, or chemical spills.   
The circumferential route connects to numerous “spoke” facilities that are often 
congested during an evacuation.  The Grand Parkway could alleviate a portion of the 
congestion during mass evacuations, thus creating safer and more efficient evacuation 
conditions for the Houston area.  In addition, the Grand Parkway would improve safety 
on existing study area roadways as through-traffic is diverted to the proposed limited 
access facility.   
Emergency vehicles will be traveling on less congested roadways once the Grand 
Parkway is constructed, as shown in Section 2, Volume II in the FEIS.  Although some 
congestion may be present at interchange locations, the time savings from traveling a 
free-flow interstate quality facility instead of congested roadways with traffic signals is 
expected to be greater. 

A11 
Commenter is concerned that faster speeds on roadways may contribute to 
more severe crashes and a higher fatality rate. 

See response to Comment A5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Safety is discussed 
in Section 1.1 Volume II of the FEIS.  Increased travel speeds are not mentioned in the 
accident analysis.  It is mentioned, however, that there is a correlation between 
accident rates and frequency of access points (Cirillo, 1968 and McGuirk, 1973). 

A12 

Commenter states, “A stated purpose for the Grand Parkway Segment E is to 
provide better infrastructure for truck freight.” 
 
Commenter is concerned with additional truck traffic and the “private enterprise” 
of the Grand Parkway as better infrastructure for truck freight. 
 

See response to Comment A7 in regards to need for and purpose of the project.  The 
purpose of the Grand Parkway Segment E is not to provide better infrastructure for 
truck freight. 
The evaluation of truck traffic is included in the traffic analysis found in Section 2 
(Alternatives Analysis) of Volumes I and II of the FEIS.   
The Grand Parkway study area is located in a Modal Transition Zone of the I-69/ TTC 
where various transportation modes (auto, truck, freight rail, etc.) could connect to their 
respective destinations.   
 
 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

A12 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) Actual connections between I-69/TTC and Houston, including access to the Port of 
Houston, would be determined in coordination with elected leaders and transportation 
planners in the area for individual I-69/TTC projects.  Because the Grand Parkway will 
be a toll facility, approximately 95 percent of the total vehicle traffic mix is anticipated to 
be automobiles (including vans, pickups, etc.), 2 percent medium trucks (two axles and 
six tires), and 3 percent heavy trucks (three or more axles).   
Any changes in traffic mix as a result of the I-69/TTC project would be evaluated under 
the individual I-69/TTC projects that may be advanced. 

A13 

Commenter is concerned about the sources for the traffic statistics in the FEIS, 
as well as the assumptions used in the H-GAC model. 

As discussed in the FEIS, Volume II, Section 2.2 Transportation Mode Study and as 
noted in the H-GAC’s 2025 RTP, the 2025 H-GAC Travel Demand Model used for the 
traffic analyses incorporates all planned development approved in the 2025 RTP.   See 
also responses to Comments B8, E6, and F4 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.   
The 2025 H-GAC Travel Demand Model is cooperatively developed and maintained by 
H-GAC, TxDOT, and the Metropolitan Transit Authority (METRO).  The model is based 
on two key sets of data input:  
 Demographic, socioeconomic, and land use data 
 The multimodal transportation network data 

The travel demand model uses the above data at the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level.  
There are currently 3,000 TAZs in the H-GAC region.  Estimated year 2002 TAZ level 
household and employment data are the primary demographic inputs for the travel 
demand model.  In addition to household and employment data, other input data to the 
travel demand model include auto operating costs, toll costs, transit fares, and parking 
costs.  
Also, a component of the model, “trip distribution,” pairs origins and destinations of 
vehicle trips based on the available transportation network.  Vehicle trip routes are 
based on the quickest path from the origin to the destination.  As the quickest path 
(roadway) becomes congested, an alternative path (roadway) is chosen for the next 
“trips.”  
In the Transportation Demand Model, a toll is counted as a penalty, increasing the 
travel time of the roadway link.  In addition, the numbers shown in the FEIS have been 
rounded to the nearest 100.  

A14 Commenter is concerned that induced travel is being ignored with regard to 
Segment E and its need/purpose. 

The traffic model used to predict future traffic incorporated anticipated future 
development and population. 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

 
Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

B Alternatives  

B1 Commenter supports the Build Alternative; build it ASAP. Comment acknowledged. 

B2 

Discussion of regional travel should address the potential for expanding (or not 
expanding) existing parallel routes as an alternative to the SH 99 development; 
or existing circumferential access options may be sufficient. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

See response to Comment B3 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Also see discussion 
in Section 2.2.2 Build Alternative in Volume II of the FEIS.  The Build Alternative 
includes all planned roadway widening projects included in the No Build Alternative. 
The expansion of existing roadways does not meet the needed system linkage, which 
could be provided by the proposed project.  However, the No-Build alternative in the 
FEIS includes all planned roadway widening projects included in the 2025 RTP.  
Volume I, Section 1.2 of the FEIS shows the need for the proposed Grand Parkway 
based on the inability of the future roadway system to operate efficiently with the 
anticipated growth in traffic volumes. 
SH 6 is parallel to the proposed Grand Parkway; however, it is located closer to the 
metropolitan core, does not provide efficient system linkage in the more suburban area 
of the Segment E study area, and is not a controlled access facility. 

B3 

Commenter is concerned that the Grand Parkway will not improve traffic 
congestion problems in the area and may make them worse. 

See responses to Comments A9 and A11 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Section 
2.10, Volume II of the FEIS provides a comparison of the Build versus No-Build 
condition relative to existing and future traffic volumes in the area.  Almost all of the 
arterial and collector facilities are expected to see a decrease in traffic volumes in 2015 
and 2025 once Segment E of the Grand Parkway is constructed, as this portion of the 
freeway is predicted to divert travelers from slower, more congested roadways.   
Because the Grand Parkway will be on new alignment, the disruption to existing traffic 
should be minimal because the majority of the construction activity will be along the 
new roadway. 
See also response to Comment A14 in this table regarding induced travel. 

B4 “A number of us living in Williamsburg Settlement just wish they would start on 
the I-10 to 290 project.” 

Comment acknowledged. 
 

B5 

Commenter recommends mass transit and/or improving existing roadways 
instead, which will help reduce congestion. 
 

See response to Comment B5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Section 2.2 
(Transportation Mode Study) of the Alternatives Analysis in both Volumes I and II 
includes assessment of TSM, TDM, and mass transit alternatives.  These transit 
alternatives do not adequately address the need for and purpose of the project.  
However, potential rail transit projects listed in the 2025 RTP and the 2035 RTP along 
the radial freeways that represent the project termini of the Grand Parkway may benefit 
from improvements to circumferential roadway travel.  The Grand Parkway could 
facilitate commuter use of park-and-ride lots associated with future rail transit.  
Both the No-Build and Build Alternatives include all roadway widening projects planned  
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Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

B5 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
in the 2025 RTP.  Traffic analyses show that without the Grand Parkway, the need for 
and purpose of the project would not be met (see Section 2.2.5 [Traffic and 
Transportation Analysis] in Volumes I and II of the FEIS).   
In addition, the H-GAC planning process is cooperative, with Houston METRO as a 
participating agency.  METRO states that on November 4, 2003, the voters of Harris 
County passed the METRO Solutions plan that provides for a long-term, regional transit 
transportation system.  This plan includes 72 miles of rail and a 50 percent expansion 
of the existing bus service.  Additional street and road improvements and related 
projects also are a part of this plan (see Section 2.2.1.3 [Modal Transportation 
Improvements] in Volume II of the FEIS). 

