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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Tyler District proposes to widen and 
reconstruct US Highway 271, from Farm to Market Road (FM) 16 in Smith County, north, 
around State Loop (SL) 485 in Gladewater, Texas, to the Gregg/Upshur County line. The 
functional classification of US 271 is a rural principal arterial, while SL 485 is classified as a 
suburban minor arterial facility.  The length of the project is approximately 10.4 miles as 
shown on a vicinity map and US Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map in Appendix A. 
Proposed improvements include expanding the existing two-lane roadway to a four-lane 
divided highway and reconstructing at-grade intersections at State Highway (SH) 135, SL 485 
(south of Gladewater), US 80, SL 485 (north of Gladewater) and FM 2275. A total of 
approximately 123.02 acres of new right-of-way (ROW) and 1.95 acres of temporary 
easements would be required.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the social, economic, and environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and determines whether such impacts warrant preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The planning process for this project follows 
TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) environmental policies and procedures in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The EA will be made available 
for public review during a public comment period; subsequently, TxDOT will consider any 
comments submitted. Once the comment period is over, TxDOT will prepare a final EA. If TxDOT 
determines there are no significant adverse effects, it will prepare and sign a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), which will be made available to the public. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

2.1 Existing Facility 

The project begins at FM 16 in Smith County, where US 271 transitions from a rural four-lane 
section with a 54-foot depressed median, to a two-lane rural section with 12-foot lanes and 
8-foot shoulders. This two-lane rural section continues north to SH 135. The existing ROW 
width within this section is 130 feet. See Existing Section – US 271 N of FM 16 to SH 135 in 
Appendix D. 

At SH 135, the existing two-lane section transitions to an undivided four-lane facility with 12-
foot lanes and 10-foot shoulders, which continue north to the intersection with SL 485. The 
existing ROW width within this section is 130 feet. See Existing Section – US 271 from SH 
135 up to Sabine River Bridge in Appendix D. This section includes a 1,187.5-foot, multi-span 
bridge over the Sabine River. The existing bridge is a single structure with four, 14-foot travel 
lanes and two raised 3-foot shoulders/sidewalks (curbed). See Existing Section –Sabine River 
Bridge in Appendix D. 

SL 485 begins at its southern terminus with US 271 as a two-lane section with 12-foot lanes 
and 8-foot shoulders. SL 485 continues east and north to the intersection of US 80 around 
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Gladewater. See Existing Section – SL 485 US 271 to UPRR Bridge/SL 485 UPRR Bridge to 
US 80 in Appendix D. This section includes a 145-foot, three-span bridge over the Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) with two, 12-foot lanes and 8-foot shoulders.  

From US 80 north, SL 485 transitions to a four-lane section with 12-foot lanes and 4-foot 
shoulders, continuing north and west to its northern terminus with US 271. The existing ROW 
width within this section varies from 160 feet to 200 feet. See Existing Section – SL 485 from 
130’ N of US 80 to US 271 in Appendix D. 

From the northern terminus of SL 485, US 271 continues north as a two-lane section with 12-
foot travel lanes, no existing shoulders, and a 14-foot two-way left-turn lane. The existing ROW 
width within this section is 100 feet. This section continues to the end the project limits at the 
Upshur County line. 

Photographs of the existing roadway are included in Appendix B: Project Photographs (Photo 
82 to 86). 

2.2 Proposed Facility 

The proposed project improvements include widening US 271, from FM 16 in Smith County, 
north, around SL 485 in Gladewater, to the Gregg/Upshur County line. Approximately 123.02 
acres of new ROW and 1.95 acres of temporary easements are required to accommodate the 
proposed improvements.  

The project proposes to widen US 271, between FM 16 and SH 135, to a four-lane divided 
highway with a 76-foot depressed median. The proposed facility includes two, 12-foot lanes 
in each direction with 10-foot outside shoulders and 4-foot inside shoulders. The proposed 
ROW width within this section varies from 213 feet to 370 feet. See Proposed Section 1 – US 
271 in Appendix D.  

From SH 135, north, to the southern terminus of SL 485, the project proposes to transition 
US 271 to a five-lane, undivided section with four, 12-foot travel lanes, 10-foot outside 
shoulders and a 16-foot two-way left-turn lane. The proposed ROW width within this section 
varies from 180 feet to 378 feet.  See Proposed Section 2 – US 271 in Appendix D. Also, 
within this section, the project proposes to reconstruct the existing 1,187.5-foot bridge 
structure crossing the Sabine River.  

The project proposes to widen and reconstruct SL 485, from its southern terminus at US 271, 
north to the UPRR bridge, to a five-lane, undivided facility with four, 12-foot travel lanes, 10-
foot outside shoulders and a 16-foot two-way left-turn lane. The proposed ROW width within 
this section varies from 180 feet to 378 feet. See Proposed Section 1 – SL 485 in Appendix 
D. Within this section, the project proposes to realign East Commerce Street approximately 
100 feet to the south of the existing alignment due to its proximity to the UPRR overpass.  

From the UPRR bridge to just north of US 80, the project proposes to construct a low-speed, 
five-lane, curb-and-gutter section with 12-foot inside lanes, 14-foot outside lanes (with an 
additional 2-foot offset to face of curb) and a 16-foot two-way left-turn lane. The proposed 
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ROW width within this section varies from 152 feet to 360 feet. See Proposed Section 2 – SL 
485 in Appendix D. Within this section, the existing UPRR bridge would be reconstructed from 
a three-span to a single-span bridge over the railroad as requested by UPRR. 

From north of US 80, north, to the intersection with US 271, the project proposes to 
reconstruct SL 485 as a five-lane, undivided section with four, 12-foot travel lanes, 10-foot 
outside shoulders and a 16-foot two-way left-turn lane. The proposed ROW width within this 
section varies from 180 feet to 295 feet.  In coordination with the Longview Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), the project proposes a 12-foot multi-use path inside SL 485 
around Gladewater.   

The project proposes to reconstruct US 271, north of SL 485 to the Upshur County Line, as a 
low-speed, five-lane, curb-and-gutter section with 12-foot inside lanes, 14-foot outside lanes 
(with an additional 2-foot offset to face of curb) , a 16-foot two-way left-turn lane and 6-foot 
sidewalks directly adjacent the back of curb on both sides of the roadway. The proposed ROW 
width within this section varies from 110 feet to 156 feet. 

Bicycle and pedestrian traffic would be accommodated with 10-foot wide outside shoulder 
from FM 16 on US 271 to US 80 on SL 485. From US 80 north to the intersection with US 
271, project proposes a 12-foot multi-use path along SL 485 around Gladewater. Continuing 
northeast on US 271, the project proposes 6-foot sidewalks directly adjacent the back of curb 
on both sides of the roadway.  

2.2.1 Logical Termini and Independent Utility 

Federal regulations require that federally funded transportation projects have logical termini 
(23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771.111(f)(1)). Simply stated, this means that a project 
must have rational beginning and end points. Those end points may not be created simply to 
avoid proper analysis of environmental impacts. Logical termini for the proposed 
improvements to US 271 are from FM 16 in Smith County, north, around SL 485 in 
Gladewater, to the Gregg/Upshur County line because these roadways represent rational end 
points for the transportation improvements and for review of the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project.  

Federal regulations require that a project have independent utility and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no other transportation improvements are made in the area (23 CFR 
771.111(f)(2)). This means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself, and that the 
project not compel further expenditures to make the project useful. Stated another way, a 
project must be able to satisfy its purpose and need with no other projects being built. US 
271/SL 485 Project has independent utility because the proposed improvements can be 
accomplished without additional improvements in the proposed project limits. The project 
limits encompass the entire length of the project in which construction would take place and 
account for transitions into the existing roadway. Because the project stands alone, it cannot 
and does not irretrievably commit future federal funds. 
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Federal law prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives for other 
reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements (23 CFR 771.111(f)(3)). This means 
that a project must not dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives.  This project has 
independent utility and would not restrict the consideration of alternatives for other 
foreseeable transportation improvements. 

2.2.2 Transportation Plans and Programs 

The project is expected to be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 extends from FM 16 in Smith 
County north to SL 485 in the city of Gladewater. Phase 2 involves the widening of the existing 
SL 485 around the east side of Gladewater and then continuing along US 271 to the Upshur 
County line. Phase 1 (CSJs 0165-02-061 and 0165-03-036) are included in the 2019-2022 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Phase 2 Construction is expected to 
be funded in 2026, based on current financial forecasts. The estimated total cost for Phase 
1 of the project is approximately $54 million from both state and federal funding. At this time, 
the estimated total cost of Phase 2 has not been determined.  

The section of the project within Smith County is not located in Longview or Tyler MPOs.  

Sections of the project within Gregg County are included in the Mobility 2045 Longview MPO 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Longview MPO 2019). The Plan includes US 271 and 
SL 485 as principal arterials. Additionally, the project is listed in the Longview MPO 2021-
2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  

Pages from the STIP, TIP and Mobility 2045 are included in Appendix E—Plan and Program 
Excerpts. 

3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

3.1 Need 

This project is needed to improve system connectivity of the US 271 corridor from FM 16 in 
Smith County north, around SL 485 in Gladewater, Texas, to the Gregg/Upshur County line 
because the existing two-lane highway inadequately interfaces with other important highway 
facilities, resulting in inefficient freight and commuter mobility throughout the project area. 

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data 

The US 271 corridor is a regionally significant tristate route connecting Tyler, the highway’s 
southern terminus, with Oklahoma and ultimately Fort Smith, Arkansas. Locally, US 271 in 
Gregg County provides vital connections to US 80 and SH 135, both which significantly 
contribute to local economies. US 80 in Gladewater is a four-lane, east-west corridor 
connecting Longview and Marshall to the east, and Hawkins, Mineola and Dallas to the west. 
SH 135 south of Gladewater, currently a two-lane highway, is in the plans, specifications and 
estimates (PS&E) phase of design to become a four-lane facility connecting US 271 with 
Kilgore, Overton and Jacksonville to the south. The interface of these economically valuable 
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highways with a two-lane US 271 facility creates an inefficient transportation system within 
the project area.  

The majority of US 271 corridor in Texas is part of the Texas Highway Freight Network; 
however, the project area is the only section of US 271 between I-30 and I-20 that is a two-
lane highway – the entirety of the US 271 corridor north of Gregg County, through Upshur, 
Camp and Titus counties, to the intersection with I-30 in Mount Pleasant, is a four-lane facility. 
Similarly, the section of US 271 from I-20, north, to FM 16 is four-lanes. The reduced number 
of US 271 lanes in the project area grossly inhibits system connectivity, and inherently 
increases congestion and operational safety.  

According to 2018 data from Texas Department of Transportation’s Statewide Planning Map, 
approximately 15.5 percent of annual average daily traffic (AADT) throughout the project area 
is attributed to freight trucks. Along SL 485, between US 80 and Business 271, truck traffic 
increases to more than 23 percent of AADT.  

The existing two-lane configuration of US 271 in the project area is inadequate to 
accommodate current and future traffic volumes thereby reducing operational safety and level 
of service.  

3.3 Purpose 

The purpose of the project is to improve connectivity on US 271 between FM 16 in Smith 
County, north around Gladewater, to the Upshur County line. 

4.0 ALTERNATIVES  

4.1 Build Alternative  

The Build Alternative would widen the existing highway. The project limits are from FM 16 in 
Smith County north around SL 485 in Gladewater, Texas, to the Gregg/Upshur County line. 
The project length is approximately 10.4 miles and traverses the City of Gladewater, and Smith 
and Gregg Counties. The proposed improvements would require ROW acquisition of 
approximately 123.07 acres of new ROW and 1.95 acres of temporary easements.  See 
Section 2.2 for more details. 

The Build Alternative was selected because it would improve system connectivity along the 
US 271/ SL 485 corridor and in the surrounding area. The Build Alternative has been designed 
to minimize environmental and human impacts as much as practicable while addressing the 
connectivity issues on the current US 271/SL 485. 

4.2 No-Build Alternative  

Under the No-Build Alternative, the existing US. 271/SL 485 road would not be modified. The 
No-Build Alternative assumes that no transportation improvements beyond the continued 
maintenance of the existing facility would occur. This alternative would not improve system 
connectivity within the project area; therefore, it would not meet the need and purpose of the 
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project. The No-Build alternative will be carried forward as a baseline against which the 
recommended alternative will be compared. 

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Future 
Consideration   

Three build alternatives, Left Alternative, Right Alternative, and Center Alternative were 
designed and considered for environmental and engineering constraints and public input.  All 
three alternatives are similar, proposing the same lane configuration and design speed. The 
alternatives differed in how the alignment was shifted in relation to the existing roadway 
centerline:  

• Left Alternative - generally widens to the left (north)of the existing centerline; 
• Right Alternative - generally widens to the right (south) of the existing centerline; and 
• Center Alternative - generally widens to both sides of the existing centreline. 

The three build alternatives were brought to the public at the first public meeting held on April 
24, 2018.  Meeting attendees were encouraged to review the three alternatives, discuss the 
project with the project team and provide comments.  In addition to voicing their questions 
and concerns, the public was provided the opportunity to identify their preferred alternative 
by submitting an official comment.   

Following the public meeting, the three alternatives were evaluated in a matrix that considered 
engineering criteria, cost constraints, environmental resources, and public input. Using the 
matrix and public comment, study team developed a fourth alternative to be carried forward 
as the preferred alternative and is evaluated in this EA. This preferred alternative is a 
combination of all three alternative adjusted to reduce ROW, environmental, and engineering 
impacts.  

The three build alternatives presented to the public in April 2018 were eliminated from further 
consideration. 

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES   

In support of this EA, the following reports were prepared: 

• Archaeological Resources Survey Report  
• Tier I Site Assessment 
• Species Analysis Form & Species Analysis Spreadsheet  
• Community Impact Assessment Technical Report  
• Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA)  
• Historical Resources Survey Report  
• Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report  
• Water Resources Technical Report 
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The technical reports may be inspected and copied upon request at the TxDOT Tyler District 
office located at 2709 W. Front Street, Tyler, Texas, 75702. 

The following sub-sections identify the environmental consequence of the Build and No-Build 
Alternative on each resource. 

5.1 Right-of-Way/Displacements 

Build Alternative: The Build Alternative would require the acquisition of approximately 123.02 
acres of new (additional) ROW and 1.95 acres of temporary easements (see Appendix C: 
Schematics). The additional ROW and easements would be acquired from 79 parcels in Smith 
County and 90 parcels in Gregg County.  

The proposed project would result: 37 residential, 8 commercial, and 7 other displacements. 
The potential displacements are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 – Summary of Potential Displacements 
Type of Displacement Number of Displacement 

Single-Family Residential  37 
Commercial  8 
Non-residential and non-commercial displacements 7 
Source: Design Schematic (October 2020), US 271/SL 485 Community Impacts Assessment 
(2019), and Design Revision Memo (2020). 

For this assessment, a structure that is anticipated to be touched by the proposed ROW 
was determined to be a displacement.  The displacement information presented is based on 
the proposed ROW presented in Appendix C: Preferred Alternative Schematics. 

The displacements are outlined in detail in the Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) 
Technical Report and Design Revision Memo (dated November 10, 2020) on file at the TxDOT 
Tyler District Office however, they are not expected to result in major changes in land use 
patterns, economic conditions, social interactions or access to public facilities within the 
communities in the study area.  It is anticipated that the potential displacements listed above 
would be able to find nearby sites in the project vicinity where they can relocate, if they cannot 
relocate on-site.  One business, FourStates Wholesale Distribution, may be unique to the 
project area; however, there are nearby sites along US 271 that could be suitable for 
relocation without adversely affecting the community. 

Residential and business displacements would be expected to result in some temporary, 
negative effects to the local tax revenues.  Based on current information available, there are 
comparable and available homesites and commercial properties and/or land available in the 
project vicinity to where these residences and businesses could relocate nearby the project 
and their current locations. 

TxDOT would be responsible for the ROW acquisitions. Acquisition and relocation assistance 
would be in accordance with the TxDOT Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocation Assistance 
Program. Consistent with the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) policy, as mandated 
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by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (URARPAA), 
as amended in 1987, TxDOT would provide relocation resources (including any applicable 
special provisions or programs) to all displaced persons without discrimination.  The available 
structures must also be open to persons regardless of race, color, religion, or nationality and 
be within the financial means of those individuals affected.  All property owners from whom 
property is needed are entitled to receive just compensation for their land and property.  Just 
compensation is based upon the fair market value of the property.  Through its Relocation 
Assistance Program, TxDOT also provides payment and services to aid in movement to a new 
location. 

