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INTRODUCTION 

This document assesses the social, economic, and environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed bridge replacement on US 83 @ the Salt Fork of the Red River (National Bridge 

Inventory [NBI] number 25-044-0-0031-03-002) (See Exhibit A for location map, Exhibit B for 

Digital Ortho Quarter Quad [DOQQ] map, and Exhibit C for topography map).  There are two 

Control Section Jobs (CSJs) associated with the proposed project, 0031-03-029 (control) and 

0031-04-045.  0031-03-029 starts at the south end of the existing bridge and goes north 0.33 

miles.  0031-04-045 starts 0.144 miles south of the bridge and runs north to the existing bridge.  

The proposed project is located in north Texas near the small town of Wellington, in 

Collingsworth County.  The total length of the project would be 0.47 miles (mi.).   

 

As of December 2010, the estimated total project cost of the proposed project would be 

approximately $3,713,372, including: construction of a new bridge, demolition of the historic 

bridge, construction of an interpretive kiosk in the adjacent rest area, and relocation of the 

historic marker from the bridge site to the adjacent rest area.  Funding for the project is 

anticipated to be 80% federally funded and 20% state funded.  The project is included in the FY 

2011-2014 State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) as a grouped CSJ: 5000-00-953 (See 

Appendix B for Grouped Project CSJ information).  The proposed project is Category 6, 

Structure Replacement and Rehabilitation, and is listed in the 2011 Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP).  The anticipated project completion date is November 2012. 
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NEED AND PURPOSE 

Need for the Project 

Large farm equipment and heavy trucks cannot use the existing historic bridge, which services a 

US highway in the Texas Highway Trunk System, in its current condition and outdated design.  

It currently has a sufficiency rating of 21.20 out of a possible 100.  The bridge has become a 

safety hazard, and through traffic has had to be rerouted, with detours adding many miles to 

trips. 

 

Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this project is to provide a safe and efficient crossing over the Salt Fork of the 

Red River by meeting all design standards with respect to lane width and load carrying capacity 

appropriate to US 83’s designation as a component of the trunk system. 

 

Project Objectives 

1. To provide safe and efficient crossing of US 83 over the Salt Fork of the Red River 

2. To address the historic character of the existing bridge, which is listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places 

 

Background on Safety Issues 

Bridge Closed 

Currently, the truss structure is closed to through traffic due to a failure in the bridge deck.  The 

south bound (SB) structure accommodates both north and south bound traffic.  Oversized loads 

(80,000 pounds or greater) and over-width loads (14-feet or wider) are diverted around the 

crossing along a 34.2 mile detour.  
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Accidents 

Since the bridge has been closed, three accidents have occurred within the detour around the 

truss bridge.  On May 28, 2010, a rural mail carrier was traveling north-bound (NB) on US 83 

along the closed section of the roadway.  The driver was distracted by an animal in the adjacent 

field, crashed into the concrete barrier and spun the vehicle around.  The driver was transported 

by ambulance to the Collingsworth General Hospital.   

 

On January 6, 2011, a pickup truck was traveling SB through the detour loaded with a round bale 

of hay.  The vehicle was ascending up the hill (south of the bridge) when the driver lost control, 

climbed the concrete barrier, and flipped the vehicle.  No one was injured.  There are safety 

issues with the current condition (i.e. truss closed, NB traffic sharing the SB bridge) and also 

with the crossing before the truss was closed.  

 

The third accident occurred on April 12, 2011.  A tow truck hauling a small salvaged combine 

(approximately 15-feet wide) was traveling SB through the detour.  The driver drifted toward the 

center concrete barricade allowing the combine to impact the barrier, which in turn caused the 

tow truck to hit the barricade as well.  The trucks left front tire climbed the barricade and rode 

the barricade to a stop.  The accident caused damage to the combine, tow truck, and 

approximately 30 sections of concrete barricade.  No injuries were reported. 

 

Functional Deficiencies 

The bridge is functionally obsolete as it does not meet width specifications for two-lane traffic.  

Any proposed project would need to eliminate the rerouting of legal sized and weight permitted 

loads that the trunk system was designated to carry.  The project must also allow for vehicles in 
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the area, such as large farm equipment, recreational vehicles (RVs) and tractor trailers, to utilize 

the crossing.  NB travelers require safe access to the rest stop and the county park northwest of 

the crossing while ensuring safe passage of NB travelers who do not use the rest stop.  

 

Structural issues include an inventory load rating of HS (Highway Semi-trailer Lane Load) 10.0 

controlled by substantial section loss in the floor beams and deterioration in the main 

longitudinal members at the bottom of the trusses, know as bottom chords.  Current bridge 

standards require a legal load carrying capacity of HS 20 for all structures located on-system.  