B6 

Commenter is opposed to the Grand Parkway being a toll facility. Section 2.2.2 of both Volumes I and II of the FEIS document why the non-tolled facility 
was eliminated from further consideration.  Because funding sources for a non-tolled 
Grand Parkway facility are not available, the alternative is no longer viable and, 
therefore, it is not necessary to carry it forward for further evaluation in the FEIS.  The 
No-Build Alternative remains the yardstick against which the Build Alternative (i.e., a 
tolled facility) is measured. 

B7 

Commenter does not want to pay toll charges or taxes to subsidize the toll road.  
Commenter is also concerned for those that cannot afford the tolls or the 
current taxes.   

See responses to Comments C5 and E10 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The FEIS 
addresses economic impacts both from the Build Alternative and the No-Build 
Alternative in Section 4.4, Economics. 
Section 2.2.2 of both Volumes I and II of the FEIS document why the non-tolled facility 
was eliminated from further consideration.  The design of the proposed project allows 
all existing roads and access to remain so that those individuals who do not want to pay 
a toll may use the existing roadway network.  Mobility on the existing roadway network 
will improve with the addition of the Grand Parkway.  While the state and the state 
taxpayers are paying for the Grand Parkway study, it is anticipated that project 
construction, operation and maintenance will be funded via revenue generated by tolls 
paid by users.   
See also response to Comment B6 in this table regarding tolling. 

B8 Commenter opposes construction of Grand Parkway Segment E. Comment acknowledged. 

B9 

Commenter states, “Segments of Independent Utility (SIUs) must meet the 
requirements of 23 CFR 771.111 (F).” 
Commenter also feels the document is unorganized. 

See discussion in the FEIS Summary (Volume I) and the Document Organization Chart 
and Introduction of Volume I and Volume II.  See also responses to Comments A11 and 
F5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.   
The Grand Parkway Segment E connects at least two major transportation corridors to 
ensure independent utility, as well as independent significance, as required by FHWA 
regulations 23 CFR 771.111[f].  Segment E has its logical termini at IH 10 and US 290  
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Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

B9 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
providing independent utility even if implemented separate from the other proposed 
segments.   
As noted in the Introduction of the FEIS Volume I, the Grand Parkway Segments E, F-
1, F-2, and G study area is divided into four segments to facilitate planning, design, and 
construction because limited state and federal funding provides no assurance that all 
the Grand Parkway segments would be constructed.  In response to public and 
resource agency comments concerning potential cumulative effects of all four segments 
and the need to assess all four segments as facilities with independent utility and 
logical termini, an EIS is being prepared for each segment. 
FHWA, TxDOT, and the GPA concurred that the EIS organizational structure was 
considered the most efficient way to handle sections of independent utility and address 
concerns and comments from the resource agencies. Volume I of the EIS includes 
analyses and results common to all four segments and presents all four segments, 
including project description, need and purpose, alternatives considered, affected 
environment, indirect and cumulative effects, and agency and public coordination.  
Volume II provides a detailed assessment of an individual segment relative to the 
specific study area and presents issues, permits, and federal actions particular to each 
segment, including the need and purpose, alternatives considered, affected 
environment, environmental consequences, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures, indirect effects, and agency and public coordination associated with that 
segment.  Volume III contains exhibits and appendices referenced throughout both 
Volumes I and II of the EIS. 

B10 

Commenter asserts that all reasonable alternatives have not been identified and 
adequately evaluated.  

Volume II, Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the Grand Parkway Segment E FEIS present the 
analysis of a range of alternatives and the development of the alignments carried 
forward in the EIS as reasonable alternatives to fulfill the need for and purpose of the 
project.  
FHWA’s The Importance of Purpose and Need in Environmental Documents 
(September 18, 1990) states that: 
“The purpose and need section in the EIS lays out why the proposed action, with its 
inherent costs and environmental impacts, is being pursued.  If properly described, it 
also limits the range of alternatives, which may be considered reasonable, prudent, and 
practicable in compliance with the CEQ regulations, Section 4(f), the Executive Orders 
on Wetlands and Floodplains, and the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.  Furthermore, it 
demonstrates the problems that will result if the project is not implemented.  There are 
three key points to remember relative to the purpose and need section of an EIS.  It 
should be:    
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Category1 Comment Response 

B10 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
1. Justification of why the improvement must be implemented;  
2. As comprehensive and specific as possible; and,  
3. Reexamined and updated as appropriate throughout the project development 

process” (http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ projdev/tdmneed.asp). 
As noted in both Volumes I and II of the Segment E FEIS, the Grand Parkway is 
proposed as a 170-mile circumferential route around Houston.  The need for the project 
is based on both regional and local transportation deficiencies and goals.  The local 
deficiencies and goals are addressed on a segment- by-segment basis based on 
established independent utility for each segment.  Segment E supports the overall 
purpose of the Grand Parkway and supports the same purpose relevant to 
transportation needs specific to Harris County (see Volume I [Introduction, 
"Independent Utility”] of the FEIS).   In accordance with FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 
6640.8A - Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) 
Documents, the Alternatives Analysis presented in both Volumes I and II explains the 
evaluation of possible corridors within which alternatives and alignments were 
ultimately developed.  In accordance with FHWA guidance, it is not necessary to 
separate the corridor-specific evaluation of alternatives to Volume I and the alignment-
specific evaluation of alternatives to Volume II.    

B11 

There are no figures or discussion for what happens when the Grand Parkway 
reaches capacity and the local roads are at capacity because of growth and 
development induced by the GP. 

See response to Comment B8 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The Grand Parkway 
is expected to be well under capacity in the year 2025, as shown in Section 2, Table 2-
4, Volume II of the FEIS.  The Travel Demand Models received from H-GAC indicate 
that the proposed Grand Parkway will operate under capacity for a considerable time 
beyond the year 2025.   
The Travel Demand Model develops trips by matching “generators” such as houses to 
“attractions” such as business offices or shopping malls.  This part of the study was 
conducted by analyzing those trips, which had a “generator” AND “attraction” within the 
vicinity of the Grand Parkway, leading to the conclusion that travelers would drive the 
less congested free-flow roadway rather than a severely congested facility with stop-
and-go conditions. 

B12 

Project proponents should focus on other modal transportation improvements 
such as rail and buses, or TSM and TDM alternatives. 