Relocation assistance is available to all individuals, families, businesses, farmers, and non-
profit organizations displaced as a result of the state highway project or other transportation 
project.  Thus, assistance applies to tenants as well as owners occupying the real property 
needed for the project. As stated previously, assistance would be provided should the local 
existing housing market be insufficient for relocation. TxDOT would complete a survey of the 
housing market and provide housing supplements to displaced residents, if necessary.   The 
TxDOT Relocation Office would also help displaced businesses to aid in their satisfactory 
relocation with a minimum delay and loss in earnings. The proposed project would proceed to 
construction only when all displaced residents have been provided the opportunity to be 
relocated to adequate replacement sites. No special relocation considerations or measures 
to resolve relocation concerns have been identified to date. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, no project-related ROW would be 
acquired and there would be no relocations or displacements associated with the proposed 
project.  

5.2 Land Use 

The proposed project is located within Smith and Gregg Counties, and traverses the City of 
Gladewater, and unincorporated areas in the counties. 

Land surrounding the existing ROW consists primarily of agricultural lands, with a mixture of 
residential properties, and commercial and/or light industrial properties scattered along the 
ROW. The northeastern portion of the project, near the City of Gladewater, is more urbanized 
and lined with several commercial properties. The western portion of the project is more rural, 
scattered with homesteads on larger acreage plots. Additionally, the Gladewater Municipal 
Airport is located southwest of the City of Gladewater, within the project corridor.  

Build Alternative: The approximately 123.02 acres of new ROW and 1.95 acres of temporary 
easements, currently designated as residential, agricultural, retail, commercial, airport, 
industrial, and undeveloped land would be converted to transportation ROW; however, the 
proposed project would not substantially alter the existing land use in the area. 

TxDOT initiated coordination with FAA, Gladewater Municipal Airport, and TxDOT Aviation 
Division throughout the design process. None of the protected airspaces at Gladewater 
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Municipal Airport are anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project. Coordination with 
entities involved will continue during PS&E. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, the additional ROW would not be 
obtained and there would be no land use impacts. 

5.3 Farmland 

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) database, the proposed project area contains prime farmland soils. Table 2 
identifies the soil map units within the project area and farmland classification according to 
the USDA website (NRCS 2019). 

Table 2 – Soil Units and Farmland Classification for the US 271/SL 485 Improvements 

Soil Name Symbol Farmland Classification 

Bienville loamy fine sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes BeB Not prime farmland 

Bowie fine sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes BoB All areas are prime farmland 

Bowie fine sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes BoC All areas are prime farmland 

Bowie fine sandy loam, 5 to 8 percent slopes BoD Not prime farmland 

Bowie-Urban land complex, 2 to 5 percent slopes BuC Not prime farmland 

Briley loamy fine sand, 1 to 5 percent slopes ByC Farmland of statewide importance 

Cuthbert fine sandy loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes CbE Not prime farmland 

Cuthbert fine sandy loam, 5 to 20 percent slopes CfE Not prime farmland 

Cuthbert gravelly fine sandy loam, 12 to 30 percent slo pes CgE Not prime farmland 

Darco loamy fine sand, 1 to 6 percent slopes DaC Not prime farmland 

Freestone fine sandy loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes FrB All areas are prime farmland 

Gallime fine sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes GaB All areas are prime farmland 

Lulus fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded Iu Not prime farmland 

Kirvin gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes KgC Not prime farmland 

Kirvin soils, graded, 3 to 8 percent slopes KsC Not prime farmland 

Kullit very fine sandy loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes KtB All areas are prime farmland 

Latch-Mollville, frequently ponded complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes LaA Not prime farmland 

Lilbert loamy fine sand, 2 to 5 percent slopes LbC Not prime farmland 

Lilbert loamy fine sand, 1 to 6 percent slopes LtC Not prime farmland 

Mattex loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded Ma Not prime farmland 

Mollville very fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes MoA Prime farmland if drained 

Oil wasteland Ow Not prime farmland 

Redsprings very gravelly sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes RdC Not prime farmland 
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Soil Name Symbol Farmland Classification 

Redsprings very gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 25 percent sl opes RdE Not prime farmland 

Ruston fine sandy loam, 3 to 5 percent slopes RuC All areas are prime farmland 

Sacul fine sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes SaC Not prime farmland 

Sacul fine sandy loam, 5 to 12 percent slopes SaD Not prime farmland 

Tenaha loamy fine sand, 8 to 20 percent slopes TeE Not prime farmland 

Estes clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, frequently flooded Ur Not prime farmland 

Wrightsville-Raino complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes WrA Farmland of statewide importance 

Source: NRCS 2019 

 

Build Alternative: In compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981, 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form NRCS-CPA-106 was completed because the 
proposed project would convert farmland subject to FPPA to a non-agricultural, transportation 
use. Because the site assessment score in Part VI of the form was less than 59 (actual score 
is 46), the project does not require coordination with the NRCS. A copy of Form NRCS-CPA-
106 can be found in the FPPA supporting documentation.   

Farmland impacts would be limited to areas directly adjacent to the existing US 271/SL 
485 project corridor and would not result in the division or separation of existing agricultural 
land. Farmlands would continue to function as they do under existing conditions; therefore, 
encroachment- alteration effects stemming from farmland impacts are not anticipated as a 
result of the Build Alternative. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to farmland would occur. 
Undeveloped lands used for agriculture would continue to be used as such. 

5.4 Utility Relocations  

The existing utilities along the proposed project include water lines, sewer lines, gas lines, 
overhead electrical and telephone lines.  

Build Alternative: It is reasonably foreseeable that utilities will have to be relocated as a result 
of this project. The impacts resulting from removal of any utilities from within existing highway 
right-of-way have been considered as part of the project impacts under each of the resource 
area subheadings within this environmental assessment. Additionally, if utilities will be re-
located within highway right-of-way, then the impacts resulting from re-installation of the 
utilities within highway right-of-way has also been considered as part of the project impacts 
under each of the resource area subheadings within this environmental assessment. To the 
extent that the owner of any displaced utility determines to re-install the displaced utility at a 
location outside of highway right-of-way, such location will be determined by the owner of the 
utility subject to the rules and policies governing the utility relocation process. 
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No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative there would be no project-related impacts 
to utilities. Emergency service response would continue to be hindered connectivity issues. 

5.5 Bicycles and Pedestrian Facilities  

Build Alternative: In accordance with TxDOT’s Guidelines for Emphasizing Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Accommodations, which complies with USDOT’s March 11, 2010 Policy Statement 
on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations, the inclusion 
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be implemented as part of the proposed project. 
Bicycle and pedestrian traffic would be accommodated with 10-foot wide outside shoulder 
from FM 16 on US 271 to US 80 on SL 485. From US 80 north to the intersection with US 
271, project proposes a 12-foot multi-use path along SL 485 around Gladewater. Continuing 
northeast on US 271, the project proposes 6-foot sidewalks directly adjacent the back of curb 
on both sides of the roadway.  

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, bicycle and pedestrian facilities would 
not be constructed. 

5.6 Community Impacts  

Build Alternative: A detailed discussion of the community impacts can be found in the CIA 
Technical Report for the proposed project. The following paragraphs summarize the findings.  

Access Changes 
The proposed project is anticipated to have positive impacts to access patterns due to the 
increased roadway capacity and new shared use path and sidewalks. On US 271, between 
FM 16 and SH 135, the addition of a median and median breaks would cause changes to 
access and travel patterns along this section of roadway.  The median breaks would allow 
drivers to make protected turns and U-turns in designated areas, increasing travel safety. 
Access to adjacent properties would be maintained through reconstructed driveways and no 
other medians would be proposed that would inhibit access from either direction of the 
roadway. Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations as well as the additional travel and center 
turn lane improvements are included in the proposed project which would provide a positive 
impact to adjacent and nearby properties. The proposed project would positively impact 
access and travel patterns in the community. These positive impacts are not anticipated to 
cause indirect effects to this or other roadways. 

Public Facilities and Services 
Emergency service responders may see improvements in overall traffic flow and travel times. 
The City of Gladewater Fire and Police Departments, as well as the Smith and Gregg County 
Sheriff’s Offices would be notified of the construction start dates and any potential detour 
routes. Construction activities are not expected to cause substantial delays or access issues 
for emergency service vehicles. Construction of the proposed roadway could provide 
enhanced access and reduced response times for local emergency services. 
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The proposed project would not displace any community facilities or public services or change 
the way people access these services or facilities. Currently along the roadway, motor vehicles 
are the main mode of travel, the addition of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations would 
provide additional modes of travel for people to use local services and facilities, such as, 
Gladewater Middle School and/or Weldon Elementary School. No public facilities would be 
displaced or relocated as a result of the Build Alternative. 

Community Cohesion 
The US 271 and SL 485 roadway improvements would increase mobility and operational 
safety along both roadways and in the region. Negative changes to access to participate in 
local activities are not expected. Access to local services and facilities are not anticipated to 
be adversely affected by the public and would remain the same as currently present. The 
depressed median and crossover areas along US 271, along with the creation of a cul-de-sac 
on CR 3107, would result in permanent changes to access to homes and businesses from FM 
16 to SL 485. The realignment of E. Commerce Avenue at SL 485 would result in an impact 
to one displaced property; however, would provide a safer intersection for the traveling public. 

The proposed improvements are not anticipated to effect, separate, or isolate any distinct 
neighborhoods, ethnic groups, or specific groups as US 271 and SL 485 are existing 
roadways. 

Environmental Justice 
An environmental justice (EJ) analysis was completed in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 
12898 and a detailed discussion of the EJ can be found in the CIA Technical Report.  

The proposed roadway improvements are anticipated to improve mobility, add capacity, and 
enhance safety for the community and traveling public. The project would improve pedestrian 
utilization through the creation of sidewalks. Environmental justice populations are present 
within the project area.  Displaced residences, businesses and other areas in minority 
population areas have been minimized and the majority of other displaced residences, 
businesses and other areas are affected similarly to the displacements in minority population 
areas.  No existing neighborhoods would be divided or isolated, and disruptions to daily 
activities and facilities are not anticipated.  There are no low-income communities identified 
by the census data at the block group level. No disproportionately high and adverse impacts 
on minority or low-income populations are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

Limited English Proficiency  
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) is defined as persons who speak English "less than very well". 
Spanish speaking persons were identified in 1 of the 6 Block Groups within the study area. 
Block Group 1 (CT 9506, Upshur County) had a Spanish-speaking LEP population of 0.54% 
of the total population. LEP populations speaking "Other Indo-European languages," Asian 
and Pacific Island Languages," or "Other Languages" were not identified in any of the other 
block groups in Smith and Gregg counties within the study area. 
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Spanish translation services were made available at the two public meetings in 2018. Public 
hearing translation services were available for requests for the hearing on May 20, 2021, 
however, no translation requests were made. Reasonable steps have been and would 
continue to be taken to ensure LEP persons have meaningful access to the programs, 
services, and information TxDOT provides. Persons who have special communication or 
accommodation needs, or need an interpreter, have been, and will continue to be encouraged 
to contact the TxDOT Tyler District Public Information Office for assistance. Therefore, the 
requirements of EO 13166, pertaining to LEP, have been satisfied. 

No-Build Alternative: The No-Build Alternative would not cause any community impacts as the 
proposed improvements would not be constructed. 

5.7 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts  

Visual and aesthetic qualities of an area include topography, water features, woodlands, 
agriculture, buildings, businesses, and residences. Existing visual and aesthetic resources in 
the study area can be viewed by drivers and passengers, residents near the roadway, and 
visitors of businesses and residences. Along US 271 from FM 16 to just west of the Sabine 
River, the general character of the community consists primarily of scattered rural land uses 
with single family homes, manufactured homes, churches, small businesses, agricultural 
fields and undeveloped forested tracts. Development has occurred more frequently along 
US 271 near its intersection with SL 485, east of the Sabine River. 

Build Alternative: Visual impacts along the proposed project would vary by location and 
existing topography within the project area. The area is currently crisscrossed by a network of 
municipal roads; therefore, the addition of the new lanes is not anticipated to appreciably 
change the visual environment and there are no new proposed grade-separations. Views, both 
from and of, the facility are anticipated to change slightly at locations where the proposed 
grade would be altered from the existing grade.  

Landscaping would not be included as a part of the proposed project, however, will likely be part 
of the construction phase of the project. Existing overhead lighting would be impacted by the 
widening of the existing roadway and would be relocated as part of the project construction. 

The proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect aesthetics; therefore, mitigation is 
not warranted. 

No-Build Alternative: The No-Build Alternative would not result in project-related visual impacts 
along the existing corridor as the proposed improvements would not be constructed. 

5.8 Cultural Resources  

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of 
related structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries and objects. Evaluation 
of impacts to cultural resources has been conducted under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement among 
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FHWA, TxDOT, the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings 

5.8.1 Archaeology 

The purpose of the archeological investigation is to conduct an inventory or determine 
the presence/absence of archeological resources (36 CFR 800.4) and to evaluate identified 
resources for their eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as 
per Section 106 (36 CFR 800) of the NHPA of 1966, as amended, or as a designated state 
archeological landmark (SAL) under the Antiquities Code of Texas (13 Texas Administrative 
Code 26.12). 

Build Alternative: Background research for this project consisted of an online records search 
through the Texas Historical Commission’s (THC) Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas; 2016) and 
a review of historical maps and aerial photographs. Research focused on the identification of 
archeological sites listed as SALs, Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHL), sites listed on 
the NRHP, cemeteries, and previously conducted archeological surveys within 0.62 mile (one 
kilometer) of the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The APE for archeological resources is defined 
as the footprint for the proposed projects to the maximum depth of impact, including all 
easements, and project specific locations. The search identified six previously conducted 
surveys, two historic markers, two cemeteries, and six archeological sites are located within 
one kilometer of the APE. Of the six archeological sites recorded within a kilometer of the APE, 
none overlap with the project area or have the potential to extend into the project area. 

In June 2019, TxDOT-certified archeologists conducted an archeological survey along the 
proposed project limits. The survey was conducted to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA 
and the Antiquities Code of Texas under Permit no. 8948. Archeologists surveyed the entire 
existing and the proposed new ROW on private property or wherever access was available. 
Archeologists excavated 238 shovel tests and three backhoe trenches in the APE in support 
of the project. Three new archeological sites (41SM495, 41GG132, AND 41GG133) and one 
Isolated Find (IF-1) were documented. However, TxDOT historians determined that the project 
would have no effect on archeological resources within those areas surveyed in June 2019.  
The SHPO concurred with that determination on September 26, 2019. The SHPO concurrence 
letter is in Appendix G. 

Coordination with federally recognized Native American tribes was completed on October 4, 
2019. No response was received from the federally recognized Native American tribes. The 
coordination letter is included in Appendix G. 

No-Build Alternative: As constructions of the proposed US 271/ SL 485 would not occur, there 
would be project-related impacts on archeological resources associated with the No-Build 
alternative.  
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5.8.2  Historic Properties  

In compliance with the Programmatic Agreement for Transportation Undertakings, as 
executed among FHWA, TxDOT, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, an historic resource survey was conducted for the proposed 
US 271/SL 485 project. For purposes of the historic investigations area where new ROW is 
proposed the area of potential effect (APE) is 150-feet from the outer edge of the proposed 
ROW. In areas where no new ROW is required, the APE is the existing ROW 

Build Alternative: A reconnaissance survey for historic resources was conducted in July-August 
2019. The Historic Resources Survey Report identified 73 properties with historic-age 
resources. Of those 73 properties, four were recommended for further study, as project 
historians were unable to make a recommendation of NRHP eligibility during the 
reconnaissance level survey. An additional intensive reconnaissance survey was conducted 
in November 2019 to further evaluate those four properties.  Based on the results of the 
intensive and reconnaissance survey, TxDOT historians determined that there are no adverse 
effects to two historic, non-archeological properties in the APE- the East Texas Oilfield and the 
Rosedale Cemetery. In compliance with the Antiquities Code of Texas and the MOU, TxDOT 
historians determined project activities have no potential for adverse effects. Individual 
project coordination with SHPO is not required.  

No-Build Alternative: As constructions of the proposed US 271/ SL 485 would not occur, there 
would be project-related impacts on historic resources associated with the No-Build 
alternative.  

5.9 Protected Lands 

Protected lands included a review of the following statues: 

• Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act (DOT) - protects publicly 
owned land such as public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges 
of national, State or local significance, and any land from an historic site of national, 
State, or local significance.  

• Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act - protects parks and 
recreation areas improved by LWCF Act.  

• Chapter 26 of the Parks and Wildlife Code (PWC) - applies to any project that requires 
the use or taking of any public land designated and used prior to the arrangement of 
the project as a park, recreation area, scientific area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. 

Build Alternative: There are no Section 4(f), Section 6(f) or Chapter 26 properties present 
within the project area.  

No-Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be 
no project-related impacts on Section 4(f), Section 6(f) and Chapter 26 properties associated 
with the No-Build Alternative. 
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5.10 Water Resources  

A waters of the U.S. (WOUS) delineation was conducted for the proposed project in April 2019. 
Based on early coordination with the USACE, an additional delineation was completed in 
August 2019. See the Water Resources Technical Report and Wetland Delineation Addendum 
for detailed information about the delineations. 

5.10.1 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material 
into wetlands and other waters of the U.S. under Section 404, subsection 330.5(a)(21) of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA). Authorization is required from the USACE for any activity that would 
result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. Regulated activities 
may be permitted through the USACE via an Individual Permit (IP), Regional General Permit, 
or Nationwide Permit (NWP).  

Build Alternative: This project will involve regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and 
therefore, will require authorization under Section 404. The following tables shows the 
waterbodies that are anticipated to be jurisdictional waters in which regulated activity is 
anticipated to take place. It also indicates whether the impacts are anticipated to be 
authorized under Section 404 by a non-reporting nationwide permit (i.e., no pre-construction 
notification {PCN} required), or if it is anticipated that a nationwide permit with pre-
construction notification will be required. 

The water resources are also illustrated on Figure 2 in Appendix F.  

The need for an individual permit under Section 404 is not anticipated. If it is later determined 
that an individual permit under Section 404 is needed, compliance with EPA’s Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines will be confirmed prior to submittal of the individual permit application. 

Mitigation would be required for this project and the final amount will be determined when 
the PCN is submitted to the USACE.  

Table 3 – Streams identified within the Project Limits  

Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  

Section 404 
Authorization 

Type Latitude  Longitude Linear feet Linear feet 

S-1 Intermittent 32.545059 -94.935120 124 21 NWP 14 

S-2 Intermittent 32.536533 -94.928781 115 151 NWP 14 

S-3 Intermittent 32.536960 -94.929596 165 - NWP 14 

S-4 Ephemeral 32.528841 -94.930643 49 - NWP 14 

S-5 Intermittent 32.528362 -94.930967 847 - NWP 14 

S-6 Intermittent 32.525542 -94.932808 107 - NWP 14 

S-7 Intermittent 32.524419 -94.936174 131 83 NWP 14 
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Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  

Section 404 
Authorization 

Type Latitude  Longitude Linear feet Linear feet 

S-8 Ephemeral 32.524321 -94.936288 275 121 NWP 14 

S-9 Intermittent 32.525187 -94.951067 54 56 NWP 14 

S-10 Ephemeral 32.525276 -94.951464 170 - NWP 14 

S-11 Ephemeral 32.525802 -94.951826 - - No impacts 

S-12 Ephemeral 32.528781 -94.955017 71 33 NWP 14 

S-13 Ephemeral 32.529117 -94.955441 49 - NWP 14 

S-14 (Sabine 
River) Perennial 32.527246 -94.959933 - - NWP 14 – PCN 

Section 10 

S-15 Ephemeral 32.526658 -94.962734 244 269 NWP 14 

S-16 Ephemeral 32.522141 -94.974004 128 - NWP 14 

S-17 Intermittent 32.521115 -94.974295 196 282 NWP 14 

S-18 Ephemeral 32.521922 -94.973857 131 - NWP 14 

S-19 Ephemeral 32.521609 -94.974372 62 - NWP 14 

S-20 Ephemeral 32.514191 -94.986699 - - No impacts 

S-21 Intermittent 32.514069 -94.986752 - - No impacts 

S-22 Ephemeral 32.513555 -94.988279 15 20 NWP 14 

S-23 Ephemeral 32.512838 -94.989907 227 72 NWP 14 

S-24 Ephemeral 32.510518 -94.996484 39 - NWP 14 

S-25 Ephemeral 32.510440 -94.996886 112  NWP 14 

S-26 Ephemeral 32.507612 -95.001967 112 45 NWP 14 

S-27 Intermittent 32.506340 -95.005292 815 439 NWP 14 - PCN 

S-28 Ephemeral 32.506285 -95.007441 - 18 NWP 14 

S-29 Ephemeral 32.506089 -95.007183 - 70 NWP 14 

S-30 Ephemeral 32.505182 -95.008051 231 - NWP 14 

S-31 Ephemeral 32.502295 -95.013869 249 101 NWP 14 

S-32 Ephemeral 32.501660 -95.015385 272 69 NWP 14 

S-33 Intermittent 32.502480 -95.014998 - - No impacts 

S-34 Ephemeral 32.501551 -95.015759 59 - NWP 14 

S-35 Ephemeral 32.501503 -95.015876 86 - NWP 14 

S-36 Ephemeral 32.500584 -95.018776 - - No impacts 

S-37 Ephemeral 32.499954 -95.019043 404 - NWP 14 - PCN 

S-38 Ephemeral 32.499766 -95.019052 153 44 NWP 14 

S-39 Ephemeral 32.499698 -95.019264 214 51 NWP 14 

S-40 Ephemeral 32.493104 -95.031274 17 144 NWP 14 
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Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  

Section 404 
Authorization 

Type Latitude  Longitude Linear feet Linear feet 

S-41 Intermittent 32.492346 -95.030736 398 15 NWP 14 - PCN 

S-42 Ephemeral 32.492468 -95.030958 69 - NWP 14 

S-43 Ephemeral 32.490457 -95.034380 3 25 NWP 14 

S-44 Ephemeral 32.486854 -95.039175 73 - NWP 14 

S-45 Ephemeral 32.482384 -95.045637 286 26 NWP 14 

S-46 Ephemeral 32.482463 -95.045947 142 - NWP 14 

S-1A Ephemeral 32.504749 -95.007369 347 - NWP 14 - PCN 

S-2A Ephemeral 32.502480 -95.007955 - - No impacts 

S-3A Ephemeral 32.502076 -95.008265 - - No impacts 

S-4A Ephemeral 32.499207 -95.015783 - - No impacts 
1 Stream Classification determined from available data and field observations  
Source: Water Resources Technical Report (July 2019) and Wetland Delineation Addendum (August 2019) 

 
Table 4 – Wetland and Other Waters Identified within the Project Limits 

Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  Section 404 

Authorization Type 
Latitude  Longitude Acres Acres 

Pond-1 PUB 32.511236 -94.996982 0.113 0.369 NWP 14 - PCN 

Pond-2 PUB 32.504086 -95.008210 0.288 - NWP 14 - PCN 

Pond-3 PUB 32.500792 -95.015680 0.330 - NWP 14 - PCN 

W-1 PEM 32.525569 -94.932339 0.292 0.064 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-2 PSS 32.526069 -94.932898 0.209 - NWP 14 - PCN 

W-3 PFO 32.526059 -94.933066 0.061 - NWP 14 - PCN 

W-4 PEM 32.525899 -94.933330 0.098 0.005 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-5 PFO 32.525883 -94.933565 0.079 0.081 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-6 PEM 32.525045 -94.935707 0.306 0.068 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-7 PEM 32.524917 -94.936294 0.041 0.051 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-8 PSS 32.524581 -94.937652 - 0.014 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-9 PEM 32.523369 -94.942596 0.110 0.017 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-10 PEM 32.523380 -94.943098 0.097 0.039 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-11* PFO 32.523442 -94.945763 0.048 0.019 N/A 

W-12* PEM 32.523333 -94.945724 0.041 - N/A 

W-13* PEM 32.523460 -94.946777 0.104 0.012 N/A 

W-14 PEM 32.526039 -94.952178 0.233 0.108 NWP 14 - PCN 
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Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  Section 404 

Authorization Type 
Latitude  Longitude Acres Acres 

W-15 PFO 32.528015 -94.958868 0.447 0.339 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-16 PEM 32.526610 -94.961195 0.080** - NWP 14 - PCN 

W-17 PEM 32.526488 -94.963779 0.272 0.109 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-18 PFO 32.526355 -94.964177 0.067 0.048 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-19* PEM 32.524615 -94.967412 - 0.044 N/A 

W-20 PFO 32.522226 -94.973953 0.036 0.065 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-21 PEM 32.519112 -94.978064 0.020 0.029 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-22 PEM 32.518674 -94.978845 0.018 0.050 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-23 PEM 32.508216 -95.002323 0.196 0.064 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-24 PEM 32.505678 -95.007920 0.022 0.024 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-25 PEM 32.501584 -95.015791 0.055 - NWP 14 - PCN 

W-26 PFO 32.492880 -95.031524 0.127 0.096 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-27 PFO 32.483127 -95.046194 0.001 0.014 NWP 14 - PCN 

W-1A PEM 32.502796 -95.008088 - - No impact 

W-2A PFO 32.502516 -95.008031 - - No impact 
1 PFO (Palustrine forested wetland), PSS (Palustrine shrub/scrub wetland), PEM (Palustrine emergent wetland) 
* Potential non-justification feature. If these water features are determined by the USACE to be jurisdictional additional permitting could be 
required. 
** Permanent impacts may change based on finial bridge column alignment.   
Source: Water Resources Technical Report (July 2019) and Wetland Delineation Addendum (August 2019) 

 
No-Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed improvements would not occur, there 
would be no project-related impacts on Waters of the U.S. associated with the No-Build 
Alternative. 

5.10.2 Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

Build Alternative: For a project that will use a NWP under Section 404 or Section 10, 
regardless of whether the NWP is non-reporting (i.e., assumed) or reporting (i.e., requires 
submittal of a PCN), TxDOT complies with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act by implementing 
TCEQ’s conditions for NWPs. For projects that require authorization under Section 404 or 
Section 10 beyond a NWP, TxDOT complies with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act by 
including a Tier I or Tier II checklist (depending upon the amount of disturbance/impact) in 
the individual permit, letter of permission, or regional general permit application that is 
submitted to the USACE, and then complying with the conditions of the Tier I or Tier II checklist. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to waters of the U.S. would 
occur and, as a result, no 401 Certification would be required. 
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5.10.3 Executive Order 11990, Wetlands 

EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands (42 Federal Register 26961, May 24, 1977) prohibits new 
construction in wetlands unless (1) there is no practicable alternative to such construction, 
and (2) the project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands. 

See Table 4 in Section 5.10.1 for wetlands identified within the project area. 

Build Alternative: In areas with jurisdictional wetlands, impacts would be limited to the 
roadway fill, culverts, and bridge columns, as the proposed project is a roadway widening 
project there is no practicable alternative to such construction. Additionally, permanent fill in 
jurisdictional areas would be minimized to the greatest extent possible and best management 
practices would be implemented to minimize harm to wetlands. 

No-Build Alternative: There would be no project-related impacts on wetlands associated with 
the No-Build Alternative. 

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbours Act 

Build Alternative: This project will involve regulated activity in a navigable waterway and 
therefore will require authorization under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. The 
following table shows the waters that are anticipated to be navigable waters in which 
regulated activity is anticipated to take place. It also indicates whether the impacts are 
anticipated to be authorized under Section 10 by a non-reporting nationwide permit (i.e., no 
pre-construction notification required), or if it is anticipated that a nationwide permit with pre-
construction notification, individual permit, letter of permission, or regional general permit will 
be required. 

The proposed project would include a bridge over the Sabine River, a Section 10 navigable 
waters. No permanent impacts are anticipated to the Sabine River. Permitting for Section 10 
of Rivers and Harbors Act would be authorized from the USACE in conjunction with the NWP 
14 PCN.  

Table 5 –Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 

Name of  
Water Body 

Type of  
Water Body1 

Location of Water Body Permanent 
Impacts  

Temporary 
Impacts  

Section 404 
Authorization 

Type Latitude  Longitude Linear feet Linear feet 

S-14 (Sabine 
River) Perennial 32.527246 -94.959933 - - NWP 14 – PCN 

Section 10 
1 Stream Classification determined from available data and field observations  
Source: Water Resources Technical Report (July 2019)  

TxDOT requested exemption from Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act permitting for the 
proposed bridge replacement at Sabine River in a letter submitted to FHWA, in accordance 
with 23 CFR 650.805 (See Appendix G for FHWA coordination). 
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No-Build Alternative: There would be no project-related impacts the Sabine River associated 
with the No-Build Alternative. 

5.10.5  Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act  

Runoff from the project would discharge directly or indirectly into Carter Creek, Gourdneck 
Branch, or the Sabine River. The Sabine River (Segment 0505 and Segment 0506) is 
classified as an unimpaired segment within the project area.  

Build Alternative: No impaired surface waters are within five linear miles (not stream miles) 
of, or are within the watershed of, and drains to, an impaired assessment unit under Section 
303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (TCEQ 2020). Therefore, the project would not impact 
a Section 303(d)-listed threatened or impaired water. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, Section 303(d) requirements would not 
apply. 

5.10.6 Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 

Build Alternative: Since TPDES Construction General Permit (CGP) authorization and 
compliance (and the associated documentation) occur outside of the environmental 
clearance process, compliance is ensured by the policies and procedures that govern the 
design and construction phases of the project. The Project Development Process Manual and 
the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Preparation Manual require a storm water 
pollution prevention plan (SWP3) be included in the plans of all projects that disturb one or 
more acres. The Construction Contract Administration Manual requires that the appropriate 
CGP authorization documents (notice of intent or site notice) be completed, posted, and 
submitted, when required by the CGP, to TCEQ and the municipal separate storm sewer 
system (MS4) operator. It also requires that projects be inspected to ensure compliance with 
the CGP.  

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification Item 
506 (Temporary Erosion, Sedimentation, and Environmental Controls), and the “Required 
Specification Checklists” require Special Provision 506-003 on all projects that need 
authorization under the CGP. These documents require the project contractor to comply with 
the CGP and SWP3, and to complete the appropriate authorization documents. 

No-Build Alternative: This alternative would not alter the amount of runoff generated within 
the proposed project area. 

5.10.7  Floodplains   

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid activities which 
directly or indirectly result in the development of floodplain area. 

The City of Gladewater and Smith and Gregg Counties are participants in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP).  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance 
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Rate Maps (FIRMs) were reviewed to determine flood zones within the project area (FEMA 
2016).  

The project would occur within the 100-year floodplain and regulated floodway. There are 
approximately 57.45 acres of 100-year floodplain and 18.51 acres of floodway within the 
project area. The floodplains and floodways are located on Community-Panel Numbers 
48483C0065F (effective 09/03/2014), 48183C0070F (effective 09/03/2014), 
48423C0175C (effective 09/26/2008), 48423C0150C (effective 09/26/2008), and 
48423C0300C (effective 09/26/2008). 

Build Alternative: This project is subject to and will comply with federal Executive Order 11988 
on Floodplain Management. The department implements this Executive Order on a 
programmatic basis through its Hydraulic Design Manual. Design of this project will be 
conducted in accordance with the department’s Hydraulic Design Manual. Adherence to the 
TxDOT Hydraulic Design Manual ensures that this project will not result in a “significant 
encroachment” as defined by FHWA’s rules implementing Executive Order 11988 at 23 CFR 
650.105(q). 

No-Build Alternative: This alternative would not alter the existing level of roadway into 
floodplains. 

5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The proposed project would not impact any present, proposed, or potential unit of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

5.10.9 Coastal Barrier Resources  

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) does not apply.  

5.10.10 Coastal Zone Management  

The project is not located within the Texas Coastal Management Plan (TCMP) boundary. 
Therefore, a consistency determination is not required  

5.10.11 Edwards Aquifer  

The proposed project is not located within the Edwards Aquifer Contributing or Recharge 
Zones; therefore, the Edwards Aquifer Rules do not apply. The EPA Edwards Aquifer MOU does 
not apply. 

5.10.12 International Boundary and Water Commission  

This project does not cross or encroach upon the floodway of the International Boundary Water 
Commission (IBWC) right-of-way or an IBWC flood control project. 

5.10.13 Drinking Water Systems  

According to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) Groundwater Database there are 
three water wells mapped within or adjacent to the project area. 
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In accordance with TxDOT’s Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of 
Highways, Streets and Bridges (Item 103, Disposal of Wells), any drinking water wells would 
need to be properly removed and disposed of during construction of the project. 

