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TABLE 2-11 FISH SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING WITHIN THE UPPER SABINE 
SUBBASIN 

. 
' 

   

channel caffish Ictalurus punctatus 

yellow bullhead Ameiurus natalis 

PERCIDAE: Perches 
bluntnose darter Etheostoma chlorosoma 

dusky darter Percina sciera 

redspot darter Etheostoma artesiae 

river darter Percina shumardi 

slough darter Etheostoma gracile 

POECILIIDAE: Livebearers 

western mosquitofish Gambusia affinis 
Source: Hendrickson and Cohen 2015. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

For this routing study, emphasis was placed on obtaining documented occurrences of special status 
species and/or their designated critical habitat within the study area. Documented occurrences of 
unique vegetative communities within the study area were also reviewed. Special status species 
include those listed by the USFWS (2019b) as threatened, endangered, or candidates for listing and 
those species listed by TPWD (2019e) as threatened or endangered. POWER requested a GIS data 
layer of historical known occurrences for listed species and/or sensitive vegetative communities from 
the TXNDD (2019). For the purpose of this study, the TXNDD information is not used as a substitute 
for a presence/absence survey, but as an indication of previous occurrences within suitable habitat for 
the species. 

The USFWS regulates activities affecting plants and animals designated as endangered or threatened 
under the ESA (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.). A USFWS IPaC report request was submitted and received 
on June 12, 2019 (Consultation Code: 02ETAR00-2019-SLI-1560). This USFWS report identifies 
potentially occurring federally-listed threatened, endangered, and proposed species and designated 
critical habitat within the study area (USFWS 2019b). An endangered species is defined as a species 
in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A threatened species is 
defined as likely to become endangered within the near foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. Proposed species are those that have been proposed in the Federal 
Register to be listed under the ESA. The ESA also provides for the conservation of "designated 
critical habitat," which is defined by the USFWS as the areas of land, water, and air space that an 
endangered species needs for survival. These areas include sites with food and water, breeding areas, 
cover or shelter sites, and sufficient habitat to provide for normal population growth and behavior for 
the species. The 1PaC report states there are no designated critical habitats within the study area 
(USFWS 2019b). 

The TPWD also regulates plants and animals designated as endangered or threatened (Chapters 67 
and 68 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code and § 65.171 - 65.176 of Title 31 of the TAC; and 
Chapter 88 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code and § 69.01 - 69.9 of the TAC). Under Texas law, 
endangered animal species are those deemed to be "threatened with statewide extinction" and 
endangered plant species are those "in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range." Threatened animal and plant species are those deemed to be likely to become endangered 
within the foreseeable future. 
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Threatened and Endangered Plant Species 

No federal- or state-listed plant species are listed as potentially occurring within the study area 
(USFWS 2019b; TPWD 2019e). Review of TXNDD (2019) data did not identify any sensitive 
vegetation comrnunities mapped within the study area. 

Threatened and Endangered Animal Species 

The USFWS (2019b) IPaC official species list identifies three federally-listed animal species to 
consider for the study area. State-listed species in the TPWD (2019e) Annotated County Lists of Rare 
Species have been included in Table 2-12 for consistency. A brief description of each species' life 
history, habitat requirements, and documented occurrences within the study area are summarized 
below. Only USFWS-listed threatened or endangered species are afforded federal protection under 
the ESA. 

TABLE 2-12 LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED ANIMAL SPECIES FOR VAN 
ZANDT COUNTY 

, 1E 
, 

.„, 

Common Name Scientific Name USFWV TPWD2 

Birds 

bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus DL T 

black rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis PT2 - 
interior least tern Sterna antillarum athalassos E E 
piping plover Charadrius melodus T T 
red knot Calidris canutus rufa T T 

swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forticatus - T 
white-faced ibis Plegadis chihi - T 
wood stork Mycteria americana - T 
Mammals 

black bear Ursus americanus - T 

Mollusks 

Louisiana pigtoe Pleurobema riddellii - T 
sandbank pocketbook Lampsilis satura - T 
southern hickorynut Obovaria arkansasensis - T 
Texas heelsplitter Potamilus amphichaenus - T 

Texas pigtoe Fusconaia askewi - T 
Reptiles 

alligator snapping turtle Macrochelys temminckii - T 

northern scarlet snake Cemophora coccinea copei - T 

Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum - T 
Status abbreviations: E - Endangered, T - Threatened, PT — Proposed Threatened, DL - Federally Delisted 

Sources: 1USFWS 2019b; 2TPWD 2019e 
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Federally Listed Species 

Interior least tern 

The interior least tern is a subspecies of least tern. The USFWS recognizes any nesting least tern that 
is 50 miles or greater from a coastline as being an interior least tern (Campbell 2003). Interior least 
terns nest inland along sand and gravel bars within braided streams and rivers as well as salt flats 
associated with rivers and reservoirs. They are also known to nest on man-made structures (inland 
beaches, wastewater treatment plants, gravel quarries, etc.) (TPWD 2014). This species may occur 
within the study area if suitable habitat is available (Lockwood and Freeman 2014). 

Piping plover 

The piping plover is a small migratory shorebird that nests within the Great Lakes, Northern Great 
Plains or Atlantic Coast and winters along the Gulf of Mexico coastline (TPWD 2019e). This species 
may occur within the study area as an occasional non-breeding winter migrant (Lockwood and 
Freeman 2014) if suitable stop-over habitat is available. 

Red knot 

The red knot is a migratory bird which nests in the arctic tundra and overwinters along the Gulf of 
Mexico coastline. A spring migratory stopover is known in Delaware Bay separating New Jersey and 
Delaware where the species gorges on horseshoe crab eggs (USFWS 2007). This species is a rare to 
uncommon non-breeding winter migrant along the Texas coast (Lockwood and Freeman 2014) and 
may occur within the study area as a non-breeding winter migrant if suitable habitat is available. 

Proposed Species 

Black rail 

In September 2018, the USFWS published a 12-month finding/Proposed Rule in the Federal Register 
to list the black rail as a threatened species. Final rulemaking for this species is currently ongoing 
(Federal Register 2018). Black rails occur as scarce year-round residents along the Texas coast. 
Breeding populations occurring in inland and Atlantic coastline areas migrate to the southeastern U.S. 
for winter. Nesting habitat includes dense wetland areas, such as marshes, swamps, wet meadows, 
and pond edges (NatureServe 2019). This species may occur within the study area as a rare migrant if 
suitable habitat is available. 

State Listed Species 

Birds 

Swallow-tailed kite 

The swallow-tailed kite historically occurred along the coastal plains, interior lowlands, and riparian 
areas throughout the southeastern US and into central Texas. Today in Texas, the species is a rare to 
uncommon migrant throughout the eastern third of the state and a rare to locally uncommon summer 
resident in southeast Texas. The most recent breeding records exist from Chambers, Liberty, Orange, 
and Tyler counties (Lockwood and Freeman 2014). Habitats include lowland forested, swampy 
areas, ranging into open woodland; marshes, along rivers, lakes, and ponds. Nesting occurs high in 
tall trees within clearings or on forest woodland edge, usually in pine, cypress, or other deciduous 
trees (Benson and Arnold 2001). This species may occur within the study area as a rare migrant if 
suitable habitat is available. 
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White-faced ibis 

The white-faced ibis breeds and winters along the Texas Gulf Coast. Other breeding populations 
occurring in the northwestern US migrate south to overwinter along the Gulf Coast and in Central 
America. Preferred habitats include swamps, ponds, rivers, sloughs, irrigated rice fields, freshwater 
marsh, and sometimes brackish and saltwater marsh. This species is a colonial nester and forages on 
insects, newts, leeches, earthworms, snails, crayfish, frogs, and fish (TPWD 2019e). This species may 
occur as a migrant within the study area if suitable habitat is available. 

Wood stork 

The wood stork is a colonial bird that breeds in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and Mexico. 
Nesting occurs in rnangrove or cypress trees within brackish or freshwater swamp habitat. Post 
breeding, storks from Mexico migrate northward along Mississippi River Valley. Wood storks use 
prairie ponds, flooded pastures or fields, ditches, and other shallow standing water habitats to forage 
for fish and other small animals (NatureServe 2019). This species usually roosts communally in tall 
snags and sometimes in association with other wading birds (TPWD 2019e). This species rnay occur 
as an uncommon migrant (Lockwood and Freeman 2014) within the study area, if suitable habitat is 
available. 

Mammals 

Black bear 

The black bear is a stocky, large, omnivore with black to cinnamon brown fur that consurnes insects, 
roots, and tubers. Preferred habitat includes bottomland hardwoods and large tracts of inaccessible 
forested areas (TPWD 2019b). It was once thought to be extirpated from Texas, but with the success 
of conservation efforts in Louisiana, young males have been observed dispersing into east Texas 
(Comer et al. 2013). TPWD (20190 reports confirmed black bear sightings have occurred in Bowie, 
Cass, Marion, Red River, Franklin, and Srnith counties. This species may occur as a rare rnigrant if 
suitable habitat is available. 

Mollusks 

Louisiana pigtoe 

The Louisiana pigtoe is endemic to streams and moderate sized rivers in the San Jacinto, Sabine, 
Neches-Angelina, Trinity, Big Cypress, and Sulphur River Basins. The Louisiana pigtoe occurs in 
slow to moderate flowing streams and rivers with silt, sand, gravel, and clay substrates (USFWS 
2017). This species may occur within the study area if suitable aquatic habitat is available. 

Sandbank pocketbook 

The sandbank pocketbook may be found in small to large rivers within the Lower Neches and Lower 
Sabine watersheds (NatureServe 2019). This species is poorly known in Texas; however, it may 
inhabit moderate to swift flowing waters with gravel, gravel-sand, and sand sediments (Howells et al. 
1996). The study area occurs outside of the current mapped distribution for the sandbank pocketbook 
(NatureServe 2019). This species is not anticipated to occur within the study area. 

Southern hickorynut 

The southern hickorynut occurs in the Lower Neches and Lower Sabine watersheds (NatureServe 
2019) within rivers and creeks with moderate flow and gravel substrates (Howells et al. 1996). The 

 

 

103 PAGE 75 



PUC Docket No. 50669 
Attachment 1 

Page 86 of 269 

POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
SWEPCO E Burges 138-kV Transmission Line Project Environmental Assessment 

study area occurs outside of the current mapped distribution for the southern hickorynut (NatureServe 
2019). This species is not anticipated to occur within the study area. 

Texas heelsplitter 

The Texas heelsplitter occurs in the Lower Neches and Lower Sabine watersheds (NatureServe 
2019). Habitat requirements are poorly known; however, this species may prefer calm waters with 
sand and mud substrates. Specimens of this species have been collected from reservoirs which 
suggest the Texas heelsplitter may also occur in impounded areas (Howells et al. 1996). The study 
area occurs within the current mapped distribution for the Texas heelsplitter (NatureServe 2019). This 
species may occur within the study area if suitable habitat is available. 

Texas pigtoe 

The Texas pigtoe occurs in the Lower Neches and Lower Sabine watersheds (NatureServe 2019) in 
rivers with mud, sand, and fine gravel substrates. Specimens of the Texas pigtoe have been collected 
in areas protected by structures or fallen trees (Howells et al. 1996). The study area is located outside 
of the current rnapped distribution for the Texas pigtoe (NatureServe 2019). This species is not 
anticipated to occur within the study area. 

Reptiles 

Alligator snapping turtle 

The alligator snapping turtle inhabits perennial freshwater ecosystems, such as lakes, canals, rivers, 
creeks, bayous, and ponds, usually within muddy or thickly vegetated substrates. The species may 
also enter brackish waters near the coast. They are most active from March through July during the 
breeding season (Dixon 2013). This species may occur within the study area if suitable habitat is 
available. 

Northern scarlet snake 

The northern scarlet snake inhabits hardwood, pine, or mixed forests with soft loamy or sandy soils 
that occur along swamps or streams. This species utilizes soft soils for burrowing and has also been 
documented in abandoned fields, grasslands, and roadsides (Dixon 2013). This species may occur 
within the study area if suitable habitat is available. 

Texas horned lizard 

The Texas horned lizard inhabits a variety of habitats including open desert, grasslands, and 
shrubland in arid and semiarid habitats on soils varying from pure sands and sandy loams to coarse 
gravels, conglomerates, and desert pavements. Their primary prey item is the harvester ant 
(Pogonotnyrtnex spp.), but they may also consume grasshoppers, beetles, and grubs (Henke and Fair 
1998). Historically the Texas horned lizard occurred throughout most of Texas but habitat loss and 
non-native fire ants (Solenopsis invicta) have caused population declines (Dixon 2013). This species 
may occur within the study area if suitable habitat is available. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVE ROUTE DEVELOPMENT 

After defining the study area, the results of data collection and reconnaissance surveys were used to 
develop an environmental and land use composite constraints map to support preliminary alternative 
routing link development. The POWER planning team was comprised of technical experts within 
their respective resource fields of land use, aesthetics, ecology, and cultural resources. The composite 
constraints map was used by the POWER planning team to identify areas of opportunity and 
constraints for facilitating the development of geographically diverse preliminary alternative routing 
links for the transmission line. Preliminary alternative routing links were developed to connect the 
existing SWEPCO Morton Substation and two proposed POC Start Options (A and B) with four 
proposed POC End Options (1, 2, 3, and 4). The proposed links and POC option locations were 
reviewed by SWEPCO for engineering and constructability. The existing SWEPCO transmission 
lines to be used by SWEPCO to terminate the two POC Start Options (A and B) into the SWEPCO 
Morton Substation were not included in the EA alternative route analysis since they will not be part of 
the route that SWEPCO will be submitting for PUC approval. These are existing SWEPCO 
certificated transmission assets and will not be rebuilt but connected with the termination of the POC 
Start Options (A and B) into the SWEPCO Morton Substation. SWEPCO hosted a public open house 
meeting on November 19, 2019 to receive public input and comments on the preliminary alternative 
routing links and POC option locations. Modifications to the preliminary alternative routing links 
were based on public input, local, state, and federal agency comment, stake-holder meetings, further 
communication with WCEC, and data refinement. Following the modifications, a set of 
geographically diverse primary alternative routes were identified from two western POC Start 
Options to three POC End Option locations (1, 2, and 3) using the modified preliminary alternative 
routing links from the public meeting input. The evaluation and comparison between the primary 
alternative routes are presented in Section 4.0. The following sections describe the primary alternative 
route development process. 