See response to Comment B5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Section 2.2 
(Transportation Mode Study) of the Alternatives Analysis in both Volumes I and II of the 
FEIS includes an assessment of TSM, TDM, and mass transit alternatives.  These 
transit alternatives do not adequately address the need for and purpose of the project.  
However, potential rail transit projects listed in the 2025 RTP and the 2035 RTP along 
the radial freeways that represent the project termini of the Grand Parkway may benefit 
from improvements to circumferential roadway travel.   
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B12 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
The Grand Parkway could facilitate commuter use of park-and-ride lots associated with 
future rail transit.  
Both the No-Build and Build Alternatives include all planned roadway widening projects.  
Traffic analyses show that without the Grand Parkway, the need for and purpose of the 
project would not be met (see Section 2.2.5 [Traffic and Transportation Analysis] in 
Volumes I and II of the FEIS). 

B13 

Commenter states, “The No-Build Alternative discussed herein is defined as a 
condition in which all planned and programmed improvements included in the 
2025 RTP are in place except Grand Parkway Segments E, F-1, F-2, and G.  
This is an incorrect framing of the No-Build Alternative.” 
 

As discussed in Section 2.2.1, Volume II of the FEIS, the No-Build Alternative includes 
all committed improvements found in the 2025 RTP (H-GAC, 2005a) without the 
construction of Segments E, F-1, F-2, and G. These committed improvements include 
TSM, TDM, and modal transportation improvements such as bus transit, high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, rail feasibility, and new planned roadway construction.  
The No-Build Alternative also includes short-term, minor restoration activities such as 
resurfacing, bridge repairs, and minor road widening.  These improvements are already 
a part of the ongoing plan for the continued operation of the existing roadway system.  
Smart Street improvements, as defined and discussed in the 2025 RTP, are also 
included in the No-Build Alternative.     
It was decided early in the planning process that omitting the other three Grand 
Parkway segments (F-1, F-2, and G) from the definition of the No-Build Alternative 
would best highlight the effects of constructing Segment E alone. 

B14 

Commenter is concerned that the Grand Parkway has no High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes. 

See also response to Comment B7 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As discussed in 
Section 2.2 (Transportation Mode Study) of Section 2, Volumes I and II of the FEIS, the 
HOV lane concept was eliminated from further consideration because it does not meet 
the need for and purpose of the project.  
HOV lanes are used in conjunction with an existing roadway that is experiencing 
considerable traffic congestion.  In addition, HOV lanes are most effective when 
potential ride-shares have common geographic trip origins and destinations within 
similar time frames.   

B15 

Commenter asserts that no alternative looks at expanding the capacity of north-
south roads in the Segment E area. 
 

As discussed in Section 2, of both Volumes I and II of the FEIS, roadways that run 
north-south would experience a reduction in traffic with construction of the Grand 
Parkway (see Volume I for results of the traffic study assuming construction of 
Segments E, F-1, F-2, and G, and see Volume II for results of the traffic study 
assuming construction of just Segment E).  It should be noted that the Grand Parkway 
is a circumferential road.   
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B16 

Commenter inquired about benefits or promises made by TxDOT and/or GPA in 
return for land donations for ROW.  Details on who donated which parcels and 
when, along with alternative forms of compensation, was requested.  In 
addition, Commenter asked if those donating land had a say in the alignment 
selection process. 

See the FEIS, Section 2 Alternatives Analysis for detail on how the Preferred 
Alternative Corridor and Preferred Alternative Alignment were selected.  See also 
response to Comment G7 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The corridor and 
alignment selection process were not based on the potential to acquire donated land for 
the Grand Parkway ROW.     
Individuals donating land did not have a say in the selection of the Preferred Alternative 
Alignment any more so than any other commenter in the process.  Any land donated to 
either the GPA or TxDOT was done at risk since the alternative alignment had the 
potential to move. 
Throughout the Grand Parkway development process, GPA and TxDOT have 
continually coordinated with property owners.  Details on ROW donations purchases, 
exchanges, or compensation can be obtained by contacting the GPA at:  
http://www.grandpky.com/comments/default.asp.   

B17 
“More people would benefit by having access ramps between I-10 and 99.  This 
would be a better way to spend the taxpayers money benefiting thousands of 
people rather than a few bike riders that have plenty of alternatives.”   

Comment acknowledged. 
 

C Socioeconomic Issues  

C1 

Commenter is concerned about the loss of private property and subsequent 
dislocation of families, and small communities. 

As presented in the FEIS, the Preferred Alternative Alignment will not result in the direct 
loss of a residential or business structure, as none are located within the proposed 
ROW.  
As discussed in Section 4.3.2.3, Volume II of the FEIS, TxDOT offers relocation 
counseling and financial assistance to residences and businesses that are displaced by 
the acquisition of highway ROW in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (PL 91-646).  Once it has been 
determined that a structure must be acquired in order to construct the highway, the 
property owner and/or tenant is contacted by a relocation counselor who provides 
information on exactly what benefits for which the owner/tenant is eligible and who 
assists the owner/tenant in applying for those benefits.  In general, the relocation 
counselor will provide listings of comparable housing, transportation to inspect the 
housing (especially for elderly and handicapped persons), and referrals to other 
agencies that provide assistance for relocated persons. The very real and human 
expense of a relocation is not taken lightly during the alignment location and design 
process.  
Every effort is made to avoid and/or minimize impacts to both the natural and human 
environment and, often times, it is a balancing act between the two.  See also response 
to Comment C3 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2 regarding division of farm property.   



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

   

C2 

Commenter is concerned with loss of farmland and/or division of family farms.  See response to Comment C3 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As discussed in 
Section S.3.1 Land Use in the FEIS Summary (Volume I), during preliminary and final 
design, efforts have been and will continue to be made to place the Preferred 
Alternative Alignment close to the existing property lines where possible in order to 
minimize the fragmentation of properties including farms.   
Given the prevalence of agricultural fields in the Segment E project area, the Preferred 
Alternative Alignment would result in the reduction of farmland and potentially affect the 
operation of some farms.  The termination of some local farm road access is likely to 
occur with the proposed facility. 
Loss of farmland due to development activity within the corridor is already occurring 
and is expected to continue regardless of whether or not the Grand Parkway is 
constructed. 
See also response to Comment D14 in this table regarding soils. 

C3 

Commenter concerned about reduced quality of life. 
 

See response to Comment C2 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  There is essentially 
no difference between the No-Build and Build scenarios with respect to the amount of 
expected development.  For more detail on the future with or without the Grand 
Parkway and associated cumulative effects that could impact quality of life, please see 
the revised and updated indirect and cumulative effects analyses in the FEIS, Volume I, 
Section 4 or Volume II, Section 5. 

C4 

Commenter is concerned that home and business owners were never informed 
of TxDOT’s plans. 

See Section 5, Volume I and Section 6 (Agency and Public Coordination), Volume II of 
the FEIS for information on the extensive public involvement and outreach process for 
the Grand Parkway.  The Grand Parkway is a project that has been in local 
comprehensive and transportation plans and subject to much public involvement since 
the 1960s.  The Grand Parkway was first proposed in 1961 by Harris County.  The 
Grand Parkway corridor was placed on city maps in 1968, but funds were not available 
to advance the project.  In 1984, the Texas Legislature authorized the creation and 
organization of a nonprofit transportation corporation to act on behalf of TxDOT in the 
development of public transportation facilities and systems within the state.  The GPA 
was the first of these corporations.   
Since its inception, the GPA has worked directly with landowners, local and state 
governmental agencies, elected officials, and the public to complete the Grand 
Parkway.  In December 1999, an NOI was issued for Segments F-1, F-2, and G. 
Formal public scoping meetings were held in September 1993 and February 2000 for 
Segment E and Segments F-1, F-2, and G, respectively.  As documented in the above 
referenced sections, public involvement efforts have been ongoing and extensive. 
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C4 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
Advertisement of the Public Hearings took the form of newspaper ads in six different 
newspapers, television coverage, newsletters, e-mail notifications, and GPA website 
postings.  In addition, over 3,400 property owners within the project area received, via 
mail, notification of the Segment E Public Hearing.   