5.11 Biological Resources  

5.11.1 Texas Parks and Wildlife Coordination 

Under the terms of the TxDOT-Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) MOU, a TxDOT 
Tier I Site Assessment Form, Species Analysis Spreadsheet, Species Analysis Form, and 
supporting documents were completed for the proposed project to determine whether 
coordination with TPWD would be required to assess potential wildlife impacts of the proposed 
project. Resources used to conduct the assessment included the Ecological Mapping Systems 
of Texas (EMST), TPWD’s Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD), Annotated County Lists 
of Rare Species, and Texas Conservation Action Plan: Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
lists, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation 
(IPaC) Resources Report (custom-generated for this project), NRCS soil data; aerial 
photography, and information collected during field investigations.  

It was determined that coordination with TPWD would be required for this project due to the 
following reasons: 1) the project occurs within the range of state threatened and endangered 
species and SGCN; 2) the project requires a nationwide permit with pre-construction 
notification to the USACE; 3) the project includes impacts to more than 200 linear feet of 
stream channel at a single and complete crossing; and 4) the project exceeds acreage 
thresholds for four EMST vegetation types, including mixed woodlands and forest, disturbed 
prairie, riparian, and wet savanna baygall (see Table 6).  Early coordination with TPWD was 
completed on October 7, 2019. See Appendix G for the coordination documentation. 
Documentation of the Tier I Site Assessment is maintained in the project file at the TxDOT 
Tyler District Office. 

5.11.2  Impacts on Vegetation 

The proposed project was assessed using EMST vegetation data collected for this project. The 
EMST identified 16 vegetation types as occurring within the project area (see Table 6 below). 
The EMST data was field-verified by project biologists in April 2019. Based on the field 
verifications, adjustments were made to the EMST vegetation values to reflect existing 
conditions (see Actual Field Acreage in Table 6). There were six existing MOU habitat types 
that were identified in the project area following the field verifications: Agriculture, Disturbed 
Prairie, Mixed Woodlands and Forest, Riparian, Urban, and Wet Savanna, Swamp, Baygall. 

Build Alternative: Table 6 indicates that the acreage thresholds set by the Programmatic 
Agreement between TxDOT and TPWD under the 2013 MOU would be exceeded for the mixed 
woodlands and forest, disturbed prairie, riparian, and wet, savanna, baygall vegetation types. 
As such, the project is being coordinated with TPWD. The proposed project could result in 



 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 
 

CSJ 0165-02-061, etc.   Page 24 
 

fragmentation or loss of important vegetation habitat. Similar habits, though, are found near 
the project area, and no remnant vegetation occurs within the project area.
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Table 6 – EMST Habitat Table 

EMST Habitat Type Ecological System Name MOU Habitat Type 
EMST 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Total 
EMST 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Actual 
Field 

Acreage 

Anticipated 
Impact 
Acreage 

MOU 
Threshold 

(acres) 

Threshold 
Exceeded 

Pine Plantation > 3 meters 
tall 

Sylviculture Agriculture 6.89 6.89 0.00 0.00 10 No 

Native Invasive: Deciduous 
Woodland 

Native Invasive Shrub 
and Woodland 

Disturbed Prairie 0.51 

48.57 24.45 24.45 3 Yes 
Pineywoods: Disturbance 

or Tame Grassland 
Disturbance Grassland Disturbed Prairie 48.06 

Pineywoods: Northern 
Mesic Hardwood Forest 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine‐Hardwood Forest 

Mixed 
Woodlands and 

Forest 

2.91 

122.78 97.11 97.11 3 Yes 

Pineywoods: Northern 
Mesic Pine-Hardwood 

Forest 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine‐Hardwood Forest 

Mixed 
Woodlands and 

Forest 

0.13 

Pineywoods: Pine – 
Hardwood Forest or 

Plantation 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine‐Hardwood Forest 

Mixed 
Woodlands and 

Forest 

8.18 

Pineywoods: Pine Forest or 
Plantation 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine‐Hardwood Forest 

Mixed 
Woodlands and 

Forest 

42.69 

Pineywoods: Upland 
Hardwood Forest 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine‐Hardwood Forest 

Mixed 
Woodlands and 

Forest 

68.87 
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EMST Habitat Type Ecological System Name MOU Habitat Type 
EMST 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Total 
EMST 

Mapped 
Acreage 

Actual 
Field 

Acreage 

Anticipated 
Impact 
Acreage 

MOU 
Threshold 

(acres) 

Threshold 
Exceeded 

Open Water Open Water Riparian 0.85 

13.43 8.87 8.87 0.1 Yes 

Pineywoods: Bottomland 
Deciduous Sucessional 

Shrubland 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Large River Floodplain 

Forest 

Riparian 0.11 

Pineywoods: Bottomland 
Herbaceous Wetland 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Large River Floodplain 

Forest 

Riparian 8.16 

Pineywoods: Bottomland 
Seasonally Flooded 
Hardwood Forest 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Large River Floodplain 

Forest 

Riparian 4.22 

Urban High Intensity Urban Urban 21.97 
155.55 217.57 217.57 None N/A 

Urban Low Intensity Urban Urban 133.58 

Pineywoods Hardwood 
Flatwoods 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine – Hardwood 

Flatwoods 

Wet Savanna, 
Swamp, Baygall 

0.13 

1.54 0.76 0.76 0.1 Yes 
Pineywoods: Longleaf or 

Loblolly Pine Flatwoods or 
Planation 

West Gulf Coastal Plain 
Pine – Hardwood 

Flatwoods 

Wet Savanna, 
Swamp, Baygall 

1.41 

Source: EMST Habitat Table, US 271/SL 485 Tier I Evaluation 
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No-Build Alternative: If the No-Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project would 
not be constructed. No effects to vegetation related to the construction of the proposed 
project would occur. Existing land use and activities, including routine mowing, would continue 
to periodically affect vegetation communities. 

5.11.3 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species 

This project is subject to and will comply with federal EO 13112 on Invasive Species. The 
department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation 
Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual. 

5.11.4 Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial 
Landscaping 

This project is subject to and will comply with the federal Executive Memorandum on 
Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping, effective April 26, 1994. The 
department implements this Executive Memorandum on a programmatic basis through its 
Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual. 

5.11.5 Impacts to Wildlife 

Build Alternative: Temporary and permanent impacts are expected to terrestrial and aquatic 
wildlife during construction activities. Clearing the ROW would cause localized and temporary 
dispersal impacts, but wildlife would be expected to return to adjacent areas after 
construction is complete and to the project area once the area is re-vegetated. Additionally, 
the presence of similar habitats immediately adjacent to the ROW would facilitate the 
dispersal of mobile species to areas unaffected by the proposed project. The improvements 
are not expected to permanently alter existing migration or movement corridors of aquatic 
and terrestrial wildlife, as the proposed project would generally follow the alignment of the 
existing roadway facility.  

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be 
constructed; thus, there would be no project-related impacts to wildlife. 

5.11.6 Migratory Bird Protections 

This project will comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is the department’s 
policy to avoid removal and destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state 
approved options. In addition, it is the department’s policy to, where appropriate and 
practicable:  

• use measures to prevent or discourage birds from building nests on man-made 
structures within portions of the project area planned for construction, and  

• schedule construction activities outside the typical nesting season 



 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 
 

CSJ 0165-02-061, etc.   Page 28 
 

5.11.7  Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The project is anticipated to require a nationwide permit issued by the USACE. Compliance 
with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act will be accomplished by complying with the terms 
and conditions of the nationwide permit. 

5.11.8  Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007 

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007 was enacted in 1940 to provide for the 
protection of the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle by prohibiting, except under specific conditions, 
the taking, possession and sale of such birds. 

This project is not within 660 feet of an active or inactive Bald or Golden Eagle nest. Therefore, 
no coordination with USFWS is required. 

The proposed project area does contain suitable foraging and nesting habitat for the Bald 
Eagle. However, the close proximity to the existing highway decreases the likelihood that the 
species would nest in the project area. Additionally, no Bald Eagle nests were observed within 
the project area during a site visit in April 2019. Per guidelines established in the Bird BMPs 
stated in Table 7, additional nest surveys will be conducted prior to construction activities. If 
a Bald Eagle nest is identified within the project area, all efforts would made to avoid 
disturbing the nest during construction. Due to the low quality of potential habitat and the 
implementation of BMPs, the proposed project is not anticipated to impact Bald and Golden 
Eagles.  

5.11.9 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act 

There are no tidally influenced waters in Smith or Gregg Counties. The Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH)/Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) does not apply. 

5.11.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act 

The project area does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals. 

5.11.11 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species  

The 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA) provided for the conservation of ecosystems upon 
which threatened and endangered species of fish, wildlife, and plants depend. Section 7 of 
the ESA requires Federal agencies to ensure that any action authorized, funded or carried out 
by them is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or modify their 
critical habitat. 

A TxDOT Species Analysis Form and Species Analysis Spreadsheet, and supporting 
documents, were completed for the proposed project.  

According to the USFWS IPaC Resources Report (custom generated for this project on 
February 25, 2021), for non-wind energy projects, the Earth fruit (Geocarpon minimum) and 
Texas prairie dawn-flower (Hymenoxys texana) are the only federally-listed species potentially 
occurring in Smith and Gregg Counties (USFWS 2021).  
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According to TPWD’s Annotated County List of Rare Species for Smith and Gregg Counties, 20 
state-listed threatened or endangered species and 40 Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
(SGCN) are listed as potentially occurring in Smith or Gregg Counties (TPWD 2020). Included 
on TPWD’s County List is the federally threatened Louisiana pine snake (Pituophis ruthveni), 
which was not indicated on the USFWS IPaC Trust Resources report but is included on the 
TPWD list for Smith County and displayed on the Species Analysis Spreadsheet. The Least 
Tern (Sternula antillarum) was federally delisted in January 2021; however, it is still included 
on the Species Analysis Spreadsheet and a state-listed endangered species. 

TPWD also maintains special lists through the TXNDD by county. The TXNDD is a geo-
referenced database of documented sightings of rare, threatened, and endangered species 
of Texas. The TXNDD data were obtained from TPWD on May 14, 2019 and reviewed for the 
proposed project. The TXNDD review met all the requirements of the TxDOT-TPWD MOU for 
sharing and maintaining TXNDD information. The data identified five Elements of Occurrences 
occurring within 1.5 miles of the study area, including Blue Sucker (Cycleptus elongatus), 
Texas Pigtoe (Fusconaia askewi), Sandbank Pocketbook (Lampsilis satura), Texas Heelsplitter 
(Potamilus amphichaenus), and Blackspot Shiner (Notropis atrocaudalis) (TPWD 2019) (See 
US 271/S.L 485 Tier I Site Assessment). The TXNDD data concurred with the TCAP review 
finding that no remnant vegetation occurs within the study area.  

Build Alternative: Both the Earth fruit and Texas prairie dawn-flower (both federally 
endangered) are habitat specialists, occurring within sparsely vegetated areas (slick spots) on 
saline prairies, often associated with pimple mounds containing microtopographic highs and 
lows. The project area does not contain habitat meeting this description; therefore, there 
would be no direct impacts to federally-listed species and coordination with USFWS would not 
be required. However, measures to avoid harm to any threatened or endangered species 
would be taken should they be observed during construction of the proposed project. There is 
no critical habitat within the project area for federally-listed threatened or endangered 
species. 

Based on the Species Analysis Spreadsheet , there is potential suitable habitat present within 
the proposed project area for the following 12 state-listed threatened species: Swallow-tailed 
Kite (Elanoides forticatus), White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi), Wood Stork (Mycteria 
americana), Blue Sucker (Cycleptus elongatus), Rafinesque's Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus 
rafinesquii), Louisiana Pigtoe (Pleurobema riddellii), Sandbank Pocketbook (Lampsilis 
satura), Southern Hickorynut (Obovaria jacksoniana), Texas Heelsplitter (Potamilus 
amphichaenus), Texas Pigtoe (Fusconaia askewii), Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys 
temminckii), and Northern Scarlet Snake (Cemphora coccinea copei). Potential habitat for six 
of these species (Blue Sucker, Louisiana Pigtoe, Sandbank Pocketbook, Southern Hickorynut, 
Texas Heelsplitter, Texas Pigtoe) would be avoided by bridging the Sabine River. Since there 
are no impacts planned for the Sabine River, no impacts are anticipated to these six aquatic 
species. The remaining six species (Swallow-tailed Kite, White-faced Ibis, Wood Stork, 
Rafinesque’s Big-eared Bat, Alligator Snapping Turtle, Northern Scarlet Snake) would 
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potentially be impacted due to roadway construction activities impacting vegetative 
communities or aquatic habitat serving as potential habitat for these species. It was 
determined that the proposed project would have no impact on any other state-listed 
threatened or endangered species potentially occurring in Smith or Gregg Counites.  

In order to minimize potential impacts to state-listed threatened species, BMPs would be 
implemented for specified species per the TxDOT-TPWD MOU and are detailed in Table 7. If 
any individuals of the state-listed species listed above are observed in the project area during 
construction, care would be taken to avoid harming them. With the implementation of these 
measures, the proposed project is anticipated to have no permanent direct impacts to state-
listed species.  

Based on the Species Analysis Spreadsheet , there is potential suitable habitat present within 
the proposed project area for the following 31 SGCN (as identified in TPWD’s Annotated 
County List of Rare Species for Smith and Gregg Counites): Cajun Chorus Frog (Pseudacris 
fouquettei), Southern Crawfish Frog (Lithobates aerolatus aerolatus), Strecker's Chorus Frog 
(Pseudacris streckeri), Woodhouse's Toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii), Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), Kisatchie Painted Crayfish (Orconectes maletae), Sabine Shiner (Notropis 
sabinae), Blackspot Shiner (Notropis atrocaudalis), American Bumblebee (Bombus 
pensylvanicus), Comanche Harvester Ant (Pogonomymex comanche), Big Brown Bat 
(Eptesicus fuscus), Long-tailed Weasel (Mustela frenata), Mexican free-tailed Bat (Tadarida 
brasiliensis), Mink (Neovision vison), Eastern Spotted Skunk (Spilogale putorius), 
Southeastern Myotis (Myotis austroriparius), Southern Short-tailed Shrew (Blarina 
carolinensis), Swamp Rabbit (Sylvilagus aquaticus), Triocolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus), 
Woodland Vole (Microtus pinetorum), Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene carolina), Slender Glass 
Lizard (Ophisaurus attenuates), Smooth Softshell (Apalone mutica), Timber Rattlesnake 
(Crotalus horridus), Western Box Turtle (Terrapene ornata), Western Hognose Snake 
(Heterodon nasicus), Clasping Twistflower (Streptanthus maculatus maculatus), Goldenwave 
Tickseed (Coreopsis intermedia), Panicled Indigobush (Amorpha paniculata), Rough-stem 
Aster (Symphyotrichum puniceum var. scabricaule), Soxman's Milkvetch (Astragalus 
soxmaniorum), and Texas Trillium (Trillium texanum). The SGCN species listed above have the 
potential to be impacted by roadway construction activities associated with the proposed 
project.  It was determined that the proposed project would have no impact on any other 
species classified as SGCN that could potentially occur in Smith or Gregg Counites. 

In order to minimize potential impacts to species categorized as SGCN, BMPs would be 
implemented for specified species per the TxDOT-TPWD MOU and are detailed in Table 7. If 
any individuals of the species classified as SGCN listed above are observed in the project area 
during construction, care would be taken to avoid harming them. With the implementation of 
these measures, the proposed project is anticipated to have no permanent direct impacts to 
SGCN.   
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Table 7 – TxDOT-TPWD MOU Species-Specific BMPs 

Species BMP 

Cajun chorus frog 
(Pseudacris 
fouquetttei) 

Southern crawfish 
frog (Lithobates 
areolatus areolatus) 

Strecker’s chorus 
frog (Pseudacris 
streckeri) 

Woodhouse’s toad 
(Anaxyrus 
woodhousii) 

 

Water Quality BMPs: 
In addition to BMPs required for a TCEQ Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and/or 
401 Water Quality Permit: 

• Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during 
construction. When possible, equipment access should be from banks, bridge 
decks, or barges. 

• When temporary system stream crossings are unavoidable, remove stream 
crossings once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and soils around 
the crossing.  

Additional Water Quality BMPs: 
• Wet-Bottomed detention ponds are recommended to benefit wildlife and 

downstream water quality. Consider potential wildlife-vehicle interactions when 
siting detention ponds. 