Additional structural problems include, but are not limited to: the south approach timber bents 

located at the south approach, which have experienced section loss in both the piles and steel 

caps; the north approach concrete approach bents, which have major deterioration including 

delaminated concrete and exposed reinforcement; and the condition of the entire bridge deck, 

which has transverse and longitudinal cracks, efflorescence, and concrete spalling. 

 

The bridge is located on a roadway designated as part of the Texas Highway Trunk System.  

Current features of the bridge include a horizontal roadway clearance of 24 feet and a vertical 

clearance of 15.50 feet at the centerline and 14.25 feet at each end of the bridge portals with a 

38-foot roadway approach width.  The Texas Highway Trunk System section of the 

Transportation Planning Manual (Section 6) indicated that the “minimal design criteria for this 

network specify that each highway should be at least a four-lane divided facility.”  This section 

of US 83 is a rural four-lane divided highway, except at the NB bridge crossing of the river.  The 

Roadway Design Manual specifications call for minimum 12-foot lanes with an additional 6 feet 

for safe zone such as shoulders.  Two such lanes total 24 feet and would put the lane line right 

next to the curb and bridge rail.  From driver psychology, truss protection, and design standards 



US 83 Bridge Replacement                                                                               EA Document   
CSJ No. 0031-03-029, etc…  August 2011 

5

perspective, the geometry of the trusses limits the structure to one-lane.  The NB two-lane 

section is striped to converge the roadway at the existing historic bridge into a single 14-foot lane 

with a 6-foot outside shoulder and a four-foot inside shoulder.   

 

Oversized Loads 

Due to the below-standard horizontal clearance, large vehicles (such as farming equipment) and 

oversized loads traveling north routinely cross the median to the SB bridge to travel north, 

creating a safety issue.  US 83 is a major route for the wheat harvest.  Wheat-cutting crews, who 

travel from Texas to Oklahoma, Kansas, and Nebraska, pass through Collingsworth County.  The 

combines are very wide and have difficulty making it through the truss structure.  With each 

crew there will be up to 5 or 6 combines plus travel trailers and grain hauling trucks (See 

Appendix A for photos [#19 & #20] of wheat harvest equipment in the Childress District).  Also 

see pictures #21 and #22 for a wind turbine component in July 2010 using the current detour 

around the US 83 truss.  Another example of the larger farm equipment that utilizes this crossing 

can be seen in the lower left hand corner of picture #18 in Appendix A.  That particular type of 

equipment is a swather (also known as a windrower) that is a self-propelled harvester with a 

fixed cutting header.  Case IH manufactures swathers with headers that range from 18 feet wide 

to 35 feet wide.  Widths 24 to 35 feet can not transverse the existing bridge.   

 

Heavy loads such as wind turbines are damaging the FM roads that make up the larger part of the 

route detour.  The detour also increases the transportation costs for detoured traffic.  This 

situation, in the past, has led to similar equipment crossing the median and using the SB bridge 

for NB travel.  Although there is no documentation for the number and frequency of such 

equipment utilizing the project roadway, the photograph in Appendix A illustrates that similar 



US 83 Bridge Replacement                                                                               EA Document   
CSJ No. 0031-03-029, etc…  August 2011 

6

equipment uses the crossing.  Also, an email from the Wellington Maintenance Supervisor states 

that he has witnessed NB vehicles using the SB bridge on multiple occasions (See Appendix P).  

The current detour route for oversized and over width loads from Wellington to Shamrock is 

34.2 miles long and adds 22.9 miles to NB travel. For continued use, the fully restored bridge 

would require extensive rehabilitation and still fail to meet both the design specifications and the 

geometric criteria for a Rural Minor Arterial on the Texas Highway Trunk System. 

 

Park Access 

Located on the north bank of the river and west of the travel lanes is Pioneer Park, a 

Collingsworth County maintained recreational area.  Adjoining the park is a rest area constructed 

and maintained by TxDOT (see Appendix O for Pioneer Park Site Map).  The rest area is 

provided by TxDOT as a service for the traveling public and the park is utilized by campers with 

RVs and trailers.  The TxDOT Childress District office has observed a substantial usage of the 

rest area and park averaging 131 vehicles per day according to a recent informal traffic study.  

Maintaining access is essential for continued service to the traveling public.  Currently, NB 

traffic accesses the park by using the existing crossover just north of the two existing bridges.  

The proposed project should continue to allow for NB traffic to utilize the TxDOT rest area and 

the county park in a safe manner. 