C5 

Commenter concerned the Grand Parkway will detract from the scenic and 
aesthetic beauty of the area. 

See responses to Comments D42 and E7 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Visual 
and Aesthetic qualities are discussed in the FEIS, Volume II, Section 4.20. This section 
acknowledges that there will be both visual and aesthetic impacts associated with the 
Grand Parkway.  In addition, please see Section 4, Volume I or Section 5, Volume II of 
the Segment E FEIS for a discussion of indirect and cumulative impacts associated with 
the Grand Parkway. 

C6 Commenter is concerned with the impacts of light pollution. Light pollution associated with the Grand Parkway is addressed in Section 4.20, 
Volume II of the FEIS. 

C7 

Commenter wishes to see a north-south bikeway as part of Segment E which 
connects to east-west bikeways and states this would be a powerful adjunct 
transportation mode. 

See response to Comment B9 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The Regional Bike 
Plan is discussed in the FEIS, Volumes I and II, Section 3.5 Pedestrian and Bicyclists. 
The 2035 RTP includes a Regional Bikeway Plan update that contains a listing of 
current and proposed bicycle facilities for the Houston area.  The Grand Parkway is not 
a corridor identified in the plan to receive a future bicycle facility.   
The Grand Parkway project as proposed would accommodate existing and future 
crossings for both pedestrians and bicyclists at intersections, bridges, and 
over/underpasses affecting or providing direct access to designated pedestrian and/or 
bicycle facilities.  In the event that a bicycle or pedestrian facility is in place prior to the 
proposed project, the facility would be reconstructed to maintain continuity and function.  
As currently designed, it is not anticipated that bicycle traffic would be accommodated 
on the outside lanes of the toll-way main lanes or intermittent frontage roads.  In the 
future, should the H-GAC RTP include a proposed bikeway corridor along the Grand 
Parkway, appropriate supplemental studies will be initiated. 

C8 

Commenter is concerned that the Grand Parkway will reduce patronage of retail 
businesses, spread customers and services farther, and encourage online sales 
of goods and services. 

While no known independent studies have been conducted on the impact of the Grand 
Parkway on small businesses, Section 4.4, Economics in the FEIS Volume II, 
addresses economic impacts from the construction of the alternative alignments under 
the Build Alternative and for the No-Build Alternative for Segment E of the Grand 
Parkway.  More specifically, as stated in the FEIS, Appendix L in Volume III provides 
more detailed information on tax and employment impacts.  Overall, economic effects 
related to the project alternative are considered beneficial.  Additionally, please refer to 
Section 4 of Volume I or Section 5 of Volume II in the FEIS for indirect and cumulative 
impacts assessment.   
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C9 

Commenter is concerned how the Grand Parkway will affect emergency vehicle 
access. 

Section 2.2.5 of Volume II of the FEIS discusses emergency vehicle travel and reduced 
congestion.  As established by Minute Order No. 82325 on October 25, 1984, the 
Grand Parkway would provide an additional hurricane and emergency evacuation route 
for the greater Houston area.  Furthermore, the Grand Parkway is included in the H-
GAC 2025 RTP as an emergency evacuation route for major storms, hurricanes, or 
chemical spills.  The circumferential route connects to numerous “spoke” facilities that 
are often congested during an evacuation.  The Grand Parkway could alleviate a 
portion of the congestion during mass evacuations, thus creating safer and more 
efficient evacuation conditions for the Houston area. 
In addition, the Grand Parkway would improve safety on existing study area roadways 
as through-traffic is diverted to the proposed limited access facility.  Emergency 
vehicles will be traveling on less congested roadways once the Grand Parkway is 
constructed, as shown in Section 2.2.5 of Volume II of the FEIS.  Although some 
congestion may be present at interchange locations, the time savings from traveling a 
free-flow interstate quality facility instead of congested roadways with traffic signals is 
expected to be greater.   

C10 
Commenter is concerned with community cohesion. The impacts of the project on community cohesion, as well as the social impacts, are 

addressed in the FEIS in Section 4.3.1, Volume II.  See also response to Comment C2 
in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2 concerning quality of life. 

C11 Commenter would like the FEIS to explain how the Implan Professional model 
works. 

Discussion regarding the Implan Professional model is addressed in Section 4.4.1, 
Methodology in Volume II of the FEIS. 

C12 

Commenter supports local agriculture and retail economies. Comment acknowledged. 
See also response to Comment C2 and C8 in this table. 
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D Natural and Physical Environmental Issues  

D1 

Commenter is concerned about air quality and air pollution. See response to Comment D9 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Air Quality is 
discussed in Section 3.6 and Section 4.6 Air Quality in Volume II of the FEIS.  Segment 
E of the Grand Parkway was listed in the 2025 RTP and fiscal year (FY) 2006-2008 TIP 
for the Houston-Galveston Ozone Non-Attainment Area.  This project was included in 
the H-GAC emissions model supporting the conformity determination for the 2025 RTP 
and the 2006-2008 TIP.  On June 3, 2005, the USDOT (FHWA and FTA) determined 
that the 2025 RTP conformed to the requirements of the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for air quality.  On October 31, 2005, the USDOT further found that the 2006-2008 
TIP conformed to the requirements of the SIP.   
The Grand Parkway Segment E is also included in the H-GAC’s 2035 RTP and 2008-
2011 TIP, as amended.  On August 24, 2007, the H-GAC adopted the 2035 RTP and 
2008-2011 TIP.  The USDOT (FHWA/FTA) found the 2035 RTP and 2008-2011 TIP to 
conform to the SIP on November 9, 2007.   
Changes in modeled parameters between the 2025 RTP and the 2035 RTP (such as 
traffic volumes, population, employment, number of households, and vehicle miles 
traveled) have been evaluated to determine if any additional analysis is warranted 
before FHWA takes final environmental action.  This evaluation confirmed that the 
changes in the modeled parameters were minor, and therefore no additional analysis is 
warranted.  The analysis of 2025-2035 RTP modeled parameters can be found in the 
Administrative Record.  These updates are provided in the FEIS (Volume I, Section 3.6 
and Volume II, Sections 3.6 and 4.6). 

D2 

Commenter would like project proponents to consider creation of green space 
and/or parks, and preservation, conservation, and/or mitigation of natural 
resources. 

See response to Comment D2 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Mitigation is 
discussed in Section 4.1.3 under the Environmental Consequences section in Volume 
II.  As part of the mitigation plan, natural resource mitigation would be provided along 
Cypress Creek, which would allow for undeveloped, green areas to be preserved along 
the creek.  Specifics of this design concept will be incorporated to the final roadway 
design phase and development of the mitigation and monitoring plan. 