• Rubbish found near bridges on TxDOT ROW should be removed and disposed 
of properly to minimize the risk of pollution. Rubbish does not include brush 
piles or snags.  

Amphibian BMPs:  
Unless absence of the species can be demonstrated, assume presence in suitable 
habitat and implement the following BMPs. Absence can only be demonstrated using 
TPWD-approved survey efforts (contact TPWD for minimum survey protocols for species 
and project site conditions). 

• For projects within one mile of a known occupied location or observation of the 
species recorded from 1980 until the current year and suitable habitat is 
present, coordinate with TPWD. 

• For new location roadway projects, coordinate with TPWD. 
• For projects within existing right-of-way (ROW) when work is in water or will 

permanently impact a water feature and potential habitat exists for the target 
species complete the following: 

− Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to 
avoid harming the species if encountered. 

− Minimize impacts to wetland, temporary and permanent open water features, 
including depressions, and riverine habitats. 

− Maintain hydrologic regime and connections between wetlands and other 
aquatic features.  

− Use barrier fencing to direct animal movements away from construction 
activities and areas of potential wildlife-vehicle collisions in construction areas 
directly adjacent, or that may directly impact, potential habitat for the target 
species. 

− Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization and/or 
revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching and/or 
hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, using erosion control 
blankets or mats that contain no netting, or only contain loosely woven natural 
fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided to the extent 
practicable. 

− Project specific locations (PSLs) proposed within state-owned ROW should be 
located in uplands away from aquatic features. 

− When work is directly adjacent to the water, minimize impacts to shoreline 
basking sites (e.g., downed trees, sand bars, exposed bedrock) and overwinter 
sites (e.g., brush and debris piles, crayfish burrows) where feasible. 
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Species BMP 

− Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, and 
leaf litter, which may be refugia for terrestrial amphibians, were feasible. 

− If gutters and curbs are part of the roadway design, where feasible install 
gutters that do not include the side box inlet and include sloped (i.e. 
mountable) curbs to allow small animals to leave roadway. If this modification 
to the entire curb system is not possible, install sections of sloped curb on 
either side of the storm water drain for several feet to allow small animals to 
leave the roadway. Priority areas for these design recommendations are those 
with nearby wetlands or other aquatic features. 

• For projects that require acquisition of additional ROW and work within that 
new ROW is in water or will permanently impact a water feature, implement all 
of the above BMPs, plus BMPs described below: 

− For sections of roadway adjacent to wetlands or other aquatic features, install 
wildlife barriers that prevent climbing. Barriers should terminate at culvert 
openings in order to funnel animals under the road. The barriers should be of 
the same length as the adjacent feature or 80 feet long in each direction, or 
whichever is the lesser of the two. 

− For culvert extensions and culvert replacement/installation, incorporate 
measures to funnel animals toward culverts such as concrete wingwalls and 
barrier walls with overhangs. 

− When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their placement 
should not impede the movement of terrestrial or aquatic wildlife through the 
water feature. Where feasible, biotechnical streambank stabilization methods 
using live native vegetation, or a combination of vegetative and structural 
materials should be used. 

Species Specific BMPs: (Southern Crawfish Frog) 
• Minimize impacts to wetland habitats including isolated ephemeral pools. 

Kisatchie Painted 
Crayfish (Orconectes 
maletae) 

Water Quality BMPs: 
• Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during 

construction. When possible, equipment access should be from banks, bridge 
decks, or barges. 

• When temporary stream crossings are unavoidable, remove stream crossings 
once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and soil around the 
crossing. 

Bald Eagle 
(Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

Swallow-tailed Kite 
(Elanoides forficatus) 

White-faced Ibis 
(Plegadis chihi) 

Wood Stork (Mycteria 
americana) 

Bird BMPs: 
• Prior to construction, perform daytime surveys for nests including under 

bridges and in culverts to determine if they are active before removal. Nests 
that are active should not be disturbed.  

• Do not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests, including ground nesting birds, 
during the nesting season. 

• Avoid the removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable. 
• Prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season on TxDOT 

owned and operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or 
repair. 

• Do not collect, capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active nests 
without a permit. 
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Species BMP 

Blue Sucker 
(Cycleptus elongatus) 

Blackspot Shiner 
(Notropis 
atrocaudalis) 

Sabine Shiner 
(Notropis sabinae) 
 

Fish BMPs: 
• For projects within the range of a SGCN or State-listed fish and work is 

adjacent to water: Water Quality BMPs. No TPWD Coordination required. 
• For projects within the range of a SGCN or State-listed fish, and work is in 

water: TPWD coordination required. 

Water Quality BMPs: 
• Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during 

construction. When possible, equipment access should be from banks, bridge 
decks, or barges. 

• When temporary stream crossings are unavoidable, remove stream crossings 
once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and soil around the 
crossing.  

Eastern spotted 
skunk (Spilogale 
putorius) 

Species Specific BMPs: 
Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to avoid 
harming the species if encountered, and to avoid unnecessary impacts to dens. 

Rafinesque’s Big-
eared Bat 
(Corynorhinus 
rafinesquii) 

Southeastern Myotis 
Bat (Myotis 
austroriparius) 

Big Brown Bat 
(Eptesicus fuscus) 

Mexican Free-tailed 
Bat (Tadarida 
brasiliensis) 

Tricolored Bat 
(Perimyotis 
subflavus) 
 

Bat BMPs: 
• For activities that have the potential to impact structures, cliffs or caves, or 

trees; a qualified biologist will perform a habitat assessment and occupancy 
survey of the feature(s) with roost potential as early in the planning process as 
possible or within one year before project letting. 

• For roosts where occupancy is strongly suspected but unconfirmed during the 
initial survey, revisit feature(s) at most four weeks prior to scheduled 
disturbance to confirm absence of bats. 

• If bats are present or recent signs of occupation (i.e., piles of guano, distinct 
musky odor, or staining and rub marks at potential entry points) are observed, 
take appropriate measures to ensure that bats are not harmed, such as 
implementing non-lethal exclusion activities or timing or phasing of 
construction. 

• Exclusion devices can be installed by a qualified individual between September 
1 and March 31. Exclusion devices should be used for a minimum of seven 
days when minimum nighttime temperatures are above 50 degrees F AND 
minimum daytime temperatures are above 70 degrees F. Prior to exclusion, 
ensure that alternate roosting habitat is available in the immediate area. If no 
suitable roosting habitat is available, installation of alternate roosts is 
recommended to replace the loss of an occupied roost. If alternative roost sites 
are not provided, bats may seek shelter in other inappropriate sites, such as 
buildings, in the surrounding area.  

• If features(s) used by bats are removed as a result of construction, 
replacement structures should incorporate bat-friendly design or artificial 
roosts should be constructed to replace these features, as practicable. 

• Conversion of property containing cave or cliff features to transportation 
purposes should be avoided where feasible. 

• Large hollow trees, snags (dead standing trees), and trees with shaggy bark 
should be surveyed for colonies and, if found, should not be disturbed until the 
bats are no longer occupying these features. Post-occupancy surveys should be 
conducted by a qualified biologist prior to tree removal from the landscape. 

• Retain mature, large diameter hardwood forest species and native/ornamental 
palm trees where feasible. 
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Species BMP 

• In all instances, avoid harm or death to bats. Bats should only be handled as a 
last resort and after communication with TPWD.  

Louisiana Pigtoe 
(Pleurobema riddellii) 

Sandbank 
Pocketbook 
(Lampsilis satura) 

Southern Hickorynut 
(Obovaria 
jacksoniana) 

Texas Heelsplitter 
(Potamilus 
amphichaenus) 

Texas Pigtoe 
(Fusconaia askewi) 
 

Freshwater Mussel BMPs: 
• When work is in the water, survey project footprints for state listed species 

where appropriate habitat exists. 
• When work is in the water and mussels are discovered during surveys, relocate 

state listed and SGCN mussels under TPWD authorization and implement 
Water Quality BMPs. 

When work is adjacent to the water, Water Quality BMPs implemented as part of the 
SWPPP for a construction general permit or any conditions of the 401 Water Quality 
Certification for the project will be implemented. No TPWD coordination required.  

Water Quality BMPs: 
In addition to BMPs required for a TCEQ Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and/or 
401 Water Quality Permit: 

• Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during 
construction. When possible, equipment access should be from banks, bridge 
decks, or barges. 

• When temporary stream crossings are unavoidable, remove stream crossings 
once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and soils around the 
crossings.  

Alligator Snapping 
Turtle (Macrochelys 
temminckii) 

Smooth softshell 
(Apalone mutica) 

Aquatic Reptile BMPs: 
Unless absence of the species can be demonstrated, assume presence in suitable 
habitat and implement the following BMPs. Absence can only be demonstrated using 
TPWD-approved survey efforts (contact TPWD for minimum survey protocols for species 
and project site conditions). 

• For projects within one mile of a known occupied location or observation of the 
species recorded from 1980 until the current year and suitable habitat is 
present, coordinate with TPWD. 

• For new location roadway projects, coordinate with TPWD. 
• For projects within existing right-of-way (ROW) when work is in water or will 

permanently impact a water feature and potential habitat exists for the target 
species complete the following: 

− Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to 
avoid harming the species if encountered. 

− Minimize impacts to wetland, temporary and permanent open water features, 
including depressions, and riverine habitats. 

− Maintain hydrologic regime and connections between wetlands and other 
aquatic features.  

− Use barrier fencing to direct animal movements away from construction 
activities and areas of potential wildlife-vehicle collisions in construction areas 
directly adjacent, or that may directly impact, potential habitat for the target 
species. 

− Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization and/or 
revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching and/or 
hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, using erosion control 
blankets or mats that contain no netting, or only contain loosely woven natural 
fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided to the extent 
practicable. 

− Project specific locations (PSLs) proposed within state-owned ROW should be 
located in uplands away from aquatic features. 
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Species BMP 

− When work is directly adjacent to the water, minimize impacts to shoreline 
basking sites (e.g., downed trees, sand bars, exposed bedrock) and overwinter 
sites (e.g., brush and debris piles, crayfish burrows) where feasible. 

− Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, and 
leaf litter, which may be refugia for terrestrial amphibians, were feasible. 

− If gutters and curbs are part of the roadway design, where feasible install 
gutters that do not include the side box inlet and include sloped (i.e. 
mountable) curbs to allow small animals to leave roadway. If this modification 
to the entire curb system is not possible, install sections of sloped curb on 
either side of the storm water drain for several feet to allow small animals to 
leave the roadway. Priority areas for these design recommendations are those 
with nearby wetlands or other aquatic features. 

• For projects that require acquisition of additional ROW and work within that 
new ROW is in water or will permanently impact a water feature, implement all 
of the above BMPs, plus BMPs described below: 

− For sections of roadway adjacent to wetlands or other aquatic features, install 
wildlife barriers that prevent climbing. Barriers should terminate at culvert 
openings in order to funnel animals under the road. The barriers should be of 
the same length as the adjacent feature or 80 feet long in each direction, or 
whichever is the lesser of the two. 

− For culvert extensions and culvert replacement/installation, incorporate 
measures to funnel animals toward culverts such as concrete wingwalls and 
barrier walls with overhangs. 

− When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their placement 
should not impede the movement of terrestrial or aquatic wildlife through the 
water feature. Where feasible, biotechnical streambank stabilization methods 
using live native vegetation, or a combination of vegetative and structural 
materials should be used.  

Species Specific BMPs: (Alligator Snapping Turtle) 
• Minimize impacts to wetlands and riverine habitats.  
 

Northern Scarlet 
Snake (Cemophora 
coccinea copei) 

Timber Rattlesnake 
(Crotalus horridus) 

Eastern Box Turtle 
(Terrapene carolina) 

Western Box Turtle 
(Terrapene ornata) 

Slender glass Lizard 
(Ophisaurus 
attenuates) 

Western Hog-nosed 
Snake (Heterodon 
nasicus) 

Terrestrial Reptile BMPs: 
• Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization and/or 

revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching and/or 
hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, utilize erosion control 
blankets or mats that contain no netting or contain loosely woven, natural fiber 
netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided to the extent practicable. 

• For open trenches and excavated pits, install escape ramps at an angle of less 
than 45 degrees (1:1) in areas left uncovered. Visually inspect excavation 
areas for trapped wildlife prior to backfilling. 

• Inform contractors that if reptiles are found on project site allow species to 
safely leave the project area. 

• Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, and 
leaf litter where feasible. 

• Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to 
avoid harming the species if encountered. 
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No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be 
constructed; thus, there would be no effects to federally listed threatened, endangered, 
or candidate species. 

5.12 Air Quality  

Build Alternative: Air quality was evaluated for the proposed project in accordance with 
TxDOT's Guidance for Preparing Air Quality Statements (TxDOT 2020) and Environmental 
Handbook for Air Quality (TxDOT 2017). The analysis evaluated the project alternatives in 
relation to: (1) transportation conformity including, potentially, a hot-spot analysis; (2) carbon 
monoxide (CO) traffic air quality analysis (TAQA); (3) mobile source air toxics (MSAT); (4) the 
Congestion Management Process (CMP); and (5) construction air emissions. 

5.12.1 Transportation Conformity  

The project is located in an area in attainment or unclassifiable for all national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQs); therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not apply. 

5.12.2 Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (TAQA) 

Traffic data for the estimated time of completion (ETC) year 2026 and design year 2046 on 
US 271 is 15,600 vehicles per day (vpd) and 21,000 vpd, respectively. On SL 485, traffic data 
for the ETC year is 8,500 vpd and 11,400 vpd for the design year. A prior TxDOT modeling 
study and previous analyses of similar projects demonstrated that it is unlikely that the carbon 
monoxide standard would ever be exceeded as a result of any project with an average annual 
daily traffic (AADT) below 140,000. The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 
140,000 vehicles per day; therefore, a Traffic Air Quality Analysis was not required.  

5.12.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics 

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The 
EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air 
Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 
2007), and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed 
in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).1. In addition, EPA identified nine 
compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national 
and regional-scale cancer risk drivers or contributors and non-cancer hazard contributors from 
the 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA).2 These are 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, 
acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), ethylbenzene, formaldehyde, 
naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority mobile 

 
1 http://www.epa.gov/iris/ 

2 https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment 

http://www.epa.gov/iris/
https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment
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source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in consideration of future 
EPA rules. 

5.12.4 Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) 

According to EPA, MOVES2014 is a major revision to MOVES2010 and improves upon it in 
many respects. MOVES2014 includes new data, new emissions standards, and new 
functional improvements and features. It incorporates substantial new data for emissions, 
fleet, and activity developed since the release of MOVES2010. These new emissions data are 
for light- and heavy-duty vehicles, exhaust and evaporative emissions, and fuel effects. 
MOVES2014 also adds updated vehicle sales, population, age distribution, and vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) data. MOVES2014 incorporates the effects of three new Federal emissions 
standard rules not included in MOVES2010. These new standards are all expected to impact 
MSAT emissions and include Tier 3 emissions and fuel standards starting in 2017 (79 FR 
60344), heavy-duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase in during model years 2014-2018 
(79 FR 60344), and the second phase of light duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase in 
during model years 2017-2025 (79 FR 60344). Since the release of MOVES2014, EPA has 
released MOVES2014a. In the November 2015 MOVES2014a Questions and Answers 
Guide,3 EPA states that for on-road emissions, MOVES2014a adds new options requested by 
users for the input of local VMT, includes minor updates to the default fuel tables, and corrects 
an error in MOVES2014 brake wear emissions. The change in brake wear emissions results 
in small decreases in PM emissions, while emissions for other criteria pollutants remain 
essentially the same as MOVES2014.  

Using EPA’s MOVES2014a model, as shown in Figure 1, FHWA estimates that even if VMT 
increases by 45 percent from 2010 to 2050 as forecast, a combined reduction of 91 percent 
in the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT is projected for the same time period. 

 
3 https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100NNR0.txt 

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100NNR0.txt
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Diesel PM is the dominant component of MSAT emissions, making up 50 to 70 percent of all 
priority MSAT pollutants by mass, depending on calendar year. Users of MOVES2014a will 
notice some differences in emissions compared with MOVES2010b. MOVES2014a is based 
on updated data on some emissions and pollutant processes compared to MOVES2010b, and 
also reflects the latest Federal emissions standards in place at the time of its release. In 
addition, MOVES2014a emissions forecasts are based on lower VMT projections than 
MOVES2010b, consistent with recent trends suggesting reduced nationwide VMT growth 
compared to historical trends. 