3.1 Resource Analysis 

The composite constraints map was used as the foundation for the resource analysis. Criteria were 
developed for each resource to establish constraint parameters which facilitated the identification of 
preliminary alternative routing links. The following definitions were considered during development 
of the preliminary alternative routing links: 

• Resource Value: A measure of rarity, intrinsic worth, singularity, or diversity of a resource 
within a particular area. 

• Protective Status: A measure of the formal concern as expressed by legal protection or special 
status designation. 

• Present and Known Future Uses: A measure of the level of potential conflict with land 
management and land use policies. 

• Hazards: A measure of the degree to which construction and operation of the transmission 
line could be affected by a known resource hazard. 

Using this framework, overlays of individual resources were mapped to provide a visual 
representation of constraint areas and potential routing opportunity areas that were identified. 
Identified constraints were avoided to the extent practicable to minimize potential impacts or 
conflicts. 
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3.2 Opportunities and Constraints Evaluation 

3.2.1 Existing Linear Corridors 

Based on routing criteria in the Texas Utilities Code Section 37.056(c) and 16 TAC 
§ 25.101(b)(3)(B)(i-iii), paralleling or utilizing existing compatible linear routing features are 
considered potential areas of opportunity when selecting route alternatives for new transmission lines. 
In general, locating a transmission line adjacent to existing linear routing features typically minimizes 
environmental impacts due to existing adjacent disturbances, improved access, and decreased habitat 
fragmentation. Linear routing features identified within the study area include existing electrical 
transmission lines, roadways, fence lines, and apparent property boundaries. 

Transmission Line ROWs  

POWER and SWEPCO evaluated paralleling existing transmission lines identified within the study 
area, which include three 138-kV transmission lines. Limited opportunities for paralleling these 
transrnission lines were identified. In some instances, constraints located adjacent to these 
transmission lines, their location, or the orientation of these lines precluded paralleling or paralleling 
for a considerable distance. 

Roadway ROWs 

POWER evaluated paralleling multiple roadways within the study area, including one FM road (a 
complete list of roadways is provided in Section 2.2.5). POWER also evaluated paralleling county 
and local roads (paved and unpaved) within the study area. Opportunities for paralleling roadways 
were identified, although habitable structures are frequently located near these features and must be 
considered. 

Fence Lines 

Fence lines provided several paralleling opportunities within the study area. Fence lines were 
identified utilizing aerial photography (NAIP 2018) and were often found along apparent property 
boundaries. 

Apparent Property Boundaries 

Apparent property boundaries were identified utilizing county appraisal district property boundary 
information obtained for Van Zandt County (Van Zandt County 2019b). Apparent property 
boundaries within the study area provided several paralleling opportunities between the Project 
endpoints where no other existing linear features were present. 

3.3 Alternative Route Identification 

3.3.1 Preliminary Alternative Routing Link Development 

Preliminary alternative routing links were identified by the POWER planning team by using the 
composite constraints map while also considering the sensitivity to existing resources. Preliminary 
alternative routing links were developed based upon maximizing the use of opportunity areas while 
avoiding areas of higher environmental constraint or conflicting land uses. Existing aerial 
photography was used in conjunction with the composite constraints superimposed to identify optimal 
locations for preliminary alternative routing link centerlines. POWER utilized the following to 
identify the preliminary alternative routing links: 
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• Input received from correspondence with local officials, regulatory agencies, and others. 
• Results from reconnaissance surveys of the study area. 
• Review of aerial photography. 
• Findings of the various data collection activities. 
• Environmental and land use constraints data. 
• Apparent property boundaries and fence lines. 
• Existing compatible linear opportunity areas. 
• Locations of existing developments. 

The preliminary alternative routing links were developed in accordance with the Texas Utilities Code, 
Title II, Section 37.056 (c)(4)(A)-(D), 16 TAC § 25.101, including the PUC's policy of prudent 
avoidance, and are consistent with SWEPCO's transmission line routing principals. It was POWER's 
intent to develop an adequate number of environmentally acceptable and geographically diverse 
preliminary alternative routing links while considering such factors as community values, parks and 
recreation areas, historical and aesthetic values, environmental integrity, route length parallel to 
existing compatible corridors or parallel to apparent property boundaries, and prudent avoidance. 
POWER, with input frorn SWEPCO representatives, developed 39 preliminary alternative routing 
links, two POC western Start Option locations, and four POC eastern End Option locations that were 
presented at the public open house meeting (Figure 3-1). 
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Figure 3-1 Preliminary Alternative Routing Links 
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3.3.2 Public Involvement Program 

SWEPCO hosted a public open house meeting within the community to solicit comments, concerns, 
and input frorn residents, landowners, and other interested parties. The meeting was held on 
November 19, 2019 at the Grand Saline Middle School in Grand Saline, Texas. 

Landowners along each of the preliminary alternative routing links were invited to attend. These 
meetings were intended to solicit comments from landowners and other interested parties concerning 
the proposed Project. In addition to gathering public input, the purpose of the meetings was to: 

• Promote a better understanding of the proposed Project, including the purpose and need for 
the Project, the benefits and potential impacts of the new transmission line, and the PUC 
regulatory approval process. 

• Inform and educate the public about the routing process, schedule, and the link development 
process. 

• Ensure that the decision-making process adequately identifies and considers the values and 
concerns of the landowners and other interested parties in the study area. 

A public open house meeting invitation was sent to landowners who own property located within 300 
feet of the preliminary alternative routing link centerlines. A total of 6l invitations were mailed to 
individuals and entities for the open house meeting. Each landowner also received a map of the study 
area depicting the preliminary alternative routing links with their invitation letter. An example of the 
invitation letter and a copy of the map is provided in Appendix B. 

Rather than a formal presentation in a speaker-audience format, the meetings were held in an open 
house format. Numerous information stations were set up around the meeting room. Each station was 
devoted to a particular aspect of the Project and was staffed by representatives of SWEPCO, Volkert 
(SWEPCO's property research consultant), and/or POWER. One set of large display rnaps (one-inch 
equals 500 feet scale), illustrations, photographs, and text explaining each topic were presented at the 
stations. A GIS station was also available to provide additional detail on the proposed preliminary 
alternative routing links and property ownership boundaries using recent aerial photography of the 
Project area. Staff at the GIS station were available to answer more detailed questions such as the 
distance from a specific alternative link centerline to the nearest corner of a habitable structure. 
Attendees were encouraged to visit each station in a specified sequence so the entire process and 
Project information could be explained clearly. The numerous information stations format is 
advantageous because it facilitates one-on-one discussions and encourages personalized attendee 
interactions. More importantly, the one-on-one discussions with representatives of SWEPCO, 
Volkert, and POWER encourage more interaction from attendees who might be hesitant to participate 
in a speaker-audience format. 

At the first station, each individual in attendance was asked to sign in and they received a 
questionnaire that solicited comments on the proposed Project and an evaluation of the information 
presented at the public meetings. An example copy of the questionnaire is located in Appendix B. 

Additional stations provided information regarding the PUC regulatory process, the purpose and need 
for the Project, the proposed structure type, agencies that were contacted, and link development 
criteria. In addition, general overview maps showing the study area and all preliminary alternative 
routing links, constraint maps, and detailed aerial-photography based maps were available for 
discussion and comment. 

Individuals were asked to complete the questionnaire after visiting the information stations and 
speaking with Project representatives. Completed questionnaires were submitted to SWEPCO either 

PAGE 83 111 



PUC Docket No. 50669 
Attachment 1 

Page 94 of 269 

POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
SWEPCO E Burges 138-kV Transmission Line Project Environmental Assessment 

at the meeting or later by mail; however, not all attendees submitted questionnaires, nor did all 
respondents answer every question. 

A total of 21 individuals attended the public open house meeting, according to the sign-in sheet, with 
four submitting questionnaires at the meeting. Ten questionnaires were received by mail after the 
meeting was held. Results from the questionnaires were reviewed and analyzed. Of the respondents 
that answered the questions, 11 (79%) agreed that the need for the Project was adequately explained. 
Of those attendees that responded, 86 percent were pleased with the open house format and 93 
percent felt that the information provided was helpful to their understanding of the Project. 

The questionnaire requested a ranking of 15 criteria that respondents see as the most important 
considerations for a transmission line route development. They were asked to rank criteria on a scale 
from 1 to 5, with 1 being the least irnportant factor and 5 being the most important factor. Of those 
attendees that ranked the criteria, the three criteria that were ranked as being the most important are 
listed in descending order from more important to less important: 

• Maximize distance from residences — 14 (100% of respondents ranked the criteria) 
• Maxirnize length along existing transmission lines — 8 (57% respondents ranked the criteria) 
• Minimize visibility of the line — 8 (57% of respondents ranked the criteria) 

Attendees were asked if there were other criteria that should be considered, and if they had any 
comments regarding the listed criteria. Responses included: 

• Planning on building a home 
• Concerns about impact to property owners 
• Concerns about property values 
• Concerns about health effects 
• Concerns about visibility 

Attendees were also asked if there are other features in the study area that are important, and to please 
describe thern, their locations, and to rnark them on the map. Written responses included: 

• Distance to habitable structures 
• Indicated a house, lake and well 
• Concerns about trees and animal habitat 
• Concerns about property values 
• Concerns about visibility 

When asked if they had concerns with any particular link, respondents listed multiple links. Links B, 
C, and Y appeared the most, with three respondents specifying concern with each of these links. 

When asked which of four situations applied to them, responses were as follows: 

• Ten indicated that a potential link is near their home. 
• One indicated that a potential link is near their business. 
• Ten indicated that a potential link crosses their land. 
• Four indicated that they cultivate their property. 

The questionnaire then provided a space for respondents to include any additional remarks and 
comments. Comments and responses included: 

• Planning on building a home 
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• Concern about impacts to residence 
• Concerns about property values 

3.3.3 Correspondence with Agencies/Officials 

As described previously in Section 2.1.5, POWER contacted federal, state, and local regulatory 
agencies, elected officials, and organizations regarding the proposed Project. All agency comments, 
concerns, and information received were taken into consideration by POWER and SWEPCO in the 
development of the preliminary and prirnary alternative routing links. Copies of correspondence with 
the various state and federal regulatory agencies and local and county officials and departments are 
included in Appendix A. 

3.3.4 Modifications to Preliminary Alternative Routing Links 

SWEPCO had discussions with WCEC regarding the different connection points at the public open 
house and after the public open house as well. WCEC voiced concerns regarding the ability to 
allocate operational and maintenance cost to the increase length in non-energized transmission line 
for the furthest south connection point (POC End-Option 4) and recommended that SWEPCO delete 
that termination option. SWEPCO understood these concerns and recommended to POWER that POC 
End-Option 4 be deleted and the associated Links L, AF, AE, V, N, S, R, and AH. 

POWER and SWEPCO personnel performed a review and analysis of the comments and information 
received at the open house meeting and of information provided during individual rneetings and 
discussions with landowners, interested stakeholders and WCEC. The purpose of the review and 
analysis was to evaluate areas of concern and to consider revisions to the preliminary alternative 
routing links. 

In response to comments, some prelirninary links were added, and some were modified, including 
links D, Fl, F2, H1, H2, I, J, L, N, Q, R, S, V, AE, AF and AH. POC End-Option 4 was also 
eliminated. 

Generally, the changes and additions were made for the following reasons: 

• To improve the paralleling of apparent property lines or other physical features. 
• To improve the paralleling of compatible ROW. 
• To minimize impacts to ponds. 

The preliminary alternative routing links are depicted in Figure 3-1. 

3.3.5 Primary Alternative Route Development 

It was POWER and SWEPCO's intent to identify alternative routing links that, when combined, 
would form an adequate nurnber of reasonable and geographically diverse primary alternative routes 
(alternative routes) that reflect all the previously discussed routing considerations. 

Following the modifications to the 39 preliminary alternative routing links, the elimination of eight 
alternative routing links, and the identification of the new alternative routing links, 33 primary 
alternative routing links resulted. The primary alternative routing links are depicted in Figure 3-2. 
Numerous possible alternative routes are possible using these 33 primary alternative routing links. 
Numerous possible alternative routes are possible using various combinations of the primary 
alternative routing links; however, POWER developed a set of viable, forward progressing, 
geographically diverse alternative routes. Ultimately, 10 primary alternative routes were developed 
for the Project. 
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Figure 3-2 Preliminary Alternative Routing Links 
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The primary alternative routes, their link compositions, and approximate lengths are presented in 

Table 3-1 and are depicted on Figure 3-3 and Figure 5-1 in Appendix C. 

TABLE 3-1 LINK COMPOSITION AND APPROXIMATE LENGTH OF THE PRIMARY 
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

E NUM. 
' =:,:',•t:, " • , ., • 

.0 

e,,, •," , .. 
E '" . 

• 

1 B-C-AG-AL-0 2.63 

2 B-C-W-AL-0 2.57 

3 B-C-W-AL-T-AM 3.44 

4 B-C-Y-AA-P-AM 3.83 

5 B-X-J-K-AA-P-AM 3.82 

6 A-Z-I-H2-AK-P-AM 3.14 

7 D-F2-AJ-H1-H2-U-Al 2.60 

8 E-AB-F1-F2-AJ-H1-H2-U-Al 2.82 

9 E-AB-M-G-H1-H2-AK-P-AM 3.53 

10 E-AB-M-AC-AD-Q-AI 3.67 
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4.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PRIMARY ALTERNATIVE 
ROUTES 

The potential impacts of each alternative route were compared with respect to community values, 
park and recreational areas, cultural resources, aesthetics, and environmental integrity. Evaluation of 
the potential impacts of each of the 10 alternative routes was conducted by tabulating the data for 
each of the evaluation criteria provided in Table 2-1. The data tabulation for land use and 
environmental criteria for each alternative route are presented in Table 4-1. A more detailed 
comparative analysis of potential impacts between primary alternative routes is discussed below. 

4.1 Impacts on Community Values 

Adverse effects upon community values are defined as aspects of the proposed Project that would 
significantly and negatively alter the use, enjoyment, or intrinsic value attached to an important area 
or resource by a community. This does not include objections to electric transmission lines in general. 

Potential impacts to community resources can be classified as direct or indirect. Direct effects are 
those that would occur if the location and construction of a transmission line resulted in the removal 
or loss of public access to a valued resource. Indirect effects are those that would result from a loss in 
the enjoyment or use of a resource due to the characteristics (primarily aesthetic) of the proposed 
transmission line, structures, or ROW. 