D3 

Commenter concerned about flooding and drainage. 
  

See response to Comment D1 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Section 4.12.5 in 
Volume II of the FEIS discusses information on mitigation for impacts to flooding and 
drainage.  A Location Hydraulic Study has been conducted for the Grand Parkway 
Segment E, and final design of the Preferred Alternative Alignment will include final 
drainage and mitigation analyses, which will be reviewed by regulatory agencies to 
confirm that adequate measures have been taken to ensure that floodplain 
encroachment does not increase the risk of flooding to adjacent property.   
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D3 
(Cont.) 

 (Cont.) 
All structures will be designed according to FHWA and TxDOT standards.  In 
accordance with these standards, the roadway is being designed in such a way that 
there is a net zero effect on existing drainage patterns and systems.  Any impacts to 
existing storm water detention areas would need to be offset by compensatory 
mitigation somewhere else, possibly within the limits of the proposed ROW.  Mitigation 
of impacts includes best management practices (BMPs) during construction and 
detention facilities to offset increased flows. 
With regard to indirect development associated with the Grand Parkway, any 
construction or development in a floodplain must be coordinated with the county.  As 
indirect development occurs, the developers themselves will be responsible for 
mitigating any effects their development has on the local drainage patterns in 
accordance with local drainage policies. 

D4 

Commenter is concerned about groundwater and surface water quality. See response to Comment D4 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Information related 
to water quality, including wells is discussed in Volume I, Section 3.8 and Volume II, 
Section 4.8 of the FEIS.  New guidance on reporting water supply well impacts is 
followed in the FEIS.  The inventory of and potential impacts to this resource are 
counted with respect to the number of public water supply well capture zones 
overlapped by the project area or alignment.   
As noted in Section 3.9 (Permits), Volume II of the FEIS, the development of the 
Preferred Alternative Alignment, as well as impacts and activities associated with it, 
must be in compliance with Sections 404, 401, and 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 
and Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands).  The Texas Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (TPDES) permit requires the preparation and implementation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Additional coordination with Harris County local government relative to storm water 
runoff pollution prevention may also be required prior to project construction.   

D5 

Commenter is concerned about noise impacts. See responses to Comments D24, D36, D46, and E6 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 
2.  Noise impacts are discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.7 of Volume II.  The FHWA 
Traffic Noise Model was used to analyze existing (2000) and predicted (2025) noise 
levels.  If a receiver will be impacted by noise, noise mitigation has been considered.  
The construction of noise abatement barriers has been evaluated in areas where the 
construction of these barriers would be both reasonable and feasible.  No noise 
abatement measures would be feasible or reasonable for the proposed Segment E.  
TxDOT is mitigating noise impacts through the cost-effective use of noise abatement 
barriers. 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

D5 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
The DEIS provided a noise analysis of each of the alternative alignments.  The FEIS 
provided a new analysis of the Preferred Alternative Alignment, as well as an analysis 
of traffic noise abatement measures (mitigation options).  See Section 4.7 of Volume II 
(Traffic Noise) of the FEIS. 

D6 
Commenter is concerned about invasive species. See response to Comment D5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Where appropriate 

and as required by regulatory guidelines, habitat mitigation is being considered and is 
discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.10.3, Volume II.  This section of the FEIS includes a 
discussion of invasive species. 

D7 

Commenter is concerned about a mitigation plan for Segment E impacts.   See responses to Comments D2, D24, D25, D27, D35, and D38 in the FEIS, Volume 
IV, Section 2.  Mitigation commitments are discussed in Section 4.26 Mitigation 
Measures and Commitments, Volume II of the FEIS. The GPA is working with the 
USACE to avoid and minimize wetland impacts.  Issuance of a Section 404 Permit will 
not be sought until further design is complete to allow for a complete Section 404 
Permit Package, including the mitigation plan.  This will not occur until after issuance of 
a (Record of Decision) ROD; however, the public will be afforded an opportunity to 
comment on the issuance of the Section 404 permit.  This opportunity is via the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers with the USACE.  The 
USACE will post a notice and opportunity for public hearings on the issuance of Section 
404 Permits for the Grand Parkway for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States at specified sites. 

D8 

A review of all and any endangered species should be conducted. See response to Comment D17 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  A mechanism for 
updating threatened and endangered species is included in the mitigation commitments 
presented in Section 4.26, Volume II of the FEIS. 
The entire county list has been reviewed for the proposed Segment E project and all 
potential habitats have been investigated.  The construction process would include 
detailed field evaluations and may include plans for those areas that exhibit preferred 
habitats for listed non-protected species.  Plans may include further coordination with 
state or federal resource agency staff.  
See also response to Comment D9 in this table regarding Texas prairie dawn. 

D9 

Commenter is concerned about potential for Texas prairie dawn and mitigation 
for such occurrences. 

See responses to Comments D15 and D17 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  As 
discussed in Section 4.17 Threatened and Endangered Species, Prairie dawn has 
relatively specific habitat requirements, indicators of which are readily identified on true 
color aerial photography.  Areas of interest can be investigated in the field even if in the 
wintertime to confirm habitat suitability.   
 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

D9 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
Study Team members surveyed for areas that had indicators of continuous passive 
land management and/or mima mounds.  Continuous passive land management 
practices, such as heavy grazing and aggressive mowing, can lead to conditions 
conducive to establishment of prairie dawn colonies and/or perpetuation of existing 
prairie dawn colonies because these practices reduce vegetative competition for the 
species.  Prairie dawn is able to tolerate surface soil conditions with elevated salts 
and/or poor soil conditions.  Consequently, ecologists looked for salt stains on the soil 
surface, areas of stressed vegetation or denuded landscapes.  Habitat evaluations can 
also key on associated species.  In addition to the field surveys, Study Team members 
examined aerial photography for evidence of continuous passive land management 
practices, saline surface soils, stressed vegetation, algal mats, and prairie bare spots 
(based on consultation with USACE and information contained in the Hymenoxys 
texana Recovery Plan [USFWS, 1989]). 
See also response to Comment D7 in this table regarding mitigation. 

D10 

Commenter is concerned about impacts to wetlands, wildlife, and habitat. See responses to Comments D10, D11, D12, D13, D22 and D41 in the FEIS, Volume 
IV, Section 2.  Impacts to wildlife and habitat including aquatic habitat and forest 
communities are discussed in Section 4.10 (Wetlands and Vegetative Communities) 
and Section 4.11 (Wildlife), Volume II of the FEIS.  Impacts to the natural environment 
have been first avoided and then minimized to the extent feasible and practicable as 
balanced with other impacts to the economic and cultural environments. 
For unavoidable impacts, a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan, approved by the 
USACE, TPWD, TCEQ, and other reviewing agencies for regulatory and non-regulatory 
resources, will be developed during the Section 404 permitting phase of the project and 
before construction.  
Issuance of a Section 404 Permit will not be sought until further design is complete to 
allow for a complete Section 404 Permit Package including the mitigation plan.  This will 
not occur until after issuance of a ROD; however, the public will be afforded an 
opportunity to comment on the issuance of the Section 404 permit.  This opportunity is 
via the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers with the USACE.  
The USACE will post a notice and opportunity for public hearings on the issuance of 
Section 404 Permits for the Grand Parkway for the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States at specified sites. 
 