5.12.5 MSAT Research 

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess 
the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools 
and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT 

 
Figure 1 - Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2010 – 2050 

 
Source: EPA MOVES2014a model runs conducted by FHWA, September 2016. 
Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information 
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control 
programs, meteorological, and other factors. 
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exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how potential public 
health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-making 
within the context of NEPA. The FHWA, EPA, the Health Effects Institute, and others have 
funded and conducted research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT 
emissions associated with highway projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing 
research in this field. 

5.12.5.1 Project Specific MSAT Information 

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences 
among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment 
presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by FHWA entitled A Methodology 
for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives.4  

The VMT estimated for each of the Build Alternative is slightly higher than that for the No Build 
Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and 
attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. The additional travel 
lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of moving some 
traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each alternative 
there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under 
certain Build Alternatives than the No Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT 
concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that 
would be built on US 271 between FM 16 and SH 135 and on SL 485 from US 271 to US 80. 
However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No 
Build alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in 
forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts. Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations 
when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in 
almost all cases, will cause region- wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. 

5.12.6 Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health 
Impacts Analysis 

In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of 
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be 
influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and 
speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable 
to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.22 
(regarding incomplete and unavailable information) FHWA does not conduct MSAT health 
impacts for the reasons described below. 

 
4https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm


 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 
 

CSJ 0165-02-061, etc.   Page 40 
 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health 
and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead 
authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory 
obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual 
process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They 
maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic 
reports on specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human 
health effects.”5 Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects 
for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and 
inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude. 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects 
of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized 
in Appendix D of FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in 
NEPA Documents.6 Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high 
exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to 
the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human 
health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations or in the future 
as vehicle emissions substantially decrease.7 

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion 
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts – each step in 
the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are 
encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete 
differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These 
difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because 
unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and 
vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such 
information is unavailable. 

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and 
exposure near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at 
a specific location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially 
given that some of the information needed is unavailable. 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the 
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of 
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI.8 As a 
result, there is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the 

 
5 http://www.epa.gov/iris/ 

6 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm 
7 https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects 
8 https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects 

http://www.epa.gov/iris/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
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public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA states 
that with respect to diesel engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to develop a 
sufficiently confident dose-response relationship from the epidemiologic studies has 
prevented the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic risk.”9 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current 
context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether 
more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect 
public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to 
the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from 
refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to 
determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no 
greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second 
step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million 
due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not 
guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some 
cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that 
are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its 
two-step decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even 
the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.10 

5.12.7 Construction-Related Emissions 

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in PM and MSAT emissions 
may occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of PM are 
fugitive dust from site preparation, and the primary construction-related emissions of MSAT 
are diesel particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. 

The potential impacts of particulate matter emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust 
control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. The Texas Emissions 
Reduction Plan (TERP) provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and 
equipment. TxDOT encourages construction contractors to use this and other local and federal 
incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions. Information 
about the TERP program can be found at: https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp. 

However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, 
the use of fugitive dust control measures, the encouragement of the use of TERP, and 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements; it is not anticipated that emissions from 
construction of this project will have any significant impact on air quality in the area. 

 
9 https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642_summary.pdf 
10https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA/$file/07-1053-1120274.pdf 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642_summary.pdf
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA/$file/07-1053-1120274.pdf
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Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would lead to increased traffic congestion and 
decreased operational efficiency along US 271/SL 281 and would result in decreased 
vehicular speed and increased stop-and-go traffic. 

No-Build Alternative: Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would lead to increased 
traffic congestion and decreased mobility along US 271/SL 485, resulting in decreased 
vehicular speed and increased stop-and-go traffic. However, EPA’s new fuel and vehicle 
standards are projected to reduce emissions of air pollutants and MSAT and to contribute to 
continued maintenance and improvement of air quality regardless of the alternative chosen. 

5.13 Hazardous Materials  

An initial site assessment (ISA) including a visual survey of the project limits and surrounding 
area, research of existing and previous land use, and limited review of federal and state 
regulatory databases/lists was prepared for the proposed project in July 2019. The purpose 
of the ISA is to identify possible hazardous materials within the project limits. A review of a 
regulatory database list was conducted as part of the ISA. Section 5.1 of the ISA lists the 
regulatory records that were reviewed. The Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment Report 
is maintained in the TxDOT Tyler District project files. 

Build Alternative: Based on the Hazardous Materials ISA, three gas stations (Map ID 8, 9, and 
11), one oil/gas pad site, and one TCEQ Industrial Hazardous Waste Corrective Action site 
(Map ID 12) were determined to be environmental risk to the project. These five sites are 
shown on Appendix F – Figure 3.  

Subsequent to the ISA, TxDOT environmental personnel conducted additional regulatory 
research  for the five sites that were initially determined to be high environmental risk.  Based 
on the additional review, including regulatory files, it was determined that the five identified 
sites would not be anticipated to adversely impact project activities.  Results of the review are 
summarized below.  

• Petroleum Storage Tanks (PSTs):  Three PST sites (service stations) were identified as 
potential risks due to partial right of way acquisition, with possible underground 
storage tank system involvement.  Disposition of the tank systems, if required, would 
be addressed during the ROW appraisal and acquisition phase of the project, prior to 
construction, in accordance with established right of way procedures. Therefore, 
construction delays or other impacts to project activities would not be anticipated. 

• Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank (LPST):  One of the identified PST sites is also an 
LPST.  LPST #118868, at 1298 Broadway Avenue (Map ID 11) was identified as 
potentially impacting the project based groundwater contamination from gasoline 
constituents.  The site would be partially acquired (corner clip) for project ROW.  Review 
of TCEQ files indicates that the LPST received regulatory closure based on a stable 
plume, and remaining contaminants are below health based concentrations.  Depth to 
groundwater was greater than 20 ft.  Displacement of the underground storage tank 
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system and significant excavation are not anticipated at this location.  Based on 
current project design and ROW requirements, and depth to groundwater, 
contamination from this site is not anticipated to impact project activities. 

• Gas Well Pad:  An active gas well pad site was observed adjacent to the project on NE 
LP 485 during the visual survey.    Should the project require acquisition of the well or 
ancillary equipment, disposition would be addressed during the ROW acquisition 
phase of the project, prior to construction, in accordance with established procedures.  
ENV remediation contracts would be available to address any residual petroleum 
contamination that might be associated with the site.  Therefore, construction delays 
or other impacts to project activities would not be anticipated. 

• Industrial Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Site (IHWCA):  Based on project 
schematics, a strip of right of way would be acquired from the front of the IHWCA site 
located at 1420 Main St. (Map ID 12).  According to the TCEQ files, a gasoline 
constituent (benzene) was identified in groundwater during an environmental 
assessment for property transaction.  The site has received regulatory closure from 
TCEQ, and the contaminated groundwater was determined to be 24-30 feet below 
ground.  Based on project design and ROW requirements, and depth to groundwater, 
contamination impacts would not be anticipated to impact the project.   

A total of 12 pipelines and six electric transmission lines transect the project corridor. 
Relocation of pipelines and other utilities, as required, would be addressed during the utility 
coordination phase of project development.  Relocations would be in accordance with 
established utility procedures, and would not be anticipated to impact project construction.  

In summary, the sites identified in the hazardous materials ISA are not anticipated to 
negatively impact project activities.  Should unanticipated hazardous materials be 
encountered during the project, they would be managed in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements.  TxDOT maintains standing environmental remediation contracts 
that are available to address unanticipated contamination and waste issues while minimizing 
project delays. 

Storage and use of hazardous materials would be necessary during construction of the 
proposed project. For example, temporary aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) containing oil 
and diesel for on-site equipment and vehicles would be regulated and require control 
measures for spills and leaks.  In addition, potential impacts from spills and leaks from fueling 
and maintenance of equipment and vehicles could occur on-site.  These impacts would be 
minimized and BMPs would be implemented to reduce these types of impacts during 
construction. In addition, activities associated with the use and storage of hazardous 
materials would be required to conform to TxDOT standards for spill containment and control 
strategies. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be 
constructed; thus, project-related hazardous materials impacts would not occur. 
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5.14 Traffic Noise 

The traffic noise analysis was accomplished in accordance with TxDOT’s (Federal Highway 
Administration [FHWA]-approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic 
Noise (2011). Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM 2.5) was utilized in this assessment. The 
Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report (2021), which includes details about the analysis, is 
available for public review at the TxDOT Tyler District office. 

Build Alternative: Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at representative 
land use activity areas (receptors) adjacent to the project that might be impacted by traffic 
noise and would potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement. 

Modeled noise-sensitive locations were primarily residential, but also included places of 
worship, schools, an RV park, and a cemetery (Table 8). The traffic noise analysis determined 
that out of 49 representative receptors, 2 were predicted to have noise levels that approach 
or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria or that substantially exceed the existing noise 
levels; therefore, the proposed project would result in traffic noise impacts (see Figure 4-1 
through 4-10 in Appendix F). 

Table 8 – Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq 
Representative Receiver NAC 

Category 
NAC 
Level 

Existing 
2026 

Predicted 
2046 

Change 
(+/-) 

Noise 
Impact 

R1 Residence B 67 61 64 +3 No 

R2 Residence B 67 61 65 +4 No 

R3 Residence B 67 63 64 +1 No 

R4 Residence B 67 61 63 +2 No 

R5 Residence B 67 56 57 +1 No 

R6 Residence B 67 59 60 +1 No 

R7 Residence B 67 58 62 +4 No 

R8 Residence B 67 65 65 0 No 

R9 Residence B 67 62 63 +1 No 

R10 Place of Worship* D 52 38 39 +1 No 

R11 Residence B 67 64 64 0 No 

R12 Residence B 67 63 64 +1 No 

R13 Residence B 67 63 63 0 No 

R14 Residence B 67 60 64 +4 No 

R15 Residence B 67 60 64 +4 No 

R16 Place of Worship* D 52 38 38 0 No 

R17 Residence B 67 55 57 +2 No 

R18 Residence B 67 57 63 +6 No 

R19 Residence B 67 63 63 0 No 
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Representative Receiver NAC 
Category 

NAC 
Level 

Existing 
2026 

Predicted 
2046 

Change 
(+/-) 

Noise 
Impact 

R20 Residence B 67 58 60 +2 No 

R21 Residence B 67 55 60 +5 No 

R22 Residence B 67 57 58 +1 No 

R23 Residence B 67 59 60 +1 No 

R24 Residence B 67 60 61 +1 No 

R25 Residence B 67 57 58 +1 No 

R26 Residence B 67 55 58 +3 No 

R27 Residence B 67 61 61 0 No 

R28 Residence B 67 56 60 +4 No 

R29 Place of Worship* D 52 33 39 +6 No 

R30 Residence B 67 59 62 +3 No 

R31 Residence B 67 62 66 +4 Yes 

R32 Residence B 67 64 64 0 No 

R33 Residence B 67 65 65 0 No 

R34 Residence B 67 64 64 0 No 

R35 School (Sports Track) C 67 52 54 +2 No 

R36 School (Basketball 
Court) 

C 67 55 56 +1 No 

R37 RV Park B 67 62 61 -1 No 

R38 RV Park Gazebo C 67 57 58 +1 No 

R39 RV Park C 67 53 54 +1 No 

R40 Residence B 67 58 60 +2 No 

R41 Place of Worship C 67 62 64 +2 No 

R42 Cemetery C 67 61 62 +1 No 

R43 Residence B 67 53 53 0 No 

R44 Place of Worship C 67 56 55 -1 No 

R45 Residence B 67 62 62 +1 No 

R46 Residence B 67 60 62 +2 No 

R47 Residence B 67 60 61 +1 No 

R48 Residence B 67 64 66 +2 Yes 

R49 Residence B 67 63 65 +2 No 

Source: Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, 2021 
*Interior reduction factor applied 
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Noise abatement measures were considered and analyzed for each impacted receptor 
location. Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the project, 
it must be both feasible and reasonable. In order to be “feasible,” the abatement measure 
must be able to reduce the noise level at greater than 50% of impacted, first-row receivers by 
at least 5 dB(A). To be “reasonable,” the abatement measure must be able to reduce the 
noise level for at least one impacted, first-row receiver by at least 7 dB(A) and it must not 
exceed the cost- effectiveness criterion of $25,000 for each receiver that would benefit by a 
reduction of at least 5 dB(A). 

Noise barriers were not reasonable and feasible for any of the impacted representative 
receivers, and abatement is not proposed for those locations. Additional details regarding the 
barrier analysis can be found in the Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report (2021). The 
following summarizes the abatement analysis:  

• R31 – This receiver represents a single-family house along the north side of US 271 
(Figure 4.6). A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to the residence and a 
gap in the noise barrier would satisfy access requirements. Therefore, a non- 
continuous noise barrier measuring approximately 1,054 feet in total length and up to 
20 feet in height with a gap for a driveway was modeled along the proposed US 271 
roadway. This barrier would not be sufficient to provide a 5 dB(A) noise reduction or 
meet the 7 dB(A) noise reduction design goal for the receiver; therefore, a noise barrier 
is not proposed for this location. 

• R48 – This receiver represents a group of three houses along the south side of US 271 
with driveways that connect to the highway (Figure 4.10). A continuous noise barrier 
would restrict access to the residences, so gaps were created within the noise barrier 
to satisfy access requirements. Therefore, a non-continuous noise barrier measuring 
approximately 192 feet in total length and up to 20 feet in height with two gaps for 
driveways was modeled along the proposed US 271 ROW line. This barrier would not 
be sufficient to provide a 5 dB(A) noise reduction or meet the 7 dB(A) noise reduction 
design goal for any of the receivers; therefore, a noise barrier is not proposed for this 
location. 

To avoid noise impacts that may result from future development of properties adjacent to the 
project, local officials responsible for land use control programs must ensure, to the maximum 
extent possible, no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the following 
predicted (2046) noise impact contours along US 271 and SL 485 in undeveloped areas 
within the project limits (Table 9). The distances shown below reflect contour locations 
calculated at the greatest distances from the proposed ROW line. 
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Table 9 – Predicted Noise Impact Contours 

Highway Section Land Use Impact Contour Distance from the ROW 

US 271,  
south of SL 485 

NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 35 feet 

NAC category E 71 dB(A) Within ROW 

US 271,  
north of SL 485 

NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) 60 feet 

NAC category E 71 dB(A) 10 feet 

SL 485 in Gladewater 
NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) Within ROW 

NAC category E 71 dB(A) Within ROW 

Source: Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, 2020 

Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, 
the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns. 
However, construction normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are 
more tolerable. None of the receptors is expected to be exposed to construction noise for a 
long duration; therefore, any extended disruption of normal activities is not expected. 
Provisions will be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make 
every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as 
work-hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler systems.  

A copy of the traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials. On the date of approval 
of this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer responsible for 
providing noise abatement for new development adjacent to the project. 

No-Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be 
constructed. If the No Build Alternative were implemented, traffic noise levels would be 
expected to increase with an associated future increase in traffic volumes. 

5.15 Induced Growth  

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines indirect effects as those “caused by the 
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. 
Indirect impacts may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on 
air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR Section 1508.8). 

This section describes the potential indirect induced growth caused by the proposed project, 
utilizing guidance from TxDOT’s Environmental Handbook:  Indirect Impacts Analysis (Updated 
2019). 

Build Alternative: The Induced Growth Indirect Impacts Decision Tree provided in TxDOT’s 
Environmental Compliance Toolkit was used to determine if indirect induced growth impacts 
analysis is required for the proposed project. The following discussion presents information 
for the rationale that confirms that an indirect induced growth analysis is not needed for the 
proposed project; therefore, no further indirect impacts analysis is required. 



 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 
 

CSJ 0165-02-061, etc.   Page 48 
 

• Question 1: Does the Purpose and Need include economic development, or is the 
project proposed to serve a specific development:  

− No. The purpose and need of the project is to improve system connectivity. 
• Question 2: Are economic development or new opportunities for growth/development 

cited as benefits of the project? 
− No.  There are no statements in technical reports associated with the project 

that connect the project to the potential for economic development or growth.  
The purpose and need of the project is to improve system connectivity. along 
the US 271 corridor. Economic development and growth are not mentioned as 
outcomes of the proposed project. The proposed project also does not serve a 
particular development, and it aims at connecting a regionally significant 
tristate route from Tyler, to Oklahoma and ultimately Fort Smith, Arkansas. 

• Question 3: Is land in the project area available for development and/or 
redevelopment? 