4.2 Impacts on Planned Land Use 

The magnitude of potential impacts to land use resulting frorn the construction of a transmission line 
is gauged by the amount of land (land use type) temporarily or permanently displaced by the actual 
ROW and by the compatibility of the facility with adjacent land uses. During construction, temporary 
impacts to land uses within the ROW might occur due to the movement of workers, equipment, and 
materials through the area. Construction noise and dust, as well as temporary disruptions of traffic 
flow, might also temporarily affect residents and businesses in the area immediately adjacent to the 
ROW. Coordination between SWEPCO, its contractors, and landowners regarding ROW access and 
construction scheduling should minimize these disruptions. 

An analysis of compatibility with adjacent land use types was completed for each alternative route. 
Land use categories identified within the study area include low density rural residences, agriculture, 
oil and gas facilities, transportation/aviation/utility features, communication towers, and parks and 
recreation areas. 

The evaluation criteria used to compare potential land use impacts include overall alternative route 
length, route length parallel to existing linear features (including apparent property boundaries), 
alternative route proximity to habitable structures, alternative route proximity to park and recreational 
areas, and alternative route length across various land use types. An analysis of the existing land use 
within and adjacent to the proposed ROW is required to evaluate the potential impacts. 

 

 

119 PAGE 91 



PUC Docket No. 50669 
Attachment 1 

Page 102 of 269 

POWER ENGINEERS, INC, 
SWEPCO E Borges 138-kV Transmission Line Project Environmental Assessment 

This page lefi blank intentionally. 

 

120 PAGE 92 



PUC Docket No. 50669 
Attachment 1 

Page 103 of 269 

POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 
SWEPCO E Surges Project Environmental Assessment and Alternative Route Analysis 

Table 4-1 Environmental Data for Route Evaluation 
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The length of an alternative route can be an indicator of the relative magnitude of land use impacts. 
Generally, with all other things being equal, the shorter the route the less land is crossed typically 
results in fewer potential impacts. The total lengths of the alternative routes range approximately from 
2.57 miles for Alternative Route 2, to approximately 3.83 miles for Alternative Route 4. The 
differences in route lengths reflect the direct or indirect pathway of each alternative route between the 
Project endpoints. The length of the alternative routes may also reflect the effort to parallel existing 
transmission lines, other existing linear features and apparent property boundaries, and the geographic 
diversity of the alternative routes. The total length of each primary alternative route is presented in 
Table 4-1. 

The length of a proposed transmission line within or paralleling existing compatible linear ROWs or 
apparent property boundaries can reduce potential impacts through a reduction of property and habitat 
fragmentation. Often reduced ROW widths can also be achieved depending on the ownership of the 
ROW. Evaluation criteria used to quantify this benefit include length of alternative route within 
existing transmission line ROW, length parallel and adjacent to existing transmission line ROW, 
length of route parallel to other existing linear ROWs, and length of ROW paralleling apparent 
property lines. It should also be noted that if a link parallels more than one existing linear corridor, it 
was only tabulated once (e.g., a link that parallels both an apparent property line and a roadway will 
only be tabulated as paralleling the roadway). 

None of the alternative routes have length proposed within existing transmission line ROW. 

Alternative Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 each parallel existing transmission line ROW for approximately 
0.59 mile. The remaining five alternative routes do not parallel existing transmission line ROW. 

The alternative routes with lengths paralleling other existing linear features including roadways and 
railways range from 0.06 mile each for Alternative Routes 7 and 8, to approximately 2.23 miles for 
Alternative Route 3. 

The length of alternative routes that parallel apparent property boundaries ranges from zero (0) mile 
each for Alternative Routes 1 and 2, to approximately 2.00 miles for Alternative Route 10. 

A more representative account for the consideration of whether new transmission line routes are 
proposed within existing compatible ROW or parallel to existing compatible ROWs, apparent 
property lines, or other natural or cultural features is demonstrated with the percentage of each total 
route length within and parallel to the total length of these features. All the alternative routes parallel 
existing linear features for some portion of their total length. The percentage of the alternative routes 
within or paralleling existing linear features ranges from 48 percent for Alternative Route 7, to 93 
percent for Alternative Route 2. 

4.2.1 Impacts on Developed and Residential Areas 

Typically, one of the most irnportant measures of potential land use impacts is the number of 
habitable structures located in the vicinity of each alternative route. Based on direction provided by 
the PUC, habitable structure identification is included in the CCN filing. POWER determined the 
number of habitable structures located within 300 feet of each alternative route centerline by using 
GIS software, interpreting aerial photography, and by verifying findings during reconnaissance 
surveys. 

All of the alternative routes have habitable structures located within 300 feet of their centerlines. 
Alternative Routes 3, 6, and 9 have the most habitable structures located within 300 feet of the 
centerlines with seven habitable structures each. Alternative Route 1 has the least habitable structures 
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within 300 feet of its centerline with one. The number of habitable structures within 300 feet of each 
alternative route centerline is provided in Table 4-1. 

Tables 5-2 through 5-11 present detailed information on habitable structures and other land use 
features in the vicinity of the alternative routes. All known habitable structure locations are shown on 
Figure 5-1 in Appendix C. 

4.2.2 Impacts on Agriculture 

Impacts to agricultural land uses can generally be ranked by degree of potential impact, with the least 
potential impact occurring in areas where cultivation is not the primary use (pastureland/rangeland), 
followed by cultivated croplands, which often has a higher degree of potential impact. Construction 
of the transmission line does not preclude agricultural activities from resurning after construction is 
completed. Due to the relatively small area affected (location of the structures) and the short duration 
of construction activities at any one location, such impacts should be both minor and temporary on 
agricultural land uses. 

Seven of the alternative routes cross some length of cropland areas. Alternative route lengths crossing 
cropland areas range from zero (0) mile each for Alternative Routes 1, 2, and 3, to approximately 0.51 
mile for Alternative Route 4. 

All of the alternative routes cross pastureland/rangeland areas. The ROW for this Project will not be 
fenced or otherwise separated frorn adjacent lands and no significant long-term displacement of 
farming or grazing activities will occur. Alternative route lengths crossing pastureland areas range 
from approximately 0.91 mile for Alternative Route 8, to approxirnately 2.89 rniles for Alternative 
Route 5. 

None of the alternative routes cross lands with any known rnobile irrigation systems (rolling or pivot). 

4.2.3 Impacts on Lands with Conservation Easements 

There are no known conservation easements in the study area. SWEPCO will coordinate with 
landowners during transmission line construction and service for continued operation of ongoing or 
existing land management activities. 

4.2.4 Impacts on Oil and Gas Facilities 

Oil and gas wells and associated treatment facilities and pipelines were identified within the study 
area. During the route development process, SWEPCO and POWER applied a set-back distance of 
200 feet from the alternative route centerlines to identified well heads using 2019 RRC data layers, 
aerial photo interpretation, and GIS software generated rneasurements. None of the alternative routes 
cross any known pipelines or are parallel to existing pipeline ROW. If any pipelines are later 
identified and crossed by the PUC approved alternative route, they will be indicated on engineering 
drawings and flagged prior to construction. SWEPCO will notify and coordinate with pipeline 
companies as necessary during transrnission line construction and operation. 

4.2.5 Impacts on Transportation/Aviation/Utility Features 

Transportation Features  

Potential impacts to transportation could include temporary disruption of traffic or conflicts with 
proposed future roadways and/or utility improvernents. Traffic disruptions would include those 
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associated with the movement of equipment and materials to the ROW and increased traffic flow 
and/or periodic congestion during the construction phase of the Project. Given the rural nature of the 
study area, these impacts are typically considered minor, temporary, and short-term. SWEPCO will 
coordinate with the agencies in control of the affected roadways to address these traffic flow impacts. 
As mentioned in Section 2.2.5, there are no roadway projects listed in the TxDOT Project Tracker 
within the study area. 

No US Hwys and SHs are crossed by any of the alternative routes. All of the alternative routes cross 
one FM road. Prior to construction, SWEPCO will be required to obtain road-crossing permits from 
TxDOT when crossing state-maintained roadways. 

Aviation Facilities 

The Project is not anticipated to have significant effects on aviation operations within the study area. 

No public FAA registered airports with at least one runway longer than 3,200 feet are located within 
20,000 feet of any of the alternative routes. There are no FAA registered airports where no runway 
longer than 3,200 feet is located within 10,000 feet of any of the alternative routes; and there are no 
heliports within 5,000 feet of any of the alternative routes. 

Following PUC approval of a route for the proposed transmission line, SWEPCO will make a final 
determination of the need for FAA notification based on the approved alternative route location and 
structure design. The result of this notification, if required, could include changes in the line design 
and/or potential requirements to mark the conductors and/or light the structures. 

There are no known private airstrips located within 10,000 feet of the alternative routes. 

Utility Features 

Utility features identified within the study area include existing electrical transmission lines, 
distribution lines, and pipelines. Potential impacts to oil and gas facilities were discussed previously 
in Section 4.2.4. Water wells and water tanks are scattered throughout the study area and were 
mapped and avoided to the extent practicable. If these utility features are crossed by or are in close 
vicinity to the alternative route centerline approved by the PUC, SWEPCO will coordinate with the 
appropriate entities to obtain necessary permits or permission as required. 

Three existing electric transmission lines were identified within the study area. None of the 
alternative routes cross existing transmission lines. 

4.2.6 Impacts on Electronic Communication Facilities 

None of the alternative routes are located within 10,000 feet of any commercial AM radio towers. 
One cell tower is located within 2,000 feet of the alternative route centerlines of Alternative Routes 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

The distance of the electronic communication facility from the nearest route was measured using GIS 
software and aerial photograph interpretation. The other communication facility (Figure 5-1 Map ID 
200) is located approximately 844 feet from Link B and approximately 1220 feet from Link A. Tables 
5-2 through 5-11 present detailed information on locations of such electronic communication features 
and other land use features in the vicinity of the alternative routes. All identified communication 
facility locations are shown on Figures 3-3 and Figure 5-1 in Appendix C. 
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4.2.7 Impacts on Parks and Recreation Areas 

Potential inlpacts to parks or recreation areas include the disruption or preemption of recreation 
activities. No parks or recreational areas were identified within the study area. 

None of the alternative routes cross or have additional parks or recreation areas located within 1,000 
feet of their centerlines. 

4.3 Impacts on Socioeconomics 

Construction and operation of the proposed transmission line is not anticipated to result in a 
significant change in the population or employment rate within the study area. SWEPCO normally 
uses contract labor supervised by SWEPCO employees during the clearing and construction phases of 
transmission line projects. Construction workers for the Project would likely commute to the work 
site on a daily or weekly basis instead of permanently relocating to the area. The temporary workforce 
increase would likely result in an increase in local retail sales due to purchases of lodging, food, fuel, 
and other rnerchandise for the duration of construction activities. No additional staff would be 
required for line operations and maintenance. SWEPCO is required to pay sales tax on purchases and 
is subject to paying local property tax on land or improvements as applicable. 

4.4 Impacts on Cultural Resources 

Methods for identifying, evaluating, and mitigating impacts to cultural resources have been 
established for federal projects or permitting actions, primarily for purposes of compliance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act. Similar methods are often used when considering cultural 
resources affected by state-regulated undertakings. In either case, this process generally involves 
identification of significant (i.e., national or state-designated) cultural resources within a Project area, 
determining the potential impacts of the Project on those resources, and irnplementing measures to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts. 

Impacts associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of transmission lines can affect 
cultural resources either directly or indirectly. Construction activities associated with any proposed 
project can adversely impact cultural resources if those activities alter the integrity of key 
characteristics that contribute to a property's significance, as defined by the standards of the NRHP or 
the Antiquities Code of Texas. These characteristics might include location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association for architectural and engineering resources, or archeological 
inforrnation potential for archeological resources. 

Absent best management practices, proper mitigation and avoidance measures, the types of resources 
that could be adversely impacted by the direct and indirect impacts of a transmission line include 
archeological sites, historic buildings, structures, landscapes, and districts. 

4.4.1 Direct Impacts 

Typically, direct impacts could be caused either by the actual construction of the line or through 
increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic during construction. Additionally, an increase in vehicular 
and/or pedestrian traffic might damage surficial or shallow subsurface sites. Direct impacts might also 
include isolation of a historic resource from, or alteration of, its surrounding environment. 
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4.4.2 Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts include those effects caused by the Project that are farther removed in distance or 
that occur later in time but are reasonably foreseeable. These indirect impacts might include 
introduction of visual or audible elements that are out of character with the resource or its setting. 
Indirect impacts might also occur as a result of alterations in the pattern of land use, changes in 
population density, accelerated growth rates, or increased pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 

4.4.3 Mitigation 

The preferred form of mitigation for direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources is avoidance 
through Project modifications. Additional mitigation measures for direct impacts might include 
implementing a program for data recovery excavations if an archeological site cannot be avoided. 
Indirect impacts on historical properties and landscapes can be lessened through careful design and 
landscaping considerations, such as using vegetation screens or berms if practicable. Additionally, 
relocation might be possible for some historic structures. 

4.4.4 Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts 

The distance of each recorded site located within 1,000 feet of the nearest primary route link and 
alternative route was measured using GIS software and aerial photography interpretation. A review of 
the Texas Historic Sites Atlas and TASA records (THC 2019a and 2019b), described in Section 2.4, 
indicate no State Antiquities Landmarks, NRHP-listed or determined-eligible bridges, National 
Historic Trails, or cemeteries are recorded within 1,000 feet of the alternative routes. Two 
archeological sites, 41VN92 and 41VN93 are located within 1,000 feet of the alternative routes. Sites 
41VN92 and 41VN93 are lithic scatters located 405 and 379 feet, respectively, from Alternative 
Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. No recorded cultural resources are crossed by any of the alternative routes. 

None of the alternative routes have been surveyed for cultural resources. Thus, the potential for 
undiscovered cultural resources does exist along all the alternative routes. To assess this potential, a 
review of geological, soil, and topographical maps was conducted by a professional archeologist to 
identify areas along the alternative routes where unrecorded prehistoric archeological resources have 
a higher probability to occur. These HPAs for prehistoric archeological sites were identified adjacent 
to stream crossings of the alternative routes. Historic age resources are also likely to be found near 
water sources; however, they will also be near primary and secondary roads which provided access to 
the sites. Buildings and cemeteries are more likely to be located within or near historic communities. 
To facilitate the data evaluation and alternative route comparison, each HPA was mapped using GIS 
and the length of each alternative route crossing these areas was tabulated. 

All the alternative routes cross HPAs. Alternative Routes 6 and 9 cross the least amount of HPA, with 
1.21 and 1.61 miles respectively. Alternative Routes 4 and 5 cross the most HPA, with 2.37 and 2.58 
miles of HPA crossed, respectively. Table 4-1 shows the amount of HPA crossed by each route. 