 
 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

D11 

Commenter is concerned about loss of wetlands. See responses to Comments D10, D11, D12, D13 and D25 in the FEIS, Volume IV, 
Section 2.  Wetlands are discussed in the FEIS, Volume II, Sections 3.9.1 and 4.9.1, 
Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands, and Section 3.10.1 and 4.10.1, Wetlands.  
Issuance of a Section 404 Permit will not be sought until further design is complete to 
allow for a complete Section 404 Permit Package, including the wetlands mitigation 
plan.  This will not occur until after issuance of a ROD; however, the public will be 
afforded an opportunity to comment on the issuance of the Section 404 permit.  This 
opportunity is via the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers with 
the Corps.  The Corps will post a notice and opportunity for public hearings on the 
issuance of Section 404 Permits for the Grand Parkway for the discharge of dredged or 
fill material into waters of the United States at specified sites. 

D12 
Commenter is concerned about destruction of habitat. See responses to Comments D22 and D26 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Volume 

II, Section 4.10.2 and Section 4.11.1 include discussion of the potential for habitat 
fragmentation due to Segment E of the Grand Parkway. 

D13 

Commenter does not believe in the accuracy and validity of the environmental 
impacts projected to be associated with the Grand Parkway. 

See responses to Comments D9, D20, D21, E3, and G3 in the FEIS, Volume IV, 
Section 2.  The DEIS and the FEIS fully meet the requirements of NEPA and other 
related federal and state laws, rules, and regulations.  In addition to being open to the 
public for review and comment, the methodologies and impact analyses used in these 
documents are approved by and the findings reviewed by all applicable federal, state, 
and local agencies and authorities who exercise jurisdictional authority or special 
expertise over a particular resource.   
For certain evaluations that were conducted, a worst case scenario was proposed.  In 
these instances, the worst case included other projects which were reasonably 
foreseeable. 

D14 

Commenter states that the FEIS does not give an acreage or percentage figure 
for hydric and other soils. 

See response to Comment D19 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The text in Section 
4.2, Volume II of the FEIS states that no substantial impacts to topography, soils, or 
geologic resources are anticipated within the project area.  Other than the localized cut 
and fill areas that would be required by these alignments, no further impacts are 
expected. 
See also response to Comment D11 in this table regarding hydric soils and wetlands. 

D15 

Commenter states, “On December 22, 2007 the Sierra Club saw a Bald Eagle 
flying over a lake near the intersection of Logenbaugh Road and Katy-Hockley 
Road.” 
 

Sighting is noted and will be taken into consideration during final field studies for the 
design phase.  No confirmed sightings of bald eagles or nests are known within the 
project area according to the USFWS; however, the bald eagle could nest along the 
riparian corridor of San Jacinto River or Cypress Creek. Increases in traffic and 
construction noise may elevate stress levels in any potential breeding eagles, possibly 
causing the birds to flee or fail at breeding attempts.    Any confirmed sightings will be 
handled in compliance with applicable USFWS procedures as appropriate by TxDOT,  



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

D15 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
GPA, and/or their contractors. 
Construction outside of the breeding season may be considered to reduce stress levels 
on any eagles that might occur in the area. Since eagles are not known to occur in the 
project area, the project is not expected to have an effect on the bald eagle. However, if 
the project changes or if additional information on the distribution of eagles becomes 
available, the project would be reanalyzed for effects not previously considered, and the 
appropriate construction buffers established by the National Bald Eagle Guidelines 
would be applied to the proposed project. 

D16 
Commenter supports the protection of the Katy Prairie and precious natural 
resources. 

Comment acknowledged. 
See responses to Comments D38 and D42 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  See 
also responses to Comments D2 and E2 in this table. 

D17 

Commenter is concerned with development of a mitigation plan of unavoidable 
adverse effects to NRHP-eligible sites including archeological data recovery 
and full archival documentation.   

See responses to Comments D8 and D27 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Section 
3.18, Volume II of the FEIS discusses cultural resources.  Concurrence on the 
archeological investigations was realized through adherence to the Houston District 
Potential Archeological Liability Map (Houston-PALM) (Abbott, 2001) in coordination 
with the Texas Historical Commission (THC).  As noted in Section 3.18, an 
archeological survey of the Preferred Alternative Alignment was conducted between 
March 2002 and November 2003.  Results of the survey are described in Section 4.18, 
Volume II of the FEIS.  As noted in Section 4.18, a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) has been executed among the FHWA, TxDOT, THC, and the Advisory on 
Historic Preservation to ensure that any archeological materials associated with the 
construction of this project will be properly evaluated, including any accidental 
discovery situations that arise following the archeological field survey. 
As noted in Section 4.18, TxDOT in consultation with SHPO has determined that the 
proposed action has no potential to affect historic properties and that individual project 
coordination with SHPO is not required pursuant to Statewide Programmatic 
Agreement for Cultural Resources between FHWA, SHPO, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and TxDOT. 

D18 

Commenter is concerned about the analysis of air toxics. See response to Comment D9 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Appendix F, Part 4 
provides a detailed methodology of the MSAT analysis.  It should be noted that 
MOBILE6.2 does not include the emission reductions associated with EPA’s 2007 final 
rule, “Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources,” as published in the 
Federal Register (EPA, 2007a); therefore, the MSAT analysis results presented in the 
FEIS likely overestimate future emissions. 
 



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

E Indirect and Cumulative Impacts  

E1 

Commenter is concerned the Grand Parkway will promote additional sprawl and 
unwanted development. 

See response to Comment E1 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Also, the FEIS, 
Volume I, Section 4 or Volume II, Section 5 (Indirect and Cumulative Effects) discusses 
the comparison and other discussions of indirect and cumulative impacts associated 
with the Grand Parkway No-Build versus Build Alternative.  Future development 
predicted to occur under the Build Alternative scenario is similar to that predicted to 
occur under the No-Build Alternative scenario.   

E2 

Commenter is concerned about indirect/ cumulative impact to Katy Prairie. See response to Comment E2 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  Also, the FEIS, 
Volume I, Section 4 or Volume II, Section 5 [Indirect and Cumulative Effects] and 
Volume II, Section 4.10.4 Natural Areas discusses the Katy Prairie.  Direct and indirect 
impacts to the Katy Prairie, along with potential plans to mitigate these impacts, are 
presented in a discussion of indirect and cumulative impacts associated with the Grand 
Parkway.  

E3  

Commenter is concerned the Grand Parkway will give criminals easy access to 
the local communities and increase the crime rate. 