− Yes.  The existing land use is comprised of mix of single-family 
homes/homestead, vacant or agricultural land, and commercial/industrial 
developments (primarily within the City of Gladewater) based on a review of 
recent aerial imagery. The majority of vacant land is located outside of the City 
of Gladewater city limits or within the floodplain of the Sabine River. There are 
several vacant areas that could be developed into other land uses adjacent to 
the proposed project.  

• Question 4: Does the project add capacity? 
− Yes. The project would widen the existing road from a two-lane facility to a four-

lane divided highway from FM 16 to SH 135 and five-lane, undivided section 
with four travel lanes and a two-way left-turn lane from SH 135, north to the 
end of the project.  

• Question 5: Is the project located in a rural area outside of the MPO boundary? 
− No.  The portion of the project within Gregg County is within the boundaries of 

the Longview MPO.  
• Question 6: Does the project substantially increase access or mobility in the project 

area? 
− No. An additional lane and turn lane provides additional mobility to the project 

area. Access would not be permanently impacted. The proposed project would 
not permanently change access from the existing conditions. Access may 
temporarily change during construction, but it would be restored after 
completing construction. The proposed project would add capacity, but the 
added capacity is not considered a substantial increase in mobility. 

No-Build Alternative: This alternative would not result in induced growth. 
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5.16 Cumulative Impacts 

The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as those which result from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 
taking place over a period of time (40 CFR §1508.7). As such, it may be difficult to understand 
the role that a proposed action may have in contributing to the overall or cumulative impacts 
to an area or resource. 

Build Alternative: The following discussion summarizes the guidance questions and answers 
from TxDOT’s Cumulative Impacts Decision Tree (2014) and Cumulative Impacts Risk 
Assessment (2014) to determine whether a cumulative impacts analysis is warranted. 

• Question 1: Will the project have substantial direct or indirect impacts on any 
resource? 

− No. Substantial direct or indirect impacts are not anticipated. Technical 
analyses have been conducted for the following environmental 
resources/issues: biological resources, water resources, air quality, traffic 
noise, community impacts, cultural resources, and hazardous materials. Based 
on the outcome of the indirect impacts analysis, potential induced development 
is not anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

• Question 2: Are any resources in the project area in poor or declining health? 
− Yes. State-listed threatened species and SGCN may occur within the project 

area due to the existence of potentially suitable habitat. No effects to federally-
listed species are anticipated. Refer to the Species Analysis Spreadsheet and 
Section 5.11.11 for detailed information regarding state-listed species and 
habitat. 

• Question 3: Will the project have any impact on a resource that is in poor or declining 
health? 

− No. Impacts to state-listed threatened species or SGCNs would be a result of 
incidental occurrence of individuals within the project area. Although no 
individuals were observed during site visits of areas directly impacted by the 
proposed roadway improvements, the project area contains potentially suitable 
habitat for 12 state-listed threatened species and 31 species classified as 
SGCN. Of the 12 state-listed threatened species, 6 species would not be 
impacted due to the avoidance of potential habitat within the Sabine River. The 
remaining 6 state-listed species and 31 SGCN may be impacted by construction 
activities due to impacts to potential habitat within the project area. Species-
specific BMPs, in accordance with the 2013 TxDOT-TPWD MOU, would be 
implemented.  They are detailed in Table 7 and included in the EPIC sheet. If 
any individuals of state-listed species or SGCN are observed within the project 
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area during construction, care would be taken to avoid harming them. With the 
implementation of these measures, the proposed project is anticipated to have 
no direct adverse impacts to state-listed species.  No other resource is in poor 
or declining health.  

Summary and Conclusion 

Table 10 provides additional information about the direct and indirect impacts on each 
resource and the health of each resource. Based on the results of the risk assessment, 
supported by the information presented in Table 10 and in the technical reports prepared for 
the proposed project, further cumulative impacts analysis is not required. 

Due to the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures implemented for these 
resources, the potential impacts associated with this project were determined to not be 
substantial. Based on the results of the risk assessment and decision tree, supported by the 
information presented in the technical reports prepared for the proposed project, further 
cumulative impacts analysis is not required. 

No-Build Alternative: The No-Build Alternative would not result in changes to the existing 
facility; therefore, no cumulative impacts are anticipated. 
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Table 10 – Resource/Issues Considered for Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

Subject Considered 
for Direct and Indirect 

Impacts 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria 
Is 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis? 

Reason for Including or Excluding for Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis 

Would 
there be 

Direct 
and/or 
Indirect 

Impacts? 

Would the 
Impacts be 
Considered 

Substantial? 

Is Resource/ 
Issue at Risk 
or in Poor or 

Declining 
Health? 

ROW Displacements Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 
a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Land Use Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 
a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Prime Farmlands Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts to prime farmlands are 
anticipated; therefore, a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Socioeconomic 
Resources Yes No No No 

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority and/or 
low-income populations would result from the proposed project. No 
substantial direct and indirect impact are anticipated; therefore, a 
cumulative analysis is not warranted.  

Visual and Aesthetics Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 
a cumulative analysis is not warranted.  

EJ/LEP Populations No No No No No direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, a 
cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Historic Resources No No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 
a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Archeological 
Resources No No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 

a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) No No No No No direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, a 
cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Waters of the U.S., 
including Wetlands 

Yes No No No 

As summarized in Section 5.10.1, there would be permanent and 
temporary aquatic impacts associated with the proposed projects. 
However, the implementation of Section 401 BMPs would serve to 
minimize potential impacts; therefore, no significant impacts are 
anticipated, and no cumulative impacts analysis is warranted.   

Floodplains Yes No No No The hydraulic design for the proposed project would be in accordance 
with FHWA and TxDOT floodplain regulations; therefore, the proposed 
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Subject Considered 
for Direct and Indirect 

Impacts 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria 
Is 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis? 

Reason for Including or Excluding for Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis 

Would 
there be 

Direct 
and/or 
Indirect 

Impacts? 

Would the 
Impacts be 
Considered 

Substantial? 

Is Resource/ 
Issue at Risk 
or in Poor or 

Declining 
Health? 

project is not anticipated to create significant encroachment on any 
floodplains and no cumulative impacts analysis is warranted.  

Groundwater and 
Surface Waters Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 

a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 

Vegetation 

Yes No No No 

Impacts to vegetation is anticipated and the proposed project is 
being coordinated with TPWD; however, the impacts are not 
considered substantial and the resource is not in poor and declining 
health; therefore, no cumulative analysis is warranted.  

Wildlife 

Yes No No No 

Direct impacts are anticipated during construction of the proposed 
project, but wildlife would be expected to return to adjacent areas 
after construction is complete. Therefore, no substantial impacts are 
anticipated and a cumulative analysis is not warranted.   

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 
and SGCN Yes No No Yes 

No effects are anticipated for any federally listed species. Direct 
impacts are anticipated for state-listed species and SGCN during 
construction of the proposed project. Species-specific BMPs will be 
implemented to minimize any potential impact to state-listed species 
and SGCN. Therefore, no substantial impacts are anticipated and a 
cumulative analysis is not warranted.  

Air Quality 

No No No No 

No direct or indirect impacts to air quality are anticipated, the 
resource is not in poor and declining health, and the project is within 
Smith and Gregg Counites, which is in area in attainment for all 
NAAQs; therefore, no cumulative impacts analysis is warranted.  

Noise and Vibration 

Yes No No No 

Noise impacts are anticipated at 2 receiver locations due to proposed 
project; however, Noise barriers were determined not feasible and 
reasonable and, therefore, are not proposed for incorporation into 
the project. No substantial impacts are anticipated, and a cumulative 
analysis is not warranted. 

Hazardous Materials Yes No No No No substantial direct and indirect impacts are anticipated; therefore, 
a cumulative analysis is not warranted. 
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5.17 Construction Phase Impacts  

Build Alternative: During the construction phase of the proposed project, there is the potential for 
noise, dust or light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, 
road and other traffic disruptions. The proposed project construction would not require detours.  
Additionally, construction activities may affect 6 state-listed species and 32 SGCN that could 
potentially occur within the project area due to the presence of potential habitat. These potential 
impacts are discussed as follows:  

Construction Noise – Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict. Heavy 
machinery, the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns. 
However, construction normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more 
tolerable. None of the receptors is expected to be exposed to construction noise for a long duration; 
therefore, any extended disruption of normal activities is not expected. Provisions will be included in 
the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize 
construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper 
maintenance of muffler systems 

Fugitive Dust and Air Pollutants - During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases 
in particulate matter (PM) and MSAT emissions may occur from construction activities. The primary 
construction-related emissions of PM are fugitive dust from site preparation, and the primary 
construction-related emissions of MSAT are diesel particulate matter from diesel powered 
construction equipment and vehicles. The potential impacts of PM emissions will be minimized by 
using fugitive dust control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. 
Considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, as well as the 
mitigation actions to be utilized including compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, it is 
not anticipated that emissions from construction of this project will have a significant impact on air 
quality in the area. 

Impacts to protected species – Roadway construction activities associated with the proposed project 
may impact vegetative communities and aquatic habitat serving as potential habitat for 6 species 
that are state-listed as threatened and 32 species classified as SGCN (see Species Analysis 
Spreadsheet). Due to anticipated impact to potential habitat, the proposed project may affect these 
species. In order to minimize potential impacts to state-listed species and SGCN, BMPs (See Table 
7) would be implemented. With the implementation of these measures, the proposed project is 
anticipated to have no permanent direct impacts to state-listed species or SGCN. No potential habitat 
for federally listed species occurs within the project area. 

No-Build Alternative: This alternative would not result in noise, dust or light pollution; impacts 
associated with physical construction activity, temporary lane, road closures; traffic disruptions 
associated with construction; or impacts to state-listed species or SGCN.  



 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 

CSJ 0165-02-061, etc.   Page 54 
 

6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION 

Coordination with the USACE, TPWD, THC, FHWA, and federally-recognized tribes has occurred under 
TxDOT’s respective MOUs and PA with these agencies/entities. See Appendix G for the written 
coordination exchanges. 

7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

TxDOT held two open house public meetings and a formal public hearing consisting of a virtual and 
in-person option to present the project to the public and receive comments. The first meeting was 
held at Gladewater Middle School, 414 S. Loop 485, Gladewater, Texas 75647 on Tuesday, April 27, 
2018 from 5 pm to 7 pm. Property and business owners, who potentially would be affected by the 
project, and the general public were invited to evaluate the three build alternatives and no-build 
alternative and respond with comments and concerns. Comments received following the first public 
meeting generally stated the property owner’s preference of alternative and also expressed concerns 
over ROW impacts related to the three build alternatives. 

The Preferred Alternative was presented to the public at the second public meeting on October 23, 
2018, also held at Gladewater Middle School from 5 pm to 7 pm. Property and business owners, who 
potentially would be affected by the project, and the general public were invited to evaluate the 
Preferred Alternative, a revised build alternative (combination of three previous build alternatives) 
and respond with comments and concerns. 

A public hearing was held on Thursday, May 20, 2021 at 7 p.m. consisting of a virtual option including 
a pre-recorded video presentation available on the TxDOT website, as well as an in-person option 
held from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m. at the TxDOT Tyler District Office available by appointment only. The virtual 
presentation remained available for viewing until Friday, June 4, 2021 at 11:59 p.m. The final 
preferred alternative was presented to the public to gather their input and comments. 

The virtual hearing option was attended by 196 members of the public and the in-person option was 
attended by 20 members of the public. A total of 6 comments were received, with 4 email comments, 
1 in-person comment, and 1 mail in comment. Of the comments received, 1 comment was for the 
project, 2 comments were property concerns, and 4 comments were safety concerns. After the Public 
Hearing, the median crossover at approximate center‐line station 694+25, will be shifted during the 
construction phase approximately 225‐feet north to improve the safety of the roadway, and entrance 
and exit at Parcel #32. 

The opportunity to request for language accommodations and translation was provided and 
published in legal notices and property owner notifications. The May 2021 Public Hearing included 
notices published in English. Public Hearing translation services were provided for requests made by 
May 17, 2021. No translating requests were made for the Public Hearing.  

Copies of the public involvement materials are available in TxDOT’s Public Involvement section and 
available at the TxDOT Tyler District Office. 
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8.0 POST-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES AND DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION 
COMMITMENTS  

8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities  

This section described environmental permits and approvals required for this project (Table 11). 
Greater detail under the respective resource categories are described in Section 5.0 of this 
document. 

Table 11 – Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments 

Environmental Issues* Commitments and Permits Time of Anticipated 
Activity 

1. Cultural Resources 
(Historical/Archeological) 

ROE was not obtained for approximately 100.48 acres of 
proposed ROW within the APE. Cultural resources surveys 
would be conducted once ROE is obtained or the State 
acquires the property. 

Prior to Construction 

2. Water Quality SWP3 shall be prepared and a Notice of Intent would be 
submitted to TCEQ. 

Prior to Construction 

3. Floodplain Coordination with appropriate state and local floodplain 
administrators would be required.  

Prior to Construction 

4. Wetlands/Waters of U.S. It is anticipated that the proposed project could be 
authorized under NWP 14 with a PCN to the USACE. 
Additionally, a Section 10 permit would be required. 
Compensatory mitigation would be obtained as needed.  

Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors coordination will be 
completed prior to project construction.  

Prior to Construction 

 

8.2 Design/Construction Commitments  

This section of the EA lists any project-specific avoidance measures that would be conveyed to the 
design or construction contractor as a result of the department’s environmental review of the project. 

Table 12 – Contractor Communications 

Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

1. Water Resources  NWP 14 PCN and Section 10 Permit TPDES, which includes: 
• Construction General Permit 
• SW3P 
• Site Notice 
• Notice of Intent to MS4 operator and TCEQ 
• Implementation of erosion control, sedimentation control, and post-

construction TSS control BMPs for the TCEQ’s Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification Conditions for NWPs to prevent water quality impacts from 
occurring during and after construction 

• Notice of Termination (NOT) to MS4 operator and TCEQ 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

2. Cultural Resources In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during 
construction, work in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological staff 
will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures. 

3. Noise Provisions would be included in the plans and specifications that require the 
contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through 
abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper maintenance of 
muffler systems. 

4. Vegetation  Preserve native vegetation to the extent practical. Contractor must adhere to 
Construction Specification Requirements Specs 162, 164, 192, 193, 506, 730, 
751 & 752 in order to comply with requirements for invasive species, beneficial 
landscaping, and tree/brush removal commitments. 

5. Hazardous Materials ROW would be acquired from potential hazardous material sites. However, based 
on environmental review, impacts to the project are not anticipated.  Should 
unanticipated hazardous materials be encountered during the project, they would 
be managed in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.  TxDOT 
maintains standing environmental remediation contracts that are available to 
address unanticipated contamination and waste issues with minimal delay. 
 
The proposed project includes demolition of buildings as well as the replacement 
or widening of bridge structures. The buildings and bridges may contain asbestos 
or lead paint containing materials.  Asbestos inspection, notification, and 
abatement would be performed as required, prior to demolition.  Lead paint, if 
present, would be addressed in accordance with TxDOT specifications and 
applicable regulations. 

6. Traffic Control A traffic control plan is to be implemented prior to construction activities. 

7. Vegetation Management  Re-vegetation of disturbed areas would be in compliance with the Executive Order 
on Invasive Species (EO 13112). Regionally native and non-invasive plants would 
be used to the extent practicable in landscaping and re-vegetation. 

8. Threatened and 
Endangered Species/ 
Wildlife 

In addition to complying with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) perform the 
following: 

• Prior to construction, perform daytime surveys for nests including under 
bridges and in culverts to determine if they are active before removal. 
Nests that are active should not be disturbed.  

• Do not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests, including ground nesting 
birds, during the nesting season. 

• Avoid the removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable. 
• Prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season on 

TxDOT owned and operated facilities and structures proposed for 
replacement or repair. 

• Do not collect, capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active 
nests without a permit. 

 
The following Southern Crawfish Frog BMPs would be incorporated into the 
proposed project: 

• Minimize impacts to wetland habitats including isolated ephemeral pools. 
• In addition to BMPs required for a TCEQ Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan and/or 401 water quality permit, the following BMPs would be 
incorporated into the proposed project: 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

• Minimize the use of equipment in streams and riparian areas during 
construction. When possible, equipment access should be from banks, 
bridge decks, or barges. 

• When temporary system stream crossings are unavoidable, remove 
stream crossings once they are no longer needed and stabilize banks and 
soils around the crossing.  

• Wet-Bottomed detention ponds are recommended to benefit wildlife and 
downstream water quality. Consider potential wildlife-vehicle interactions 
when siting detention ponds. 