4.5 Impacts on Aesthetic Values 

Aesthetic impacts, or impacts to visual resources, exist when the ROW, lines and/or structures of a 
transmission line system create an intrusion into, or substantially alter the character of the existing 
view. The significance of the impact is directly related to the quality of the view, in the case of natural 
scenic areas, or to the importance of the existing setting in the use and/or enjoyment of an area, in the 
case of valued community resources and recreational areas. 
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Construction of the proposed transmission project could have both temporary and permanent aesthetic 
impacts. Temporary impacts would include views of the actual assembly and erection of the tower 
structures. If wooded areas are cleared, the brush and wood debris could have an additional negative 
irnpact on the local visual environment. Permanent impacts would include the views of the cleared 
ROW, pole structures, and lines frorn public viewpoints including roadways, recreational areas and 
scenic overlooks. 

Potential aesthetic impacts were evaluated by estimating the length of each alternative route that 
would fall within the foreground visual zones (one-half mile with unobstructed views) of major 
highways, FM roads, and parks or recreational areas. There are no interstate highways located within 
the study area. 

None of the alternative routes have any length of ROW within the foreground visual zone of US 
Hwys or SHs. 

All the alternative routes have lengths of their ROW located within the foreground visual zone FM 
roads. These lengths range approximately 1.07 miles for Alternative Routes 1, 2, and 3, to 
approximately 2.83 miles for Alternative Route 5. 

None of the alternative routes has any portion of a route located within the foreground visual zone of 
parks or recreational areas. 

Overall, the character of the rural landscape within the study area is dominated by pasture/rangeland 
and scattered residential development. The residential structures and associated infrastructure 
including some transmission and distribution facilities already in service and agricultural practices 
throughout the study area have already impacted the aesthetic quality within the region from public 
viewpoints. The construction of any of the alternative routes is not anticipated to significantly impact 
the aesthetic quality of the landscape. 

4.6 Impacts on Environmental Integrity 

4.6.1 Impacts on Physiography and Geology 

Construction of the proposed transmission line is not anticipated to have any significant adverse 
effects on the physiographic or geologic features and resources of the area. Erection of the structures 
will require the excavation and/or minor disturbance of small quantities of near-surface materials but 
should have no measurable irnpacts on the geologic resources or features along any of the alternative 
routes. The Grand Saline Salt Dome is located greater than 1,500 feet northwest of the nearest 
alternative route and is not anticipated to impact the Project. Additionally, no geologic hazards are 
anticipated to be created by the Project. 

4.6.2 Impacts on Soils 

Activities associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of electrical transmission lines 
typically do not adversely impact soils when appropriate mitigation measures are implemented during 
the construction phase. Potential impacts to soils include erosion and compaction. 

The highest risk for soil erosion and compaction is primarily associated with the clearing and 
construction phases of the Project. In accordance with SWEPCO standard construction specifications, 
ROW clearing of woody vegetation including trees, brush, and undergrowth would be restricted to the 
ROW area. Areas with vegetation removed would have the highest potential for soil erosion and the 
movement of heavy equipment down the cleared ROW creates the greatest potential for soil 
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compaction. Prior to construction, SWEPCO would develop a SWPPP to minimize potential impacts 
associated with soil erosion, compaction, and off ROW sedimentation. Implementation of this plan 
would incorporate temporary and permanent BMPs to minimize soil erosion on the ROW during 
significant rainfall events. The SWPPP would also establish the criteria for mitigating soil 
compaction and re-vegetation to ensure adequate soil stabilization during the construction and post-
construction phases. The native herbaceous layer of vegetation would be maintained, to the extent 
practical, during construction. Denuded areas will be seeded and/or implementation of permanent 
BMPs (i.e., soil berms or interceptor slopes) may be required to stabilize the ROW during the post-
construction phase. The ROW would be inspected during and post-construction to ensure that 
potential high erosion areas were identified and appropriate BMPs were implemented and maintained. 

Potential impacts to soils, primarily erosion and compaction, would be minimized with the 
development and implementation of a SWPPP. The magnitude of potential soil impacts is considered 
equivalent for all alternative routes. 

4.6.3 Impacts on Water Resources 

Impacts on Surface Water 

All the alternative routes cross multiple surface waters. SWEPCO proposes to span all surface waters 
crossed by any of the alternative routes. Structure locations would be located outside of the ordinary 
high-water marks for any surface waters. Hand-cutting of woody vegetation within the ordinary high-
water marks would be implemented and limited to the removal of woody vegetation as necessary to 
meet conductor to ground clearances. The shorter understory and herbaceous layers of vegetation 
would remain, where allowable, and BMPs would be implemented in accordance with the SWPPP to 
reduce the potential for sedimentation outside of the ROW. Since all surface waters will be spanned 
and a SWPPP plan will be implemented during construction, no significant impacts to surface waters 
are anticipated for any of the alternative routes. The number of stream crossings, route lengths 
parallel to streams, and route lengths crossing open water for each of the alternative routes is 
presented in Table 4-1. 

The number of stream crossings for the alternative routes range from three for Alternative Routes 1, 
2, 3, and 4, to nine stream crossings for Alternative Route 10. Four of the alternative routes parallel 
strearns (within 100 feet) for a portion of their length. Alternative Route 6, 7, and 8 parallel streams 
for approximately 0.06 mile and Alternative Route 5 parallels streams for approximately 0.12 mile. 
None of the rernaining alternative routes parallel streams. No rivers are crossed by any of the 
alternative routes. The length of each alternative route crossing open water (lakes, ponds) ranges frorn 
approximately 21.7 feet for Alternative Route 10, to approximately 554.1 feet for Alternative Route 
5. 

Impacts on Ground Water 

The construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed transrnission line are not anticipated to 
adversely affect groundwater resources within the study area. During construction activities, another 
potential impact for both surface water and groundwater resources is related to fuel and/or other 
chemical spills. A SWPPP will be developed to identify avoidance measures of potential 
contamination of water resources. Standard operating procedures and spill response specifications 
relating to petroleum product storage, refueling, and maintenance activities of equipment are provided 
as a component of the SWPPP in order to avoid and minirnize potential contamination to water 
resources. SWEPCO will take all necessary and available precautions to avoid and minimize the 
occurrence of such spills. Any accidental spills would be promptly addressed in accordance with state 
and federal regulations. 
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Impacts on Floodplains 

The length of each alternative route across 100-year floodplains is presented in Table 4-1. Alternative 
Route 6 crosses the shortest length of floodplains with approximately 0.34 mile and Alternative 
Routes 8, 9, and 10 have the longest length with 0.59 mile. No construction activities are anticipated 
that would impede the flow of water within watersheds or floodplains. Engineering design should 
alleviate the potential for construction activities to adversely impact flood channels, and proper 
structure placement would minimize any flow impedance during a major flood event. Prior to 
construction, SWEPCO will coordinate with the appropriate floodplain administrators as necessary 
prior to construction to acquire any necessary work permits. 

4.6.4 Impacts on Ecological Resources 

Impacts on Vegetation Types 

Potential impacts to vegetation would result from clearing the ROW of woody vegetation and/or 
mowing/clearing of herbaceous vegetation. These activities facilitate ROW access for transmission 
line construction and future maintenance activities. Impacts to vegetation would be limited to the 
ROW and any necessary roads or temporary easement areas. ROW clearing activities would be 
completed while minimizing the impacts to existing groundcover vegetation, when practical. Mowing 
and/or shredding of herbaceous vegetation might be required within pasturelands/rangelands. Future 
ROW maintenance activities rnay include periodic mowing and/or herbicide applications to maintain 
the herbaceous vegetation layer within the ROW. 

Clearing trees and shrubs from woodland areas typically generates a degree of habitat fragmentation. 
The magnitude of habitat fragmentation is typically minimized by paralleling an existing linear 
feature such as a transmission line, roadway or railway. During the route development process, 
consideration was given to maximize the length of the routes parallel to existing linear corridor 
features. Clearing would occur only where necessary to provide access, conductor to-ground and to-
side clearances, workspace, and future maintenance access to the ROW. 

The length of ROW required within upland forest and bottomland/riparian forest was calculated for 
each alternative route and is provided in Table 4-1. The estimated route lengths through upland forest 
range from approximately 0.15 mile for Alternative Route 6, to approximately 1.69 miles for 
Alternative Route 8. The route length within bottomland/riparian forest ranges from zero (0) feet for 
Alternative Routes 4, 5, 6, and 7, to approximately 197.1 feet for Alternative Routes 8, 9, and 10. 

Impacts on Wetlands 

Wetlands serve as important habitat to numerous wildlife species and are often used as migration 
corridors for wildlife. Removal of woody vegetation in wetlands within the study area may generate a 
higher degree of habitat fragmentation. While permanent loss of wetlands would be limited to the 
structure locations, permanent conversion from forested to herbaceous wetlands would occur within 
the ROW in these areas. Impact minimization measures can be implemented during construction (e.g., 
timber matting) to reduce wetland impacts. The length of ROW required within wetlands was 
calculated for each alternative route based on NWI mapped wetland locations and is provided in 
Table 4-1. Alternative Route 5 does not cross any NWI mapped wetlands and Alternative Route 8 
crosses the most with approximately 1989.5 feet. 

SWEPCO will coordinate with the USCAE and cornplete construction activities in compliance with 
all Section 404 permit regulations. 
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Impacts on Wildlife and Fisheries 

The primary impacts of construction activities on terrestrial wildlife species are typically associated 
with temporary disturbances during construction activities and with the removal of vegetation (habitat 
modification/fragmentation). Increased noise and equipment movement during construction might 
temporarily displace mobile wildlife species from the immediate and surrounding workspace area. 
These impacts are considered short-term and normal wildlife movements would be expected to 
resume after construction is completed. Potential long-term impacts include those resulting from 
habitat modifications and/or fragmentation. All the alternative routes cross areas of upland and 
bottomland/riparian forest, which can represent the highest degree of habitat fragmentation by 
conversion to an herbaceous habitat. During the routing process, POWER attempted to minimize 
potential forest habitat fragmentation by paralleling existing linear features and avoiding paralleling 
streams when feasible. 

Construction activities might also impact small, immobile, or fossorial (living underground) animal 
species through incidental takes or from the alteration of local habitats. Incidental impacts of these 
species might occur due to equipment or vehicular movement on the ROW by direct impact or due to 
the compaction of the soil if the species is fossorial. Potential impacts of this type are not typically 
considered significant and are not likely to have an adverse effect on any species population 
dynamics. 

If ROW clearing occurs during bird nesting seasons, potential impacts could occur within the ROW 
area related to potential takes of bird eggs and/or nestlings. Increases in noise and equipment activity 
levels during construction could also potentially disturb breeding or other nesting activities in areas 
immediately adjacent to the ROW. SWEPCO proposes to complete all ROW clearing and 
construction activities compliant with the MBTA to avoid or minimize these potential impacts to the 
extent practical. 

There is a risk for electrocution and collisions of avian species with the transmission line 
infrastructure. Measures can be implemented to minirnize this risk with transmission line engineering 
designs. The electrocution risk to birds should not be significant since the engineering design distance 
between conductors, from conductor to structure, and from conductor to ground wire for the proposed 
transmission line is greater than the wingspan of any bird potentially utilizing the area (i.e., distance is 
greater than eight feet). While the conductors are typically thick enough to be visible and avoided by 
birds in flight, the shield wires are thinner and can present a risk for avian collision. This risk can be 
minimized by installing bird flight diverters or other marking devices on the line within high bird use 
areas. 

Potential impacts to aquatic systems would include effects of erosion, siltation, and sedimentation. 
Vegetation clearing of the ROW rnight result in increased suspended solids entering surface waters 
traversed by the transmission line. Increases in suspended solids might adversely affect aquatic 
organisms that require relatively clear water for foraging and/or reproduction. Physical aquatic habitat 
loss or alteration could result wherever riparian vegetation is removed and at temporary crossings 
required for access roads. Increased levels of siltation or sedimentation might also potentially impact 
downstream areas primarily affecting filter feeding benthic and other aquatic invertebrates. No 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated to any aquatic habitats crossed or located adjacent to the 
ROW for any of the alternative routes. 

Construction of the proposed transmission line is not anticipated to have significant direct adverse 
impact to wildlife and fisheries within the study area. Direct impacts would be associated with the 
loss of forested habitat. While highly mobile animals rnight be temporarily displaced from habitats 
near the ROW during the construction phase, normal movement patterns should return after Project 
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construction is complete. Implementation of a SWPPP utilizing BMPs will minimize potential 
impacts to aquatic habitats. 

Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species  

In order to determine potential impacts to threatened or endangered species, a review using available 
information was completed. Known occurrence data (TXNDD 2019) for the study area and scoping 
comments from TPWD and USFWS were reviewed. 

Current USFWS and TPWD county listings for federal- and state-listed threatened and endangered 
species and USFWS designated critical habitat locations were included in the review. The TXNDD 
data provides a historical record of the species and other rare resources that could potentially occur in 
the study area. The absence of species within the TXNDD database is not a substitute for a species-
specific field survey. The TXNDD data provides an indication that suitable habitat for the species was 
historically present within the area. None of the alternative routes cross known habitat of federally 
listed endangered or threatened species. 

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species 

No federal-listed plant species were identified for the study area county. Construction of any of the 
alternative routes is not anticipated to impact any threatened or endangered plant species. 

Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Review of the TXNDD (2019) data does not indicate the presence of any sensitive vegetation 
communities within the study area. Construction of the proposed transmission line is not anticipated 
to have any significant adverse effects on sensitive vegetation communities in the area. 

Threatened and Endangered Animal Species 

Known element occurrence data for the study area was obtained from the TXNDD (2019). Current 
county listings for federally-and state-listed threatened and endangered species were obtained from 
USFWS (2019b) and TPWD (2019e). USFWS designated critical habitat locations were included in 
the review. Review of the TXNDD (2019) report did not indicate any historical occurrences of 
federally-listed species crossed by any of the alternative routes. The absence of TXNDD data does 
not preclude the need for additional habitat evaluations for potential suitable habitat or the need for 
any species-specific surveys for any listed species for the PUC approved route. 

Federally-listed avian species for the study area include the interior least tern, piping plover, and red 
knot. The USFWS only requires consideration of impacts to these species for wind energy projects 
within their migratory route. Although these avian species may occur as migrants within the study 
area, no significant impacts to nesting or foraging habitat are anticipated from any alternative route. 

State-listed avian species including the swallow-tailed kite, white-faced ibis, and wood stork may 
occur as possible migrants within the study area and potentially occupy habitats temporarily or 
seasonally only. The proposed Project is not anticipated to have adverse impacts to these species' 
breeding habitat. 