The FBI reports that “many factors influence the amount and type of crime occurring 
from place to place, and shifting variables may cause crime to vary from time to time 
within the same place. 
“Historically, the causes and origins of crime have been the subjects of investigation by 
many disciplines.  Some factors that are known to affect the volume and type of crime 
occurring from place to place are: 
 Population density and degree of urbanization 
 Variations in composition of the population, particularly youth concentration 
 Stability of population with respect to residents’ mobility, commuting patterns, and 

transient factors 
 Modes of transportation and highway system  
 Economic conditions, including median income, poverty level, and job availability 
 Cultural factors and educational, recreational, and religious characteristics 
 Family conditions with respect to divorce and family cohesiveness 
 Climate 
 Effective strength of law enforcement agencies 
 Administrative and investigative emphases of law enforcement 
 Policies of other components of the criminal justice system (i.e., prosecutorial, 

judicial, correctional, and probational) 
  



Table 2. Segment E FEIS Comments and Responses 

NOTE: Comments highlighted with a black box in the first column have been identified as comments not previously addressed in the FEIS dated November 2007. 
 

Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

E3 
(Cont.) 

(Cont.) (Cont.) 
 Citizens’ attitudes toward crime 
 Crime reporting practices of the citizenry” (http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/ 

cius_04/summary/crime_factors/index.html). 
As noted in the FBI’s research, roadways and mobility are but one of many factors that 
affect crime.  There is currently no definitive research on the causal relationship of new 
roadways and crime rates.  For information provided by the FBI on crime, please visit 
the FBI website:  http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/summary/crime_factors/index.html. 

E4 

Commenter is concerned about impacts from secondary development on 
wildlife and stream habitat and natural areas in the Houston region, particularly 
the Katy Prairie, and/or outdoor recreation opportunities, sports such as 
hunting, birding, and fishing. 

Volume I, Section 4 or Volume II, Section 5 [Indirect and Cumulative Effects] of the 
FEIS discusses indirect impacts to wildlife, streams, the Katy Prairie, and other natural 
resources.  Potential impacts to recreation and parks are discussed in the FEIS, 
Volume II, Section 4.3.  Direct impacts and potential plans to mitigate any impacts are 
discussed in Volume II, Section 4 of the FEIS.  After further minimization and avoidance 
measures are not feasible, a compensatory mitigation plan will be developed that 
addresses unavoidable impacts to regulated resources and some unregulated 
resources. 

E5 

Commenter is concerned with increased taxes. See responses to Comments C5 and E10 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The FEIS 
addresses economic impacts both from the Build Alternative and the No-Build 
Alternative in Section 4.4, Economics.  More specifically, as stated in the FEIS, 
Appendix K in Volume III provides more detailed information on tax and employment 
impacts.  Economic effects related to the project alternative are considered beneficial.  
Additionally, please refer to Section 4 of Volume I or Section 5 of Volume II in the FEIS 
for indirect and cumulative impacts assessment. 

E6 

Commenter is concerned about loss of wetlands and floodplains due to the 
quantity and quality of project-induced growth.   

An evaluation of indirect and cumulative effects to wetlands has been included with the 
FEIS (Volume I, Section 4 and Volume II, Section 5).  See also responses to 
Comments E1 and E11 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2. 
Based on the results of the expert panel exercise completed in the cumulative and 
indirect growth analysis, there is essentially no difference between the No Build and 
Build scenarios with respect to the amount of predicted development.  Differences were 
revealed with respect to the density of development and fabric of land uses (the 
location of "office park" type facilities, for example).  The Expert Panel found that both 
with and without the proposed project, build-out is nearly 90 percent in the time window 
evaluated for the project (2025).  
Parks, wetlands, and floodplains are regulated, and these regulations can and do 
require mitigation in most cases for impacts. 
See also response to Comment D3 in this table regarding flooding and drainage. 
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Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

E7 

Commenter is concerned about the Grand Parkway’s effect on the Attwater’s 
Prairie Chicken. 

As discussed in Section 5.3.16 Threatened and Endangered Species, Volume II of the 
FEIS, no direct or indirect impacts to threatened and endangered species are expected 
to occur from the construction of the proposed project.  No known locations of 
Attwater’s prairie chicken nest sites or discrete populations are known to occur within 
the Segment E project area (based on TXNDD file reviews, coordination with USFWS 
and TPWD and field surveys).  Unique or suitable habitats required by the species do 
not occur within the Preferred Alternative Alignment.   
Threatened, endangered, or rare species are not expected to be adversely impacted by 
the proposed project.  However, coordination with USFWS and TPWD would continue 
in order to determine whether additional protected species investigations or 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA are required prior to construction through the 
USACE permitting process.  

E8  

Commenter is concerned about Grand Parkway’s effect on global warming. From a policy standpoint, FHWA’s current approach on the issue of global warming is 
as follows: 
To date, no national standards have been established regarding greenhouse gases, nor 
has EPA established criteria or thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions.  On April 2, 
2007, the Supreme Court issued a decision in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental 
Protection Agency et al. that the USEPA does have authority under the Clean Air Act to 
establish motor vehicle emissions standards for CO2 emissions.  The USEPA is 
currently determining the implications to national policies and programs as a result of 
the Supreme Court decision.  However, the Court’s decision did not have any direct 
implications on requirements for developing transportation projects.   FHWA does not 
believe it is informative at this point to consider greenhouse gas emissions in an EIS. 
The climate impacts of CO2 emissions are global in nature. Analyzing how alternatives 
evaluated in an EIS might vary in their relatively small contribution to a global problem 
will not better inform decisions.  Further, because of the interactions between elements 
of the transportation system as a whole, emissions analyses would be less informative 
than ones conducted at regional, state, or national levels.  Because of these concerns, 
FHWA concludes that we cannot usefully evaluate CO2 emissions in this EIS in the 
same way that we address other vehicle emissions.  FHWA is actively engaged in 
many other activities with the DOT Center for Climate Change to develop strategies to 
reduce transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gasses, particularly CO2 emissions, 
and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate change.  
FHWA will continue to pursue these efforts as productive steps to address this 
important issue.  FHWA will review and update its approach to climate change at both 
the project and policy level as more information emerges and as policies and legal 
requirements evolve.  
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Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

F Environmental Documentation  

F1 

Commenter notes that the study is inadequate and that the GPA failed in its 
duty to keep the public informed and provide up-to-date, accurate information. 

Agency and public involvement is discussed in the FEIS, Volume I, Section 5 and 
Volume II, Section 6 (Agency and Public Coordination).  The GPA has maintained 
continuous public involvement throughout the study effort.  See also responses to 
Comments D9, D20, D21, E3, and G3 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  
The DEIS and FEIS meet all NEPA and CEQ regulations.  The FEIS contains updated 
information and the substantive comments received have been incorporated where 
appropriate.  The FEIS was released and made available for public review and 
comment on December 14, 2007.  All interested parties are welcome to monitor the 
progress of this project at the following website: http://www.grandpky.com. 

F2 Commenter asked that the comment period for review of the 2007 FEIS be 
extended.  The comment period end date was January 14, 2008. 

In response to public requests, the end of comment period was extended from January 
14, 2008 to January 31, 2008. 

F3 

Commenter states, “…there is no apparent documentation or explanation 
regarding what changes, if any, were made in direct response to the public input 
and recommendation,” submitted on the DEIS. 
 