• Rubbish found near bridges on TxDOT ROW should be removed and 
disposed of properly to minimize the risk of pollution. Rubbish does not 
include brush piles or snags.  

 
The following Amphibian BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed project 
(Unless absence of the species can be demonstrated, assume presence in 
suitable habitat and implement the following BMPs. Absence can only be 
demonstrated using TPWD-approved survey efforts. Contact TPWD for minimum 
survey protocols for species and project site conditions). 

• For projects within one mile of a known occupied location or observation 
of the species recorded from 1980 until the current year and suitable 
habitat is present, coordinate with TPWD. 

• For new location roadway projects, coordinate with TPWD. 
• For projects within existing right-of-way (ROW) when work is in water or will 

permanently impact a water feature and potential habitat exists for the 
target species complete the following: 

− Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, 
and to avoid harming the species if encountered. 

− Minimize impacts to wetland, temporary and permanent open water 
features, including depressions, and riverine habitats. 

− Maintain hydrologic regime and connections between wetlands and other 
aquatic features.  

− Use barrier fencing to direct animal movements away from construction 
activities and areas of potential wildlife-vehicle collisions in construction 
areas directly adjacent, or that may directly impact, potential habitat for 
the target species. 

− Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization 
and/or revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching 
and/or hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, using erosion 
control blankets or mats that contain no netting, or only contain loosely 
woven natural fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided 
to the extent practicable. 

− Project specific locations (PSLs) proposed within state-owned ROW should 
be located in uplands away from aquatic features. 

− When work is directly adjacent to the water, minimize impacts to shoreline 
basking sites (e.g., downed trees, sand bars, exposed bedrock) and 
overwinter sites (e.g., brush and debris piles, crayfish burrows) where 
feasible. 

− Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, 
and leaf litter, which may be refugia for terrestrial amphibians, were 
feasible. 

− If gutters and curbs are part of the roadway design, where feasible install 
gutters that do not include the side box inlet and include sloped (i.e. 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

mountable) curbs to allow small animals to leave roadway. If this 
modification to the entire curb system is not possible, install sections of 
sloped curb on either side of the storm water drain for several feet to 
allow small animals to leave the roadway. Priority areas for these design 
recommendations are those with nearby wetlands or other aquatic 
features. 

• For projects that require acquisition of additional ROW and work within 
that new ROW is in water or will permanently impact a water feature, 
implement all of the above BMPs, plus BMPs described below: 

− For sections of roadway adjacent to wetlands or other aquatic features, 
install wildlife barriers that prevent climbing. Barriers should terminate at 
culvert openings in order to funnel animals under the road. The barriers 
should be of the same length as the adjacent feature or 80 feet long in 
each direction, or whichever is the lesser of the two. 

− For culvert extensions and culvert replacement/installation, incorporate 
measures to funnel animals toward culverts such as concrete wingwalls 
and barrier walls with overhangs. 

− When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their 
placement should not impede the movement of terrestrial or aquatic 
wildlife through the water feature. Where feasible, biotechnical 
streambank stabilization methods using live native vegetation, or a 
combination of vegetative and structural materials should be used. 

The following Fish BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed project: 
• For projects within the range of a SGCN or State-listed fish and work is 

adjacent to water: Water Quality BMPs. No TPWD Coordination required. 
• For projects within the range of a SGCN or State-listed fish, and work is in 

water: TPWD coordination required. 
 
The following Plains spotted skunk BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed 
project: 

• Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, 
and to avoid harming the species if encountered, and to avoid 
unnecessary impacts to dens. 

 
The following Bat BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed project: 

• For activities that have the potential to impact structures, cliffs or caves, 
or trees; a qualified biologist will perform a habitat assessment and 
occupancy survey of the feature(s) with roost potential as early in the 
planning process as possible or within one year before project letting. 

• For roosts where occupancy is strongly suspected but unconfirmed during 
the initial survey, revisit feature(s) at most four weeks prior to scheduled 
disturbance to confirm absence of bats. 

• If bats are present or recent signs of occupation (i.e., piles of guano, 
distinct musky odor, or staining and rub marks at potential entry points) 
are observed, take appropriate measures to ensure that bats are not 
harmed, such as implementing non-lethal exclusion activities or timing or 
phasing of construction. 

• Exclusion devices can be installed by a qualified individual between 
September 1 and March 31. Exclusion devices should be used for a 
minimum of seven days when minimum nighttime temperatures are 
above 50 degrees F AND minimum daytime temperatures are above 70 
degrees F. Prior to exclusion, ensure that alternate roosting habitat is 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

available in the immediate area. If no suitable roosting habitat is 
available, installation of alternate roosts is recommended to replace the 
loss of an occupied roost. If alternative roost sites are not provided, bats 
may seek shelter in other inappropriate sites, such as buildings, in the 
surrounding area.  

• If features(s) used by bats are removed as a result of construction, 
replacement structures should incorporate bat-friendly design or artificial 
roosts should be constructed to replace these features, as practicable. 

• Conversion of property containing cave or cliff features to transportation 
purposes should be avoided where feasible. 

• Large hollow trees, snags (dead standing trees), and trees with shaggy 
bark should be surveyed for colonies and, if found, should not be 
disturbed until the bats are no longer occupying these features. Post-
occupancy surveys should be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to 
tree removal from the landscape. 

• Retain mature, large diameter hardwood forest species and 
native/ornamental palm trees where feasible. 

• In all instances, avoid harm or death to bats. Bats should only be handled 
as a last resort and after communication with TPWD.  

 
The following Freshwater Mussel BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed 
project: 

• When work is in the water, survey project footprints for state listed 
species where appropriate habitat exists. 

• When work is in the water and mussels are discovered during surveys, 
relocate state listed and SGCN mussels under TPWD authorization and 
implement Water Quality BMPs. 

• When work is adjacent to the water, Water Quality BMPs implemented as 
part of the SWPPP for a construction general permit or any conditions of 
the 401 water quality certification for the project will be implemented. No 
TPWD coordination required.  

 
The following Alligator Snapping Turtle BMPs would be incorporated into the 
proposed project: 

• Minimize impacts to wetlands and riverine habitats.  
 
The following Aquatic Reptile BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed 
project (Unless absence of the species can be demonstrated, assume presence in 
suitable habitat and implement the following BMPs. Absence can only be 
demonstrated using TPWD-approved survey efforts. Contact TPWD for minimum 
survey protocols for species and project site conditions). 

• For projects within one mile of a known occupied location or observation 
of the species recorded from 1980 until the current year and suitable 
habitat is present, coordinate with TPWD. 

• For new location roadway projects, coordinate with TPWD. 
• For projects within existing right-of-way (ROW) when work is in water or will 

permanently impact a water feature and potential habitat exists for the 
target species complete the following: 

− Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, 
and to avoid harming the species if encountered. 

− Minimize impacts to wetland, temporary and permanent open water 
features, including depressions, and riverine habitats. 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

− Maintain hydrologic regime and connections between wetlands and other 
aquatic features.  

− Use barrier fencing to direct animal movements away from construction 
activities and areas of potential wildlife-vehicle collisions in construction 
areas directly adjacent, or that may directly impact, potential habitat for 
the target species. 

− Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization 
and/or revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching 
and/or hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, using erosion 
control blankets or mats that contain no netting, or only contain loosely 
woven natural fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided 
to the extent practicable. 

− Project specific locations (PSLs) proposed within state-owned ROW should 
be located in uplands away from aquatic features. 

− When work is directly adjacent to the water, minimize impacts to shoreline 
basking sites (e.g., downed trees, sand bars, exposed bedrock) and 
overwinter sites (e.g., brush and debris piles, crayfish burrows) where 
feasible. 

− Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, 
and leaf litter, which may be refugia for terrestrial amphibians, were 
feasible. 

− If gutters and curbs are part of the roadway design, where feasible install 
gutters that do not include the side box inlet and include sloped (i.e. 
mountable) curbs to allow small animals to leave roadway. If this 
modification to the entire curb system is not possible, install sections of 
sloped curb on either side of the storm water drain for several feet to 
allow small animals to leave the roadway. Priority areas for these design 
recommendations are those with nearby wetlands or other aquatic 
features. 

• For projects that require acquisition of additional ROW and work within 
that new ROW is in water or will permanently impact a water feature, 
implement all of the above BMPs, plus BMPs described below: 

− For sections of roadway adjacent to wetlands or other aquatic features, 
install wildlife barriers that prevent climbing. Barriers should terminate at 
culvert openings in order to funnel animals under the road. The barriers 
should be of the same length as the adjacent feature or 80 feet long in 
each direction, or whichever is the lesser of the two. 

− For culvert extensions and culvert replacement/installation, incorporate 
measures to funnel animals toward culverts such as concrete wingwalls 
and barrier walls with overhangs. 

− When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their 
placement should not impede the movement of terrestrial or aquatic 
wildlife through the water feature. Where feasible, biotechnical 
streambank stabilization methods using live native vegetation or a 
combination of vegetative and structural materials should be used.  

The following Terrestrial Reptile BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed 
project: 

• Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization 
and/or revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching 
and/or hydroseeding are not feasible due to site conditions, utilize 
erosion control blankets or mats that contain no netting or contain loosely 
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Environmental Issues* Avoidance measures or special instructions 

woven, natural fiber netting is preferred. Plastic netting should be avoided 
to the extent practicable. 

• For open trenches and excavated pits, install escape ramps at an angle of 
less than 45 degrees (1:1) in areas left uncovered. Visually inspect 
excavation areas for trapped wildlife prior to backfilling. 

• Inform contractors that if reptiles are found on project site allow species 
to safely leave the project area. 

• Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, 
and leaf litter where feasible. 

• Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, 
and to avoid harming the species if encountered. 

*The commitments listed are not intended to be an all-encompassing list of commitments involved in construction. 
These commitments are specific to TxDOT EPIC sheets to accompany general environmental commitments utilized in every TxDOT 
construction project. 

 

9.0 CONCLUSION  

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the human or 
natural environment. Therefore, a finding of no significant impact is recommended. 
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity Map 
Figure 2. Project Area on USGS Topographic Map 
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Appendix B – Project Photos  
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Appendix C – Schematics  
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Appendix D – Typical Sections 
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Appendix E – Plan and Program Excerpts  

  



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



kkowalczyk
Rectangle



 
Final Environmental Assessment 

US 271/ SL 485 

 
CSJ 0165-02-061, etc. 

Appendix F – Resource-Specific Map 
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OUR VALUES:  People • Accountability • Trust • Honesty 

OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

 

 

March 4, 2021 

Hector Garcia, P.E. 

FHWA - Texas Division 

300 E. 8th St., Rm. 826  

Austin, Texas 78701 

 

Re:  US 271 at Sabine River 

       Navigability Determination 

       CSJ: 0165-02-061 

 

Dear Mr. Garcia: 

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Tyler District is proposing to replace the existing US 

271 bridge at Sabine River in Gregg County, Texas – located approximately 1.2 miles southwest of 

US 80 in Gladewater. 

The existing US 271 bridge at Sabine River is a 21-span, 1,187-foot, steel-girder structure with a 

63.7-foot wide deck, built in 1956. TxDOT proposes to replace the existing US 271 bridge at Sabine 

River with a 9-span, 1,230-foot, prestressed-concrete structure with a 98-foot wide deck. This reach 

of the Sabine River is exclusively used recreationally, primarily by fishing vessels less than 21-feet 

long. The existing bridge does not have any navigational lighting. 

In accordance with 23 CFR 650.805, Tyler District assessed the above referenced project and 

determined a Section 9, United States Coast Guard (USCG) bridge permit would not be required. 

Attached is a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) questionnaire, and supporting documentation 

for the proposed project.  

Tyler District respectfully requests FHWA concurrence that the Sabine River at US 271 in Gregg 

County, 1) is not used, or susceptible to use, in its natural condition or by reasonable improvement, 

to transport interstate or foreign commerce, and 2) is not tidal; and that the proposed US 271 bridge 

does not require a USCG bridge permit or navigational lighting. 

Sincerely, 

 

Dylan McCord 

Environmental Specialist 

TxDOT – Tyler District 

(903) 510-9116 

dylan.mccord@txdot.gov  

mailto:dylan.mccord@txdot.gov


 

 

23 CFR 650.805 
 

BRIDGES NOT REQUIRING A U.S. COAST GUARD PERMIT 
 
As part of 23 CFR 650.805(c), TxDOT is responsible for addressing the need for a USCG 
permit.  Statements responding to the following questions are recommended for inclusion in their 
submission to FHWA so that we can make the determination as required by 23 CFR 650.805(a):  
 
 
 
1. Is the stream/river/lake/bay tidal at the location in question?   

NO 
 
2. If the stream/river/lake/bay is tidal at the location in question, is it used only by recreational 

boating, fishing, and other small vessels less than 21 feet in length?  
N/A –Sabine River at US 271 is not tidal. 

 
3. Please do surveys as necessary to determine size of vessels using the waterway.  

The only vessels observed were recreational fishing boats, less than 21-feet in length. 
 
4. If only small recreational vessels are using the stream/river/lake/bay, is there significant 

nighttime use that would necessitate lighting? (Please provide a statement to respond to this 
question and not simply a “yes” or “no” response.)  
NO – The only use of Sabine River at US 271 at night is by recreational fishermen in 
small vessels less than 21 feet in length. Nighttime use is not significant and would not 
necessitate lighting. The existing bridge does not have navigational lighting. 

 
5. Is there commercial navigation currently using the stream/river/lake/bay at the location in 

question for interstate or foreign commerce?  Please consult with the Corps of Engineers and 
others as needed.   
NO – There is not commercial navigation using Sabine River at US 271. 

 
6. Is there a commercial navigation channel currently being maintained by the Corps or other 

governmental entity immediately downstream of the location in question?  If yes, how far 
down stream?   
NO – There is not a commercial navigation channel immediately downstream of Sabine 
River at US 271. 

 
7. If a maintained commercial navigation channel exists downstream from the location in 

question, is there significant interest by major users of the channel in improving it upstream?  
NO – The nearest maintained commercial navigation channel downstream is the 
Sabine-Neches Waterway, some 200 miles downstream.  

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
8. If a maintained commercial navigation channel exists downstream from the location in 

question, are there significant manmade obstacles [bridges or dams for example] between the 
upper end of the channel and the location in question?   
YES – Toledo Bend dam, north of Burkeville, TX, is a significant obstacle between the 
upper end of the Sabine-Neches Waterway and the US 271 bridge in Gregg County. 
Toledo Bend Reservoir is the fifth-largest manmade waterbody in the U.S. (by surface 
area).  
 

9. In your opinion, given the geomorphological nature of the river/stream, is establishing and 
maintaining a commercial navigation channel, further upstream from the location in question, 
a reasonable engineering possibility?   
NO  

 
10. In your opinion, is the stream/river/lake/bay at the location in question susceptible to 

commercial navigation by any reasonable improvement?   
NO 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Please also provide a brief description of the existing structure, proposed structure, route 
number, county, control-section-job (CSJ), Federal Project Number, location map, proposed 
horizontal and vertical navigational clearances, bridge layout and cross section name and title 
of the individual compiling the information, and the date.  Please submit this completed 
questionnaire, along with necessary supporting documentation, and a submittal letter to our 
office. 
 
 
Route: US 271 
County: Gregg  
CSJ: 0165-02-061, etc. 
 
The existing US 271 bridge at Sabine River is a 1,187-foot (21-span), steel-girder structure with 
a 63.7-foot wide deck (56.5-foot roadway), built in 1956. The bridge is located 1.2 miles 
southwest of US 80 (Lat: 32.52633117 // Long: -94.96265090). 
 
The proposed US 271 bridge at Sabine River would be a 1,230-foot (9-span), prestressed 
concrete structure with a 98-foot wide deck (96-foot roadway). The proposed bridge would 
replace at existing location. 
 
Proposed vertical clearance:  
1.8 feet – 100-year design Freeboard 
43.5 feet – distance from Thalweg to bottom of girder 
 
Proposed horizontal clearance(s):  
17.33 feet – distance from bank to nearest proposed bridge bent, down- and upstream 
155 feet – span distance from bent to bent, across Sabine River 
 
Attached: 

- Location Map 
- Bridge Layout 
- Cross Sections 

 
Compiled March 3, 2021, by:  
Dylan McCord 
Environmental Specialist 
TxDOT, Tyler District 
(903) 510-9116 
dylan.mccord@txdot.gov 
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