The bald eagle may occur within the study area near large surface waters. Bald eagles and their nests 
are protected under the MBTA and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Nests are protected if they 
have been used within the previous five nesting seasons. If nests are identified or individuals are 
observed during any field surveys after a route is approved, SWEPCO will further coordinate with the 
TPWD and USFWS to determine avoidance or mitigation strategies. 
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State-listed aquatic species including the Louisiana pigtoe, Texas heelsplitter, and alligator snapping 
turtle may occur within the study area. SWEPCO proposes to implement BMPs as a component of the 
SWPPP to prevent off-ROW sedimentation and degradation of surface waters and wetlands. No 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated to any state-listed aquatic species. No impacts to the state-
listed sandbank pocketbook, southern hickorynut, and Texas pigtoe are anticipated due to the lack of 
suitable habitat within the study area. 

State-listed species such as the Texas horned lizard and northern scarlet snake may occur within the 
study area if suitable habitats are available. Additionally, the black bear may occur within the study 
area as a rare migrant only and is not anticipated to be adversely impacted by the proposed Project. 

Some of these species' habitats may be spanned or avoided entirely. SWEPCO proposes to span all 
surface waters and implement BMPs within the SWPPP plan to minimize potential impacts to aquatic 
species. A field survey for potential suitable habitat will be completed after PUC alternative route 
approval. 
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5.0 ROUTE EVALUATION 

The purpose of this Routing Study was to delineate and evaluate alternative routes for SWEPCO's 
proposed 138 kV transmission line in Van Zandt County. POWER developed and completed an 
environmental analysis of 10 primary alternative routes, the results of which are shown in Table 4-1 
(Section 4.0). The environmental evaluation was a comparison of the potential impacts of each 
alternative route from a strictly environmental, land use, and cultural resource viewpoint based upon 
the measurement of 42 environmental criteria (Tables 2-1 and 4-1). POWER used this information to 
evaluate and rank the alternative routes and to select an alternative route for recommendation to 
SWEPCO that provides the best balance between land use and aesthetic, ecological, and cultural 
resource impacts. SWEPCO considers POWER's recommendations in addition to engineering and 
constructability constraints, cost estimates, and comments from agencies and the public; and then 
selects one alternative route that SWEPCO believes best addresses the requirements of applicable 
portions of PURA and PUC Substantive Rules, as is required for the CCN application. 

5.1 POWER's Environmental Evaluation 

POWER used a consensus process to evaluate the potential environmental, land use, and cultural 
resource impacts of the alternative routes. POWER professionals with expertise in different 
environmental disciplines (land use, ecology, and cultural resources), as well as POWER's Project 
Manager, evaluated the alternative routes based on their potential impacts. Each POWER technical 
expert independently analyzed and then ranked the routes with respect to potential impacts within 
their respective discipline. The evaluators then met as a group and discussed their independent results. 
The group compared the relationship and relative sensitivity among the major land use, ecological, 
and cultural resource factors. 

The evaluators agreed that all the alternative routes developed were viable and acceptable from an 
overall land use, ecology, and cultural resource perspective. The evaluators each ranked the 
alternative routes from 1st  to 10th (with lS  having the least potential impact and 10' the greatest 
potential impact) from the perspective of their own technical disciplines. The results of this ranking 
are summarized in Table 5-1. 

TABLE 5-1 POWER'S ENVIRONMENTAL RANKING OF THE ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

; .. • . . , 

. . -.. 

. 

, • - 

Alternative Route 
Land Use 
Specialist 

Ecology 
Specialist 

Cultural Resources 
Specialist 

Project Manager Consensus 

1 2nd 4th 5th 2nd 2nd 

2 1st 3rd 4th 1st 1st 

3 6th 5th 6th 4th 4th 

4 7th 6th gth 8th 

 

5 8th 2nd 1 Oth 7th 

 

6 5th 1st 1st 3rd 3rd 

7 3rd 7th 3rd 5th 5th 

8 4th gth 7th 6th 

 

9 1 Oth 8th 2nd 1 Oth 

 

1 0 9th 1 Oth 8th 9th 
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The land use evaluation placed the greatest importance on overall length of the route, length 
paralleling existing transmission lines, length paralleling compatible ROWs and apparent property 
lines, and the number of habitable structures located within 300 feet of the proposed route centerline. 
The land use specialist ranked Alternative Route 2 as having the least impact, followed in ranking by 
Alternative Routes 1, 7, 8, and 6. 

The ecological ranking of the alternative routes was based primarily on the total length of ROW 
across NWI mapped wetlands, upland forest, and bottomland/riparian forest. Secondary 
considerations were the number of stream crossings and the total length of the alternative route. The 
ecologist ranked Alternative Route 6 as having the least potential ecological impact, followed in 
ranking by Alternative Routes 5, 2, 1, and 3. 

The cultural resources ranking of the alternative routes was based primarily on the amount of HPA 
crossed by the alternative routes. Alternative Route 6 was identified as having the least potential 
impact on cultural resources, followed in ranking by Alternative Routes 9, 7, 2, and 1. 

The POWER Project Manager ranked the alternative routes, considering all the evaluation criteria and 
progression of the alternative routes across the study area. Key factors that were considered included: 
paralleling of existing compatible ROWs, apparent property lines, the overall length of the alternative 
route, and proximity to habitable structures. Potential impact avoidance and minimization measures 
typically employed during the construction of transmission lines were also considered. For example, 
natural features identified along the ROW such as streams and open water can be spanned to 
minimize potential impacts. Alternative Route 2 was selected by the POWER Project Manager as the 
best-balanced route considering all the evaluation criteria reviewed, followed in ranking by 
Alternative Routes 1, 6, 3, and 7. 

Following the ranking by discipline, the group of POWER evaluators discussed the relative 
importance and sensitivity of the various criteria as they applied to all the alternative routes. Based on 
group discussion of the relative value and irnportance of each set of criteria (land use, ecology, and 
cultural resources), it was the consensus of the group that paralleling of existing compatible ROW 
and apparent property lines, and overall length of the route were the primary criteria in their decision. 
Secondary factors included proximity to habitable structures and HPAs for archeological resources. 

All the alternative routes are considered viable, acceptable routes that provide geographic diversity. 
The routing tearn ranked Alternative Route 2 as the alternative route that best balances land use, 
ecology, cultural resources, and certain PUC routing criteria. The next top four ranked routes include 
Alternative Routes 1, 6, 3, and 7, in order of preference. 

In summary, POWER's decision to recommend Alternative Route 2 as the route that best balances the 
PUC routing criteria related to land use, ecology, and cultural resource was based primarily on the 
following evaluation criteria. Alternative Route 2: 

• is the shortest route, at 2.57 miles; 
• has two habitable structures within 300 feet of the proposed route centerline; 
• has the greatest percent parallel to existing compatible ROW, with 93 percent; 
• crosses 42.8 feet of mapped NWI wetlands; and 
• has the fourth shortest distance across areas of high archeological site potential, at 1.81 miles. 

In addition, Alternative Route 2: 

• crosses no parks/recreational areas; 
• crosses no land irrigated by traveling systems (rolling or pivot type); 
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• crosses no electric transmission lines; 
• crosses no US or state highways; 
• crosses no cemeteries; 
• has no FAA registered airports with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in length 

located within 20,000 feet of the ROW; 
• has no FAA registered airports having no runway more than 3,200 feet in length located 

within 10,000 feet of the ROW centerline; 
• has no private airstrips within I 0,000 feet of its ROW centerline; and 
• has no heliports within 5,000 feet of its ROW centerline. 

Therefore, based upon its evaluation of this Project and its experience and expertise in the field of 
transmission line routing, POWER recommends Alternative Route 2 from an overall land use and 
environmental perspective, and the remaining routes as alternatives. Considering all pertinent factors 
related to land use, environmental and cultural resources, it is POWER's opinion that Alternative 
Route 2 best addresses the applicable criteria in PURA § 37.056(c)(4) and the PUC Substantive 
Rules. 

Tables 5-2 through 5-11 present detailed information on habitable structures and other land use 
features in the vicinity of the alternative routes. The items in Tables 5-2 through 5-11 and the 
alternative routes are illustrated in Appendix C on Figure 5-1. 

TABLE 5-2 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 1 

1 , 
NI< a: :. • . -,, 

... 

Map 
Number 

Structure or Feature Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1 (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

2 Single Family Residence 170 0 

200 Other Electronic Installation 844 B 

- 41VN92 405 - 

- 41VN93 379 - 
1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-3 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 2 

• 
„ • i 

 

,'. . 

Map 
Number 

Struct ure or Feature Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

1 Single Family Residence 266 W 

2 Single Family Residence 170 0 

200 Other Electronic Installation 844 B 

- 41VN92 405 - 

- 41VN93 379 - 
1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 
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TABLE 5-4 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 3 

T- t "s.-- - " s<'.  '.1.4-.i ' 
, 

, 
'UK9 10 • 

,. • 5 — ,, r 
•  

t 

4.a 

Map 
Number St ructure or Feature Approximate Distance 

from Centerline 1  (feet) 
Nearest Alternate Route 

Link 2 

1 Single Family Residence 266 W 

12 Single Family Residence 146 T 

13 Single Family Residence 88 T 

14 Single Family Residence 257 T 

15 Single Family Residence 101 T 

16 Single Family Residence 127 T 

17 Single Family Residence 239 T 

200 Other Electronic Installation 844 B 

- 41VN92 405 - 

- 41VN93 379 - 
I Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Alternative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-5 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 4 

•f . ' - \ ''' 
. 

t 4:- 
, 
.? ,7 

, 

Map 
Number 

Structure or Feature Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

8 Single Family Residence 127 Y 

10 Single Family Residence 119 Y 

11 Singfe Family Residence 86 Y 

16 Single Family Residence 127 AM 

18 Single Family Residence 117 P 

200 Other Electronic Installation 844 B 

- 41VN92 405 , - 

- 41VN93 379 - 
I Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 
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TABLE 5-6 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 5 

.. " ,..1, . 
, ., - .. 

Map 
Number 

Structure or Feature 
Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route-
Link 2 

11 Single Family Residence 86 K 

16 Single Family Residence 127 AM 

18 Single Family Residence 117 P 

200 Other Electronic Installation 844 B 

- 41VN92 405 - 

- 41VN93 379 - 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and da a utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-7 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 6 

, 

, 

,.. . — 

. 

Map 
Number 

Struct ure or Feature 
Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

3 Single Family Residence 275 A 

4 Single Family Residence 218 A 

5 Single Family Residence 205 A 

6 Single Family Residence 161 A 

7 Single Family Residence 142 Z 

16 Single Family Residence 127 AM 

18 Single Family Residence 117 P 

200 Other Electronic Installation 1,220 A 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-8 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 7 

    

Map 
Number 

Structure or Feature 
Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

19 Single Family Residence 204 D 

21 Single Family Residence 125 F2 

22 Single Family Residence 257 F2 
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TABLE 5-8 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 7 

  

N , 

    

Map 
Number Structure or Feature 

Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

23 Single Family Residence 138 AJ 

24 Single Family Residence 290 F2 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and da a utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Altemative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not prov'cled for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-9 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 8 

,  4, s ,,. 
,, 

- Ft- - 
., 

, 

Map 
Number Structure or Feature 

Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

19 Single Family Residence 309 F2 

21 Single Family Residence 125 F2 

22 Single Family Residence 257 F2 

23 Single Family Residence 138 AJ 

24 Single Family Residence 290 F2 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Alternative Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 

TABLE 5-10 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 9 

  

- 

Map 
Number 

Structure or Featu re Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1 (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

16 Single Family Residence 127 AM 

18 Single Family Residence 117 P 

23 Single Family Residence 152 G 

25 Single Family Residence 158 G 

26 Single Family Residence 216 G 

27 Single Family Residence 146 G 

28 Single Family Residence 141 G 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aerial photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 
2  Nearest Alternative.Route Link to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 
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TABLE 5-11 HABITABLE STRUCTURES AND OTHER LAND USE FEATURES IN THE 
VICINITY OF ROUTE 10 

 

, . 

  

Map 
Number 

Structure or Feature 
Approximate Distance 
from Centerline 1  (feet) 

Nearest Alternate Route 
Link 2 

29 Single Family Residence 82 Q 

30 Single Family Residence 267 Q 

31 Single Family Residence 202 AC 

32 Single Family Residence 98 Q 

33 Single Family Residence 96 Q 

1  Due to the potential horizontal inaccuracies of the aenal photography and data utilized, all habitable structures within 310 feet have been identified. 

2  Nearest Alternative Route Unk to sensitive cultural resource sites is not provided for protection of the sites. 
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Figure 3-3 Primary Alternative Routing Links with Environmental 
and Land Use Constraints 
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Figure 5-1 Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the 
Vicinity of the Primary Alternative Routes 
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POWER ENGINEERS, INC. 

16825 NORTHCHASE DRIVE 
SUITE 1200 

HOUSTON, TX 77060 USA 

PHONE 281-765-5500 
FAX 281-765-5599 

June 27, 2019 
(Via Mail) 

Mr. Terry L. Biggio 
Southwest Regional Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 
Fort Worth, TX 76177 

Re: Proposed E. Burgess 138-kV Transmission Line 
Van Zandt County, Texas 
POWER Engineers, Inc. Project No. 158522 

Dear Mr. Terry L. Biggio: 

Southwestern Electric Power Company (SWEPCO) will be filing an application with the Public 
Utility Commission of Texas (PUC) to amend its Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) 
to construct a new 138-kV transmission line in Van Zandt County, Texas. 

The proposed 138-kV line will extend approximately 3 miles from the existing SWEPCO Morton 
Substation located south of Grand Saline and east of State Highway 110, to the existing East 
Texas Electric Cooperative (ETEC) Wood County 138-kV transmission line located east to 
southeast of Grand Saline and south of U.S. Highway 80. The preliminary study area is shown on 
the enclosed map. 

POWER Engineers, Inc. (POWER) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to support 
SWEPCO's CCN application with the PUC. POWER is gathering data on the existing 
environment and identifying environmental, cultural and land use constraints within the study 
area. POWER will identify potential alternative route links between the end points that consider 
these environmental, cultural and land use constraints and the need to serve electrical load in the 
area. 

We are requesting that your agency/office provide information concerning environmental and land 
use constraints or other issues of interest to your agency/office within the study area. Your input 
will be an important consideration in the evaluation of alternative routes and in the assessment of 
potential impacts of those routes. In addition, we would appreciate receiving information about 
any permits, easements, or other approvals by your agency/office that you believe could affect this 
project, or if you are aware of any major proposed development or construction in the study area. 
Upon certification of a final route for the proposed project, SWEPCO will identify and obtain 
necessary permits, if required, from your agency/office. 