Volume IV, Section 2 of the FEIS presents the responses to comments on the Segment 
E DEIS.  The FEIS incorporates changes that resulted from comments received 
regarding the Segment E DEIS.  For example, in response to public comment, the FEIS 
includes an updated indirect and cumulative impacts analysis. 
All interested parties are welcome to monitor the progress of this project at the following 
website: http://www.grandpky.com 

F4 

Commenter concerned that because of the accuracy or inaccuracy of the 100- 
year floodplain revisions for Cypress Creek in the 2004 Tropical Storm Allison 
Research Project (TSARP), the design of Segment E should not be based on 
currently available floodplain and floodway data. 

The analysis of floodplain impacts for Segment E is presented in Volume II, Section 
4.12.2 of the FEIS.  See also response to Comment D1 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 
2.   
FEMA develops Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP).  These maps are developed following very well defined federal 
regulations that allow for constituent input, review, revisions, and appeals.  The existing 
FIRMs have been effective for many years and withstood the rigid federal process.   
Since the release of the DEIS, the Tropical Storm Allison Recovery Project (TSARP) 
has produced Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs) for Harris County.  These 
maps have undergone the necessary regulatory review process, were finalized in 2006, 
and have become effective as of June 18, 2007 (TSARP, 2007).   
See also response to Comment D3.  The floodways and floodplains from the Harris 
County Preliminary 2006 DFIRMs were transferred onto the project mapping in the GIS.  
A comparative analysis of the Preliminary 2006 flood boundaries represented herein 
and the June 18, 2007 effective flood boundaries indicate no substantive differences 
within the Grand Parkway Segments E, F-1, F-2, and G study areas.   
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Comment 
Category1 Comment Response 

F5 

Difficult to discern whether the FEIS is referring to all four proposed segments 
of the Grand Parkway or just to Segment E. 

See discussion in the FEIS Summary (Volume I) and the Document Organization Chart 
and Introduction of Volume I and Volume II.  See also response to Comment F5 in the 
FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2. 
FHWA, TxDOT, and the Grand Parkway Association concurred that this organizational 
structure was considered the most efficient way to handle segments of independent 
utility and address concerns and comments from the resource agencies.  Volume I of 
the EIS includes analyses and results common to all four segments.  It presents all four 
segments, including project description, need and purpose, alternatives considered, 
affected environment, indirect and cumulative effects, and agency and public 
coordination.  Volume II provides a detailed assessment of an individual segment 
relative to the specific study area.  It presents issues, permits, and federal actions 
particular to each segment, including the need and purpose, alternatives considered, 
affected environment, environmental consequences, avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures, indirect effects, and agency and public coordination associated 
with that segment.  Volume III contains Exhibits and Appendices referenced throughout 
both Volumes I and II of the EIS.   
See also response to Comment B9 in this table regarding SIU. 

F6 

Commenter is concerned with the reduction of ADT in base year to 2015 No-
Build ADT in Table 2-4 for the segment of IH 610 from IH 10 to US 290. 

The base year traffic results presented in the FEIS Volumes I and II, Section 2, Table 2-
4 pooled the following three areas of traffic: IH 610 between IH 10 and US 290, IH 10 at 
its intersection with IH 610, and US 290 at its intersection with IH 610.  However, the 
analysis of 2015 and 2025 traffic in this area was subdivided and only the component of 
traffic along IH 610 alone was output with the model results presented in Table 2-4.  
Therefore, the base year results were much greater than the future years; the base 
year was accounting for more highway segments.  This was not explained in the text 
and unfortunately has caused some confusion about this small portion of the traffic 
data.  It should be noted that the Build Alternative traffic for the future years 2015 and 
2025 were modeled in the same way as the No-Build future traffic.  Therefore, one can 
see from Table 2-4 of Volume II that the ADT predicted with the Build Alternative in 
2025 is approximately 8 percent less than the ADT predicted with the No-Build 
Alternative in 2025. 

F7 

Commenter states, “…the FEIS uses 2000 aerial photography, which is 8 years 
old, which underestimates growth near Downtown Houston and other areas 
closer to the center of the Houston area.  This biases where growth is in the 
FEIS narrative.” 

See response to Comment F10 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2 for a discussion of 
the Corridor Study and land use analysis. 
It is correct that development trends presented in the FEIS, Volume I, Section 3.3 were 
predicted based on information up through 2000.  Although the Expert Panel initially 
convened in 2000 to address the land use issues, members of the Study Team have 
continued to coordinate with members of the panel or the organizations they represent 
to regularly update information.  
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G General Comments  

G1 Commenter would like a public hearing for the FEIS for Segment E of the Grand 
Parkway. 

All requirements of NEPA have been met and no additional Public Hearing will be held. 
See responses to Comments C4, F1, G3, and G4 in this table. 

G2 Commenter states, “Please leave our prairie alone.” Comment acknowledged. 
See also response to Comment E2 in this table. 

G3 Commenter notes that he/she and other residents were never made aware of 
the proposed project or its potential impacts to them and their property.   

Comment acknowledged. 
See response to Comment C4 in this table. 

G4 

Commenter asserts that the document/ project lacked public involvement. Agency and public involvement is discussed in the FEIS, Volume I, Section 5 and 
Volume II, Section 6 (Agency and Public Coordination).  As documented in the above 
referenced sections, public involvement efforts have been ongoing and extensive.  The 
public involvement process has been conducted in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA and following CEQ and FHWA guidelines.  The GPA has maintained a 
continuous public involvement effort throughout the study effort.   
See also responses to Comments C4, and F1 in this table. 

G5 Commenter is opposed to any development project that fails to recognize areas 
as a precious and dwindling resource for wildlife, including birds. 

Comment acknowledged.  See responses to Comments D22 and D41 in the FEIS, 
Volume IV, Section 2.  See also response to Comment A1 in this table. 

G6 

Commenter is concerned that the project will encourage more driving, which will 
increase dependency on oil; this project is an energy issue, and planners 
should be looking for alternative modes of transportation. 
 

Energy is discussed in Section 4.21 in Volume II of the FEIS.  See also response to 
Comment D43 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2. 
While energy would be expended in the construction of the project, annual energy 
savings due to reduced vehicle miles traveled suggest that the project would have a net 
benefit to energy use in the long-term.   

G7 

Commenter states, “Nowhere in the FEIS is there any reference to the historical 
experience with other similar road projects in the region…” 
 

Comment acknowledged. 
Section 4.4.2.5 of Volume I and Section 5.4.2.5 of Volume II in the FEIS address the 
subject of identifying other “Reasonably Foreseeable Actions” that may affect resources 
and projects currently under study. 
 

G8 

Commenter is concerned about impacts specific to the actual construction 
process; commenter states that the FEIS should include draft plans for 
implementation of dust control, spill control, BMPs, the SWPPP, and exotic 
species control. 

See responses to Comments D4 and D5 in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 2.  The plans 
for avoiding impacts due to construction activities are summarized in the FEIS Volume 
II, Section 4.22 (Construction Impacts), which discusses fugitive dust, spill control, 
effects to water quality, and the use of BMPs.  No invasive or noxious species would be 
used to revegetate the ROW and soil disturbance would be minimized to ensure that 
invasive species do not establish in the ROW.    

 