T-101 J 146-1491 15R527 (2019-06-271 AS 
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June 27, 2019 

Thank you for your assistance with this proposed electric transmission line project. Please contact 
me by phone at 512-735-1868, or by e-mail at anastacia.santos@powereng.com if you have any 
questions or require additional information. We would appreciate receiving your reply by July 26, 
2019. 

Sincerely, 

Anastacia Santos 
Project Manager 

Enclosure(s): 
Preliminary Study Area Map 

Sent Via Mail 
ProjectWise 158522 

www.POWERENG.COM 

PAGE 2 
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Study Area Map 
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From: Villarreal, Carlos - NRCS, Temple,TX  
To: Santos, Anastacia  
Subject: EA - Proposed E Burgess Transmission LIne Project 
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 8:55:02 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image002.onq 
image005.pnq 
image006.mq 
EA Proposed E Burgess 138kV Transmission Line Project Van Zandt County TX.pdf 
Custom Soil Resource Report for Van Zandt County Texas.pdf 

Anastacia, 

Please find attached EA for the proposed project located in Van Zandt County Texas. 

If you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Carlos J. Villarreal 
Soil Scientist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
o. 254.742.9836 
c. 254.316.1458 

Stay Connected with USDA: 

USDA 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended 
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the 
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal 
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and 
delete the email immediately. 
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Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

State Office 

101 S. Main Street 
Temple, TX 76501 
Voice 254.742.9800 
Fax 254.742 9819 

USDA 
United States Department of Agriculture 

July 5, 2019 

POWER Engineers 
Anastacia.santos@powereng.corn 

Attention: Anastacia Santos, Project Manager, via email 

Subject: LNU-Farmland Protection 
Proposed E. Burgess 138-kV Transmission Line Project 
Project No. 158522 
Environmental Assessment of Natural Resources 
Van Zandt County, Texas 

We have reviewed the information provided in your correspondence dated June 27, 
2019 concerning the proposed transmission line project located in Van Zandt 
County, Texas. This review should be considered as supporting documentation to the 
subject application with the Public Utilities Commission of Texas (PUCT). We have 
evaluated the proposed site and provided technical resources related to soil and land 
use limitations for consideration within an Environmental Assessment (EA). 

The proposed site does not involve a USDA-NRCS Wetland Reserve Easement 
(WRE), a component of the Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP). 

Please find the attached Custom Soil Resources Report. The soil physical and 
chemical properties are presented, along with additional restrictions or 
interpretations for the project area. 

The major concerns within the study area involve potential wetlands and soil salinity 
restrictions. There are several soils with hydric soil inclusions, which would serve as 
a potential wetland. We recommend that the entities developing these areas continue 
coordination with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service to avoid adverse impacts to wetland ecosystems and habitats. 
Additionally, soils within the northern extent of the study area involve electrical 
conductivity (EC) greater than 4, which is considered limiting for corrosivity of 
concrete and steel. Further consideration for building equipment should be evaluated 
in these areas to ensure quality and lifespan standards are met. 

To reduce erosion during construction, we strongly recommend the use of approved 
erosion control methods, including the use of erosion control equipment near heavily 
disturbed soil and reducing the amount of bare ground. 

If you have further questions, please contact me at 254.742.9836 or by email at 
Carlos.Villarreal@usda.gov (Preferred). 

USDA is an Equal Opportunity Provider, Employer, and Lender 169 
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USDA 
United States Department of Agriculture 

Sincerely, 

Carlos J. Villarreal 
NRCS Soil Scientist 

Attachment: Custom Soil Resource Report for Van Zandt County, Texas 

USDA is an Equal Opportunity Provider, Employer, and Lender 170 
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Custom Soil Resource 
Report for 

Van Zandt 
County, Texas 

USDA United States 
din Department of 

Agr culture 

\KS 
Natural 
Resources 
Conservation 
Service 

A product of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey, 
a joint effort of the United 
States Department of 
Agriculture and other 
Federal agencies, State 
agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment 
Stations, and local 
participants 
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Preface 

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment. 

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations. 

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usdagov/wps/ 
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/? 
cid=nrcs142p2_053951). 

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations. 

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey. 

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer. 
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Soil Information for All Uses 

Suitabilities and Limitations for Use 

The Suitabilities and Limitations for Use section includes various soil interpretations 
displayed as thematic maps with a summary table for the soil map units in the 
selected area of interest. A single value or rating for each map unit is generated by 
aggregating the interpretive ratings of individual map unit components. This 
aggregation process is defined for each interpretation. 

Land Classifications 

Land Classifications are specified land use and management groupings that are 
assigned to soil areas because combinations of soil have similar behavior for 
specified practices. Most are based on soil properties and other factors that directly 
influence the specific use of the soil. Example classifications include ecological site 
classification, farmland classification, irrigated and nonirrigated land capability 
classification, and hydric rating. 

Hydric Rating by Map Unit (E. Burgess Transmission 
Line Project) 

This rating indicates the percentage of map units that meets the criteria for hydric 
soils. Map units are composed of one or more map unit components or soil types, 
each of which is rated as hydric soil or not hydric. Map units that are made up 
dominantly of hydric soils may have small areas of minor nonhydric components in 
the higher positions on the landform, and map units that are made up dominantly of 
nonhydric soils may have small areas of minor hydric components in the lower 
positions on the landform. Each map unit is rated based on its respective 
components and the percentage of each component within the map unit. 

The thematic map is color coded based on the composition of hydric components. 
The five color classes are separated as 100 percent hydric components, 66 to 99 
percent hydric components, 33 to 65 percent hydric components, 1 to 32 percent 
hydric components, and less than one percent hydric components. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

In Web Soil Survey, the Summary by Map Unit table that is displayed below the 
map pane contains a column named 'Rating'. In this column the percentage of each 
map unit that is classified as hydric is displayed. 

Hydric soils are defined by the National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils 
(NTCHS) as soils that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding 
long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the 
upper part (Federal Register, 1994). Under natural conditions, these soils are either 
saturated or inundated long enough during the growing season to support the 
growth and reproduction of hydrophytic vegetation. 

The NTCHS definition identifies general soil properties that are associated with 
wetness. In order to determine whether a specific soil is a hydric soil or nonhydric 
soil, however, more specific information, such as information about the depth and 
duration of the water table, is needed. Thus, criteria that identify those estimated 
soil properties unique to hydric soils have been established (Federal Register, 
2002). These criteria are used to identify map unit components that normally are 
associated with wetlands. The criteria used are selected estimated soil properties 
that are described in "Soil Taxonomy" (Soil Survey Staff, 1999) and "Keys to Soil 
Taxonomy" (Soil Survey Staff, 2006) and in the "Soil Survey Manual" (Soil Survey 
Division Staff, 1993). 

If soils are wet enough for a long enough period of time to be considered hydric, 
they should exhibit certain properties that can be easily observed in the field. These 
visible properties are indicators of hydric soils. The indicators used to make onsite 
determinations of hydric soils are specified in "Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the 
United States" (Hurt and Vasilas, 2006). 

References: 

Federal Register. July 13, 1994. Changes in hydric soils of the United States. 

Federal Register. September 18, 2002. Hydric soils of the United States. 

Hurt, G.W., and L.M. Vasilas, editors. Version 6.0, 2006. Field indicators of hydric 
soils in the United States. 

Soil Survey Division Staff. 1993. Soil survey manual. Soil Conservation Service. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Handbook 18. 

Soil Survey Staff. 1999. Soil taxonomy: A basic system of soil classification for 
making and interpreting soil surveys. 2nd edition. Natural Resources Conservation 
Service. U.S. Department of Agriculture Handbook 436. 

Soil Survey Staff. 2006. Keys to soil taxonomy. 10th edition. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 
Map—Hydric Rating by Map Unit (E. Burgess Transmission Line Project) 
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MAP INFORMATION 

The soil surveys that comprise your AOlwere mapped at 
1:24,000. 

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements. 

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Web Soil Survey URL. 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857) 

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required. 

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: Van Zandt County, Texas 
Survey Area Data: Version 15, Sep 15, 2018 

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger. 

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Feb 13, 2014—Nov 
18, 2017 

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident. 

MAP LEGEND 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Table—Hydric Rating by Map Unit (E. Burgess Transmission Line 
Project) 

 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in A01 Percent of A$31 

BeB Bernaldo fine sandy 
loam, 1 to 3 percent 
slopes 

, 

o 183.9 1.8% 

DAM Dams o 0.4 ' 0.0% 

DrA Derly, occasionally 50 
ponded-Raino 
complex, 0 to 1 
percent slopes , 

143.3 ' 1.4% 

FrB Freestone fine sandy 0 
loam, 1 to 3 percent 
slopes 

2,344.9 23.5% 

GaB Gallime fine sandy loam, 
1 to 3 percent slopes 

0 40.2 0.4% 1 

Na Nahatche loam, 
frequently flooded 

10 1,075.0 10.8% I 

] 
Nh Nahatche loam, saline, 

I frequently flooded 
1 1,316.3 13.2% 

1 
1 

PkC Pickton fine sand, 1 to 5 
1 percent slopes 

0 141.5 1.4% 1 

PkE Pickton fine sand, 5 to 15 
percent slopes 

0 41.5 0.4% 

Pt Pits o 3.5 0.0% 

Sa Salt flats 2 
— 

157.0 1.6% 

W Water 1  0 255.1 2.6% 

WoC Wolfpen loamy fine sand, 7 
1 to 5 percent slopes 

642.4 6.4% 

WtC 

I 

Woodtell loam, 2 to 5 0 
percent slopes 

851.0 

_., 

8.5% 

    

percent slopes, eroded 

 

.l 70 

WtD Woodtell loam, 5 to 12 
percent slopes 

0 2,751.3 27.6% 

WwC Woodtell loam, 2 to 8 
percent slopes, 
extremely bouldery 

0 9.3 0.1% 

Totals for Area of Interest 9,965.5 100.0% 

Rating Options—Hydric Rating by Map Unit (E. Burgess 
Transmission Line Project) 

Aggregation Method: Percent Present 

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified 

Tie-break Rule: Lower 

A 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Soil Properties and Qualities 

The Soil Properties and Qualities section includes various soil properties and 
qualities displayed as thematic maps with a summary table for the soil map units in 
the selected area of interest. A single value or rating for each map unit is generated 
by aggregating the interpretive ratings of individual map unit components. This 
aggregation process is defined for each property or quality. 

Soil Chemical Properties 

Soil Chemical Properties are measured or inferred from direct observations in the 
field or laboratory. Examples of soil chemical properties include pH, cation 
exchange capacity, calcium carbonate, gypsum, and electrical conductivity. 

Electrical Conductivity (EC) (E. Burgess Transmission 
Line Project) 

Electrical conductivity (EC) is the electrolytic conductivity of an extract from 
saturated soil paste, expressed as decisiemens per meter at 25 degrees C. 
Electrical conductivity is a measure of the concentration of water-soluble salts in 
soils. It is used to indicate saline soils. High concentrations of neutral salts, such as 
sodium chloride and sodium sulfate, may interfere with the absorption of water by 
plants because the osmotic pressure in the soil solution is nearly as high as or 
higher than that in the plant cells. 

For each soil layer, this attribute is actually recorded as three separate values in the 
database. A low value and a high value indicate the range of this attribute for the 
soil component. A "representative" value indicates the expected value of this 
attribute for the component. For this soil property, only the representative value is 
used. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 
Map—Electrical Conductivity (EC) (E. Burgess Transmission Line Project) 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION 

The soil surveys that comprise your AOlwere mapped at 
1:24,000. 

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements. 

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857) 

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required. 

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: Van Zandt County, Texas 
Survey Area Data: Version 15, Sep 15, 2018 

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1'50,000 or larger. 

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Feb 13, 2014—Nov 
18, 2017 

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident. 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Table-Electrical Conductivity (EC) (E. Burgess Transmission 
Line Project) 

 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating (decisiemens 
per meter) 

Acres in A01 Percent of A01 

BeB 
1 
1 

Bernaldo fine sandy 0.0 
loam, 1 to 3 percent 
slopes 

_1 

183.9 1.8% 

DAM Dams 0.4 0.0% 

DrA Derly, occasionally 1.8 
ponded-Raino 
complex, 0 to 1 , 
percent slopes , 

143.3 1.4% 

FrB Freestone fine sandy 0.9 
loann, 1 to 3 percent I 
slopes 1

 

1 

2,344 9 23 5% 

fl 

GaB Gallime fine sandy loam, 10.0 
1 to 3 percent slopes 

- 

40.2 0 4% 

10.8% 

13.2% 

Na 

_L 

Nahatche loam, 1 0 
frequently flooded 

1,075.0 

Nh Nahatche loam, saline, 12.0 

1 frequently flooded 
1,316.3 

, PkC 

L--

 

Pickton fine sand, 1 to 5 0.0 
percent slopes 

141.5 1.4% 

1 PkE 
1 

Pt 

Pickton fine sand, 5 to 15 0.0 41.5 
percent slopes 

0.4% 

Pits , 4.0 3.5 0.0% 
-, 

Sa Salt flats 157 0 1.6% 

W Water 255 1 2 6% 

WoC Wolfpen loamy fine sand, 0.5 
1 to 5 percent slopes ' 

642.4 6.4% 

WtC Woodtell loam, 2 to 5 0.5 
percent slopes 

I 

851 0 8.5% 

WtC2 Woodtell loam, 2 to 5 0.0 
percent slopes, eroded 

9.0 0.1%1 

WtD Woodtell loam, 5 to 12 0.5 
percent slopes 

2,751.3 27 6% I 

WwC Woodtell loam, 2 to 8 0.3 
percent slopes, I 
extremely bouldery 1 

9.3 0.1% 

100.0% Totals for Area of Interest 9,965.6 

Rating Options-Electrical Conductivity (EC) (E. Burgess 
Transmission Line Project) 

Units of Measure: decisiemens per meter 

Aggregation Method: Dominant Component 
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Custom Soil Resource Report 

Component Percent Cutoff.  None Specified 

Tie-break Rule: Higher 

Interpret Nulls as Zero: No 

Layer Options (Horizon Aggregation Method): Depth Range (Weighted Average) 

Top Depth: 0 

Bottom Depth: 203 

Units of Measure: Centimeters 

14 184 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, FORT WORTH DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 17300 
FORT WORTH, TX 76102-0300 

July 3, 2019 

Regulatory Division 

SUBJECT: Project Number SWF-2019-00245, E. Burgess 138kV Transmission Line 

Ms. Anastacia Santos 
POWER Engineers, Inc. 
7600B North Capital of Texas Highway, Suite 320 
Austin, Texas 78731 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

Thank you for your letter received July 2, 2019, concerning a proposal by Southwestern 
Electric Power Company construct a new 138kV transmission line located in Van Zandt County, 
Texas. Ms. Katie Roeder has been assigned as the regulatory project manager. The project has 
been assigned Project Number SWF-2019-00245, please include this number in all future 
correspondence concerning this project. 

Ms, Katie Roeder has been assigned as the regulatory project manager for your request and 
will be evaluating it as expeditiously as possible. 

You may be contacted for additional information about your request. For your information, 
please reference the Fort Worth District Regulatory Division homepage at 
www.swfusace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory and particularly guidance on submittals at 
www.media.swf.usace.army.mil/pubdata/environ/regulatory/introduction/submital.pdf. and 
mitigation at www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/Mitigation that may help you 
supplement your current request or prepare future requests. 

If you have any questions about the evaluation of your submittal or would like to request a 
copy of one of the documents referenced above, please refer to our website at 
http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory or contact Ms. Katie Roeder at the address 
above or telephone (817) 886-1740 and refer to your assigned project number. Please note that 
it is unlawful to start work without a Department of the Army permit if one is required. 

Please help the regulatory program improve its service by completing the survey on the 
following website: http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey 

Stephen L Brooks 
Chief, Regulatory Division 
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OVPINLPOWER Nov— ENGINEERS 

TELEPHONE RECORD 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

July 19, 2019 

Natasha Grey 

Denise Williams 

TIME OF 
CALL: 

PHONE 
NUMBER: 

C: 

10:15 arn 

817-886-1461 

TYPED BY: Denise Williams 
PROJECT 
NUMBER: 158522 

CLIENT: AEP 

PROJECT 
NAME: E. Burgess 

SUBJECT: USACE 

MESSAGE 

I was returning Ms. Grey's original phone call to Anastacia Santos. Ms. Grey wanted to 
suggest that instead of addressing our scoping letters to Colonel Kenneth N. Reed that we 
address them to Regulatory Chef Stephen Brooks. This way the letters won't sit on Colonel 
Reed's desk for several days before reaching the Regulatory Branch. Ms. Grey also stated 
that the address would be the same with the exception of including Room 3A37 in the 
address. 
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From: Roeder, Katie 0 CIV (US) <Katie.O.Roeder@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:59 AM 
To: Santos, Anastacia 
Subject: SWF-2019-00245_ E. Burgess 138kV Transmission Line (UNCLASSIFIED) 
Attachments: submittal guidance linear project_.pdf; 

USACE_NWP_12_Application_Form_HJH (002).DOC; NWP12TX (002).pdf 

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

Thank you for your letter received July 2, 2019, concerning a proposal by 
Southwestern Electric Power Company construct a new 138kV transmission line 
located in Van Zandt County, Texas. The project has been assigned Project 
Number SWF-2019-00245, please include this number in all future correspondence 
concerning this project. 

We have reviewed this project in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. Under Section 
404, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the discharge of 
dredged and fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Our 
responsibility under Section 10 is to regulate any work in, or affecting, navigable 
waters of the United States. Any such discharge or work requires Department of 
the Army authorization in the form of a permit. For more information on the 
USACE Regulatory Program, please reference the Fort Worth District Regulatory 
Branch homepage at https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-

 

3 A www.swf.usace.army.mil regulatory&c1=DwIFAw&c=H8S5wzIwo-

 

76 Ou9dg8E0MfTp0Xd5uFLOwdyvjB0JwYetr=tJbqI3NiAVC79Hadkfn6sYmaS-
9ywHDl9Wwa-DNlf4wStm=VOEh8F-xYUV72a508sUie jeuq-

 

nbdZlaz6F0ls5ekit&s=7Gk 1c6vViuI3n7MSUbygAaA9oeeizul5Y0ErfBSGvIc&e= . 

We are unable to determine from the information that you provided in your letter 
whether Department of the Army authorization will be required, and if so, in what 
form. The proposed construction activities may be authorized by general permit, 
such Nationwide permit 12 for Utility Line Activities. We have enclosed a copy of 
these general permits for your reference. If the project does not meet the terms 
and conditions of a general permit, an individual permit would be required for 
authorization. 
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So that we may continue our evaluation of your proposed project, we request that 
you provide the following information: 

1. A detailed project description. 

2. A map (or maps) showing the entire route of the project. 

3. The proposed route of the project on 8 1 by 11-inch copies of 7.5-minute 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps, national wetland 
inventory maps, published soil survey maps, scaled aerial photographs, and/or other 

suitable maps. Identify all base maps, (e.g. "Fort Worth, Texas" 7.5-minute USGS 
quadrangle, Natural Resources Conservation Service Tarrant County Soil Survey 

sheet 10). Clearly mark (such as by circling) and number the location of each 
proposed utility line crossing of a water of the United States and any appurtenant 
structure(s) in waters of the United States on the map. Waters of the United 

States include streams and rivers and most lakes, ponds, mudflats, sandflats, 

wetlands, sloughs, wet meadows, abandoned sand and gravel mining and construction 
pits, and similar areas. 

4. For each potential utility line crossing or appurtenant structure in a water of 
the United States, the following site specific information when applicable: 

a. 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle map name, universal transverse mercator 

(UTM) coordinates, county or parish, waterway name; 

b. a brief characterization of the crossing area (stream, forested 
wetland, non-forested wetland, etc.) including the National Wetland Inventory 

classification and soil series; 

c. distance between ordinary high water marks; 

d. proposed method of crossing (trench, bore, span, bridge, culvert etc.); 

e. length of proposed crossing; 

f. width of temporary and permanent rights-of-way; 
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9. type and amount of dredged or fill material proposed to be 
discharged; 

h. acreage of proposed temporary and permanent adverse impacts to 
waters of the United States, including wetlands; and 

i. a typical cross-section. 

Please refer to the enclosed guidance for Department of the Army submittals for 
additional details about what you should submit for this and future linear projects. 
Additional information, including more detailed jurisdictional determination data, 
may be needed to complete our evaluation of your project in some cases. We 
encourage you to consult with a qualified specialist (biologist, ecologist or other 
specialist qualified in preliminary jurisdictional determinations) who is familiar with 
the Great Plains Regional Supplement to the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands 
Delineation Manual and the USACE Regulatory Program (33 CFR Parts 320-331). 

We encourage you to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to streams, wetlands, and 
other waters of the United States in planning this project. Please forward your 
response to us as soon as possible so that we may continue our evaluation of your 
request. If we do not receive the requested information within 30 days of the date 
of this letter, we will consider your application administratively withdrawn. If 
withdrawn, you may re-open your application at a later date by submitting the 
requested information. 

Please note that it is unlawful to start work without a Department of the Army 
permit when one is required. 

You may be contacted for additional information about your request. For your 
information, please refer to the Fort Worth District Regulatory Division homepage 
at https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-

 

3A www.swf.usace.army.mil Missions regulatory&I=DwIFAw&c=H8S5wzIwo-
7G Ou9dg8E0MfTp0Xd5uFLOwdyvjB0JwYd(r=tJbqI3Ni A VC79Hadkfn6sYmaS-
9ywHDlgWwa-DNlf4w&m=VOEh8F-xYUV72a508sUie ieuq-
nbdZlaz6F0ls5ekAc&s=u3epSOU4VsCgHTJ48X_NGX30drkVOTmg05knxitbuY4Ste= 
and particularly guidance on submittals at 
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-

 

3A media.swf.usace.army.mil pubdata environ Regulatory introduction submita 
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l.pdf&cl=bwIFAw&c=H855wzIwo-

 

7G Ou9dg8E0MfTp0Xd5uFLOwdyvjBOJwYdcr=tJbqI3NiAVC79Hadkfn6sYma5-
9ywHblgWwa-bNIf4wSim=VOEh8F-xYUV72a508sUie jeuq-
nbdZlaz6FOls5ekit&s=MWdYCZkLgRINbbs55tKchd1W3YHo 8D GzMeCzxEbnzkle  

= , and mitigation at https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-

 

3A www.swf.usace.army.mil Missions Regulatory Permitting Mitigation&d=bwIF 
Awdtc=H855wzIwo-

 

7G Ou9dg8E0MfTp0Xd5uFLOwdyvjBOJwYc&r=tJbqI3NiAVC79Hadkfn6sYma5-
9ywHblgWwa-DNlf4w&m=VOEh8F-xYUV72a508sUie_jeuq-
nbdZlaz6FOls5ekAdts=uCpnm9Ad5rXy02XgbHqv nrnfunyKMXKYWkuKgJcMk88(e= 
that may help you supplement your current request or prepare future requests. 

If you have any questions about the evaluation of your submittal or would like to 
request a copy of one of the documents referenced above, please contact Ms. Katie 
Roeder at the address above or telephone (817) 886-1740 and refer to your 
assigned project number. 

**** ALSO, PLEASE PROVIDE THE APPLICATN5 INFORMATION (NAME, 
ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER AND EMAIL) AS IT 15 OFFICE POLICY THAT 

WE COORDINATE WITH THEM THROUGHOUT THIS PROCESS. 

Thanks, 

Katie 
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
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NATIONWIDE PERMIT 12 
Utility Line Activities 

Effective Date: March 19, 2017 
(NWP Final Notice, 82 FR 4 ) 

12. Utility Line Activities. Activities required for the construction, maintenance, repair, and 
removal of utility lines and associated facilities in waters of the United States, provided the activity 
does not result in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of waters of the United States for each single and 
complete project. 

Utility lines: This NWP authorizes discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States and structures or work in navigable waters for crossings of those waters associated 
with the construction, maintenance, or repair of utility lines, including outfall and intake structures. 
There must be no change in pre-construction contours of waters of the United States. A "utility 
line" is defined as any pipe or pipeline for the transportation of any gaseous, liquid, liquescent, or 
slurry substance, for any purpose, and any cable, line, or wire for the transmission for any purpose 
of electrical energy, telephone, and telegraph messages, and internet, radio, and television 
communication. The term "utility line" does not include activities that drain a water of the United 
States, such as drainage tile or french drains, but it does apply to pipes conveying drainage from 
another area. 

Material resulting from trench excavation rnay be temporarily sidecast into waters of the 
United States for no rnore than three months, provided the material is not placed in such a manner 
that it is dispersed by currents or other forces. The district engineer rnay extend the period of 
temporary side casting for no rnore than a total of 180 days, where appropriate. In wetlands, the top 
6 to 12 inches of the trench should normally be backfilled with topsoil from the trench. The trench 
cannot be constructed or backfilled in such a manner as to drain waters of the United States (e.g., 
backfilling with extensive gravel layers, creating a french drain effect). Any exposed slopes and 
stream banks must be stabilized immediately upon completion of the utility line crossing of each 
waterbody. 

Utility line substations: This NWP authorizes the construction, maintenance, or expansion 
of substation facilities associated with a power line or utility line in non-tidal waters of the United 
States, provided the activity, in combination with all other activities included in one single and 
complete project, does not result in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of waters of the United States. 
This NWP does not authorize discharges into non-tidal wetlands adjacent to tidal waters of the 
United States to construct, maintain, or expand substation facilities. 

Foundations for overhead utility line towers, poles, and anchors: This NWP authorizes the 
construction or maintenance of foundations for overhead utility line towers, poles, and anchors in 
all waters of the United States, provided the foundations are the minimum size necessary and 
separate footings for each tower leg (rather than a larger single pad) are used where feasible. 

Access roads: This NWP authorizes the construction of access roads for the construction 
and maintenance of utility lines, including overhead power lines and utility line substations, in non-
tidal waters of the United States, provided the activity, in combination with all other activities 
included in one single and complete project, does not cause the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of non-
tidal waters of the United States. This NWP does not authorize discharges into non-tidal wetlands 
adjacent to tidal waters for access roads. Access roads must be the minimum width necessary (see 
Note 2, below). Access roads must be constructed so that the length of the road minimizes any 
adverse effects on waters of the United States and must be as near as possible to pre-construction 
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contours and elevations (e.g., at grade corduroy roads or geotextile/gravel roads). Access roads 
constructed above pre-construction contours and elevations in waters of the United States must be 
properly bridged or culverted to maintain surface flows. 

This NWP may authorize utility lines in or affecting navigable waters of the United States 
even if there is no associated discharge of dredged or fill material (See 33 CFR part 322). Overhead 
utility lines constructed over section 10 waters and utility lines that are routed in or under section 
10 waters without a discharge of dredged or fill material require a section 10 permit. 

This NWP authorizes, to the extent that Departrnent of the Arrny authorization is required, 
temporary structures, fills, and work necessary for the remediation of inadvertent returns of drilling 
fluids to waters of the United States through sub-soil fissures or fractures that might occur during 
horizontal directional drilling activities conducted for the purpose of installing or replacing utility 
lines. These rernediation activities must be done as soon as practicable, to restore the affected 
waterbody. District engineers may add special conditions to this NWP to require a remediation plan 
for addressing inadvertent returns of drilling fluids to waters of the United States during horizontal 
directional drilling activities conducted for the purpose of installing or replacing utility lines. 

This NWP also authorizes temporary structures, fills, and work, including the use of 
temporary mats, necessary to conduct the utility line activity. Appropriate measures must be taken 
to maintain normal downstream flows and minimize flooding to the rnaximurn extent practicable, 
when temporary structures, work, and discharges, including cofferdams, are necessary for 
construction activities, access fills, or dewatering of construction sites. Temporary fills must 
consist of materials, and be placed in a rnanner, that will not be eroded by expected high flows. 
After construction, temporary fills must be removed in their entirety and the affected areas returned 
to pre-construction elevations. The areas affected by temporary fills must be revegetated, as 
appropriate. 

Notification: The permittee rnust submit a pre-construction notification to the district 
engineer prior to commencing the activity if any of the following criteria are met: (1) the activity 
involves mechanized land clearing in a forested wetland for the utility line right-of-way; (2) a 
section 10 permit is required; (3) the utility line in waters of the United States, excluding overhead 
lines, exceeds 500 feet; (4) the utility line is placed within a jurisdictional area (i.e., water of the 
United States), and it runs parallel to or along a stream bed that is within that jurisdictional area; (5) 
discharges that result in the loss of greater than 1/10-acre of waters of the United States; (6) 
permanent access roads are constructed above grade in waters of the United States for a distance of 
rnore than 500 feet; or (7) permanent access roads are constructed in waters of the United States 
with impervious materials. (See general condition 32.) (Authorities: Sections 10 and 404) 

Note 1: Where the utility line is constructed or installed in navigable waters of the United 
States (i.e., section 10 waters) within the coastal United States, the Great Lakes, and United States 
territories, a copy of the NWP verification will be sent by the Corps to the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Ocean Service (NOS), for charting the utility line 
to protect navigation. 

Note 2: For utility line activities crossing a single waterbody rnore than one time at separate 
and distant locations, or multiple waterbodies at separate and distant locations, each crossing is 
considered a single and cornplete project for purposes of NWP authorization. Utility line activities 
must comply with 33 CFR 330.6(d). 
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Note 3: Utility lines consisting of aerial electric power transmission lines crossing 
navigable waters of the United States (which are defined at 33 CFR part 329) must comply with the 
applicable minimum clearances specified in 33 CFR 322.5(i). 

Note 4: Access roads used for both construction and maintenance may be authorized, 
provided they meet the terms and conditions of this NWP. Access roads used solely for 
construction of the utility line must be removed upon completion of the work, in accordance with 
the requirements for temporary fills. 

Note 5: Pipes or pipelines used to transport gaseous, liquid, liquescent, or slurry substances 
over navigable waters of the United States are considered to be bridges, not utility lines, and may 
require a permit from the U.S. Coast Guard pursuant to section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1899. However, any discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States 
associated with such pipelines will require a section 404 permit (see NWP 15). 

Note 6: This NWP authorizes utility line maintenance and repair activities that do not 
qualify for the Clean Water Act section 404(f) exemption for maintenance of currently serviceable 
fills or fill structures. 

Note 7: For overhead utility lines authorized by this NWP, a copy of the PCN and NWP 
verification will be provided to the Department of Defense Siting Clearinghouse, which will 
evaluate potential effects on military activities. 

Note 8: For NWP 12 activities that require pre-construction notification, the PCN must 
include any other NWP(s), regional general permit(s), or individual perrnit(s) used or intended to 
be used to authorize any part of the proposed project or any related activity, including other 
separate and distant crossings that require Department of the Army authorization but do not require 
pre-construction notification (see paragraph (b) of general condition 32). The district engineer will 
evaluate the PCN in accordance with Section D, "District Engineer's Decision." The district 
engineer may require mitigation to ensure that the authorized activity results in no more than 
minimal individual and cumulative adverse environmental effects (see general condition 23). 

Nationwide Permit General Conditions 

Note: To qualify for NWP authorization, the prospective permittee must comply with the 
following general conditions, as applicable, in addition to any regional or case-specific conditions 
imposed by the division engineer or district engineer. Prospective permittees should contact the 
appropriate Corps district office to determine if regional conditions have been imposed on an 
NWP. Prospective permittees should also contact the appropriate Corps district office to determine 
the status of Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification and/or Coastal Zone 
Management Act consistency for an NWP. Every person who may wish to obtain permit 
authorization under one or more NWPs, or who is currently relying on an existing or prior permit 
authorization under one or more NWPs, has been and is on notice that all of the provisions of 33 
CFR 330.1 through 330.6 apply to every NWP authorization. Note especially 33 CFR 330.5 
relating to the modification, suspension, or revocation of any NWP authorization. 

1. Navigation. (a) No activity may cause more than a minimal adverse effect on navigation. 

(b) Any safety lights and signals prescribed by the U.S. Coast Guard, through regulations or 
otherwise, must be installed and maintained at the permittee's expense on authorized facilities in 
navigable waters of the United States. 
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(c) The permittee understands and agrees that, if future operations by the United States 
require the removal, relocation, or other alteration, of the structure or work herein authorized, or if, 
in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army or his authorized representative, said structure or work 
shall cause unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the navigable waters, the permittee 
will be required, upon due notice from the Corps of Engineers, to remove, relocate, or alter the 
structural work or obstructions caused thereby, without expense to the United States. No claim 
shall be made against the United States on account of any such removal or alteration. 

2.Aquatic Life Movements. No activity may substantially disrupt the necessary life cycle 
movements of those species of aquatic life indigenous to the waterbody, including those species 
that normally migrate through the area, unless the activity's primary purpose is to impound water. 
All permanent and temporary crossings of waterbodies shall be suitably culverted, bridged, or 
otherwise designed and constructed to maintain low flows to sustain the movement of those aquatic 
species. If a bottomless culvert cannot be used, then the crossing should be designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse effects to aquatic life movements. 

3.Spawning Areas. Activities in spawning areas during spawning seasons must be avoided 
to the maximum extent practicable. Activities that result in the physical destruction (e.g., through 
excavation, fill, or downstream smothering by substantial turbidity) of an important spawning area 
are not authorized. 

4. Migratory Bird Breeding Areas. Activities in waters of the United States that serve as 
breeding areas for migratory birds must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 

5.Shellfish Beds. No activity may occur in areas of concentrated shellfish populations, 
unless the activity is directly related to a shellfish harvesting activity authorized by NWPs 4 and 
48, or is a shellfish seeding or habitat restoration activity authorized by NWP 27. 

6. Suitable Material. No activity may use unsuitable material (e.g., trash, debris, car bodies, 
asphalt, etc.). Material used for construction or discharged must be free from toxic pollutants in 
toxic amounts (see section 307 of the Clean Water Act). 

7.Water Supply Intakes. No activity may occur in the proximity of a public water supply 
intake, except where the activity is for the repair or improvement of public water supply intake 
structures or adjacent bank stabilization. 

8.Adverse Effects From Impoundments. If the activity creates an impoundment of water, 
adverse effects to the aquatic system due to accelerating the passage of water, and/or restricting its 
flow must be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. 

9.Management of Water Flows. To the maximum extent practicable, the pre-construction 
course, condition, capacity, and location of open waters must be maintained for each activity, 
including stream channelization, storm water-management activities, and temporary and permanent 
road crossings, except as provided below. The activity must be constructed to withstand expected 
high flows. The activity must not restrict or impede the passage of normal or high flows, unless the 
primary purpose of the activity is to impound water or manage high flows. The activity may alter 
the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and location of open waters if it benefits the 
aquatic environment (e.g., stream restoration or relocation activities). 
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10. Fills Within 100-Year Floodplains. The activity must comply with applicable FEMA-
approved state or local floodplain management requirements. 

11. Equipment. Heavy equipment working in wetlands or mudflats must be placed on mats, 
or other measures rnust be taken to minimize soil disturbance. 

12. Soil Erosion and Sedirnent Controls. Appropriate soil erosion and sediment controls 
must be used and maintained in effective operating condition during construction, and all exposed 
soil and other fills, as well as any work below the ordinary high water mark or high tide line, must 
be permanently stabilized at the earliest practicable date. Permittees are encouraged to perform 
work within waters of the United States during periods of low-flow or no-flow, or during low tides. 

13. Removal of Temporary Fills. Temporary fills must be removed in their entirety and the 
affected areas returned to pre-construction elevations. The affected areas must be revegetated, as 
appropriate. 

14. Proper Maintenance. Any authorized structure or fill shall be properly maintained, 
including maintenance to ensure public safety and compliance with applicable NWP general 
conditions, as well as any activity-specific conditions added by the district engineer to an NWP 
authorization. 

15. Single and Complete Project. The activity must be a single and complete project. The 
same NWP cannot be used more than once for the sarne single and complete project. 

16. Wild and Scenic Rivers. (a) No NWP activity rnay occur in a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System, or in a river officially designated by Congress as a "study 
river" for possible inclusion in the system while the river is in an official study status, unless the 
appropriate Federal agency with direct rnanagement responsibility for such river, has determined in 
writing that the proposed activity will not adversely affect the Wild and Scenic River designation 
or study status. 

(b) If a proposed NWP activity will occur in a cornponent of the National Wild and Scenic 
River System, or in a river officially designated by Congress as a "study river" for possible 
inclusion in the system while the river is in an official study status, the permittee must submit a 
pre-construction notification (see general condition 32). The district engineer will coordinate the 
PCN with the Federal agency with direct management responsibility for that river. The permittee 
shall not begin the NWP activity until notified by the district engineer that the Federal agency with 
direct management responsibility for that river has deterrnined in writing that the proposed NWP 
activity will not adversely affect the Wild and Scenic River designation or study status. 

(c) Information on Wild and Scenic Rivers may be obtained from the appropriate Federal 
land rnanagement agency responsible for the designated Wild and Scenic River or study river (e.g., 
National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service). Information on these rivers is also available at: http://www.rivers.gov/. 

17. Tribal Rights. No NWP activity may cause more than minimal adverse effects on tribal 
rights (including treaty rights), protected tribal resources, or tribal lands. 

18. Endangered Species. (a) No activity is authorized under any NWP which is likely to 
directly or indirectly jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened or endangered species or a 
species proposed for such designation, as identified under the Federal Endangered Species Act 197 
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(ESA), or which will directly or indirectly destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat of such 
species. No activity is authorized under any NWP which "may affect" a listed species or critical 
habitat, unless ESA section 7 consultation addressing the effects of the proposed activity has been 
completed. Direct effects are the immediate effects on listed species and critical habitat caused by 
the NWP activity. Indirect effects are those effects on listed species and critical habitat that are 
caused by the NWP activity and are later in time, but still are reasonably certain to occur. 

(b) Federal agencies should follow their own procedures for complying with the 
requirements of the ESA. If pre-construction notification is required for the proposed activity, the 
Federal permittee must provide the district engineer with the appropriate documentation to 
demonstrate compliance with those requirements. The district engineer will verify that the 
appropriate documentation has been submitted. If the appropriate documentation has not been 
submitted, additional ESA section 7 consultation may be necessary for the activity and the 
respective federal agency would be responsible for fulfilling its obligation under section 7 of the 
ESA. 

(c)Non-federal perrnittees must submit a pre-construction notification to the district 
engineer if any listed species or designated critical habitat might be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated critical habitat, and shall not begin work on 
the activity until notified by the district engineer that the requirements of the ESA have been 
satisfied and that the activity is authorized. For activities that might affect Federally-listed 
endangered or threatened species or designated critical habitat, the pre-construction notification 
rnust include the name(s) of the endangered or threatened species that might be affected by the 
proposed activity or that utilize the designated critical habitat that might be affected by the 
proposed activity. The district engineer will determine whether the proposed activity "may affect" 
or will have "no effect" to listed species and designated critical habitat and will notify the non-
Federal applicant of the Corps' determination within 45 days of receipt of a complete pre-
construction notification. In cases where the non-Federal applicant has identified listed species or 
critical habitat that might be affected or is in the vicinity of the activity, and has so notified the 
Corps, the applicant shall not begin work until the Corps has provided notification that the 
proposed activity will have "no effect" on listed species or critical habitat, or until ESA section 7 
consultation has been completed. If the non-Federal applicant has not heard back from the Corps 
within 45 days, the applicant must still wait for notification from the Corps. 

(d) As a result of formal or informal consultation with the FWS or NMFS the district 
engineer may add species-specific permit conditions to the NWPs. 

(e) Authorization of an activity by an NWP does not authorize the "take" of a threatened or 
endangered species as defined under the ESA. In the absence of separate authorization (e.g., an 
ESA Section 10 Permit, a Biological Opinion with "incidental take" provisions, etc.) from the FWS 
or the NMFS, the Endangered Species Act prohibits any person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States to take a listed species, where "take" means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. The word "harm" 
in the definition of "take" means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such an act may 
include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by 
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering. 

(f) If the non-federal permittee has a valid ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit 
with an approved Habitat Conservation Plan for a project or a group of projects that includes the 
proposed NWP activity, the non-federal applicant should provide a copy of that ESA section 
10(a)(1)(B) permit with the PCN required by paragraph (c) of this general condition. The district 198 
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engineer will coordinate with the agency that issued the ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit to 
determine whether the proposed NWP activity and the associated incidental take were considered 
in the internal ESA section 7 consultation conducted for the ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit. If 
that coordination results in concurrence from the agency that the proposed NWP activity and the 
associated incidental take were considered in the internal ESA section 7 consultation for the ESA 
section 10(a)(1)(B) permit, the district engineer does not need to conduct a separate ESA section 7 
consultation for the proposed NWP activity. The district engineer will notify the non-federal 
applicant within 45 days of receipt of a complete pre-construction notification whether the ESA 
section 10(a)(1)(B) permit covers the proposed NWP activity or whether additional ESA section 7 
consultation is required. 

(g) Information on the location of threatened and endangered species and their critical 
habitat can be obtained directly from the offices of the FWS and NMFS or their world wide web 
pages at http://www.fws.goy/ or http://www.fws.gov/ipac and 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/esa/ respectively. 

19.Migratory Birds and Bald and Golden Eagles. The permittee is responsible for ensuring 
their action complies with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act. The permittee is responsible for contacting appropriate local office of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to determine applicable measures to reduce impacts to migratory birds or eagles, 
including whether "incidental take" perrnits are necessary and available under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act or Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act for a particular activity. 

20. Historic Properties. (a) In cases where the district engineer determines that the activity 
may have the potential to cause effects to properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National 
Register of Historic Places, the activity is not authorized, until the requirements of Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) have been satisfied. 

(b) Federal permittees should follow their own procedures for complying with the 
requirements of section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. If pre-construction 
notification is required for the proposed NWP activity, the Federal permittee must provide the 
district engineer with the appropriate documentation to demonstrate compliance with those 
requirements. The district engineer will verify that the appropriate documentation has been 
submitted. If the appropriate documentation is not submitted, then additional consultation under 
section 106 may be necessary. The respective federal agency is responsible for fulfilling its 
obligation to comply with section 106. 

(c) Non-federal permittees must submit a pre-construction notification to the district 
engineer if the NWP activity might have the potential to cause effects to any historic properties 
listed on, determined to be eligible for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places, including previously unidentified properties. For such activities, the 
pre-construction notification must state which historic properties might have the potential to be 
affected by the proposed NWP activity or include a vicinity map indicating the location of the 
historic properties or the potential for the presence of historic properties. Assistance regarding 
information on the location of, or potential for, the presence of historic properties can be sought 
from the State Historic Preservation Officer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, or designated 
tribal representative, as appropriate, and the National Register of Historic Places (see 33 CFR 
330.4(g)). When reviewing pre-construction notifications, district engineers will comply with the 
current procedures for addressing the requirements of section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. The district engineer shall make a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out 
appropriate identification efforts, which may include background research, consultation, oral 199 
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