 

Reduced Sight Lines 

Several independent factors including the upper lateral bracing of the historic truss, the cross-

over to the park about 0.06 miles (318 feet) north of the bridge, the sloping approach to the NB 

bridge, the vehicular speeds, and the high percentage of truck traffic combine to create an 

undesirable safety issue.  For NB travel, safety issues include both sight and stopping distances 
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along with at-grade crossing of SB traffic entering the area.  Sight distance and acceleration 

distance along with at grade crossing of the south and north bound travel are safety issues for NB 

traffic exiting the rest area.  The top bracing obscures the brake lights of vehicles decelerating on 

the one-lane truss bridge that are preparing to turn left into the park from high speed vehicles 

descending US 83 to the truss.  As a result, the driver of a semi-trailer truck approaching the 

bridge cannot see or judge slowing traffic on the bridge.  Numerous skid marks on the pavement 

in the area of the truss attest to the resulting sudden braking actions (see Appendix A picture 

#23).  A new multi-lane bridge without top bracing would reduce the safety risks associated with 

sight distance for traffic decelerating to enter the park.  Similarly, a new multi-lane bridge 

without vertical truss elements would reduce the safety risks currently caused by the trusses 

obscuring high speed traffic on the existing bridge from NB traffic accelerating upon leaving the 

rest stop.  See photo #24 in Appendix A. 

 

Structural Deficiencies 

An engineering analysis of the bridge determined the bridge structurally deficient with a 

sufficiency rating of 21.20 out of a possible 100.  When the bridge was closed, it was load posted 

for a gross 18,000 pounds single/tandem axle.  The truss bridge has an inventory load rating of 

HS 10.0, which is below the HS 20 criteria for on-system bridges. 

 

The engineering analysis included the following discussion of deficiencies.  The controlling 

members of the truss are the floor beams, which require substantial rehabilitation or replacement.  

Four of the floor beams (as well as two stringers) are in need of immediate attention, as these 

structural members have localized areas of 100% section loss.  The section loss in the shear 

region is as great as 65%.  Floor beam repair is a labor-intensive process and would require 
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complete demolition of the concrete deck, given its poor condition, as well as partial dismantling 

of the truss.  Because the floor beams, stringers and concrete deck are not a composite structure, 

they do not act as a single element.  If a floor beam were to fail, sections of the concrete deck 

would fall into the river.  The bearings are locked up and do not allow the proper transfer of the 

loads from the superstructure to the substructure.  In addition, the failed bearings do not allow 

the structure to expand and contract as needed with the changing temperatures.  Retrofitting of 

the north approach spans with temporary supports was necessary due to the failed bearing and 

failed joints.  The batten plates and lower gusset plates on the trusses experienced section loss as 

well and are in need of repair or replacement.  Deterioration of the truss can also be attributed to 

bearing failure which resulted in cracks in the bottom chord channels.  The new four-foot hole in 

the bridge’s road surface demonstrates the seriousness of this issue.  Many of these issues trace 

back to the use of sodium chloride as a deicer during a period when there were no other options.  

The salt damage is so extensive that it extends to the reinforcing steel deep in the deck slabs. 

 

TRAFFIC 

The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for this facility is 1,800 vehicles per day, with 39.3% truck 

traffic.  It is projected to increase to 2,400 vehicles per day by 2024 and to 2,500 vehicles by 

2028 (According to a traffic analysis conducted in 2008).  The current speed limit for this section 

of US 83 is 70 mile-per-hour (mph).  Currently, the truss structure is closed to thru traffic due to 

a failure in the bridge deck.  The SB structure accommodates both north and south bound traffic.  

Oversized loads (80,000 pounds or greater) and over width loads (14-foot or wider) are diverted 

around the crossing, along a 34.2 mile detour. 
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A traffic study was conducted, in 2010, at the entrance of Pioneer Park.  The study’s findings are 

thus: Thursday, May 27, 2010 - 66 vehicles; Friday, May 28, 2010 - 160 vehicles; Saturday, May 

29, 2010 - 154 vehicles; Sunday, May 30, 2010 - 203 vehicles; Monday, May 31, 2010 - 102 

vehicles; Thursday, June 10, 2010 - 39 vehicles; Friday, June 11, 2010 - 97 vehicles; Saturday, 

June 12, 2010 - 156 vehicles; Sunday, June 13, 2010 - 78 vehicles. 

 

DESIGN 

Existing Highway and Bridge 

Within the proposed project area, US 83 is a four-lane divided facility with a 38-foot-wide paved 

surface on both the NB and SB lanes with a 75-foot median.  The existing roadway is striped to 

provide 12-foot-wide travel lanes, three-to-four-foot-wide inside shoulders, and 10-foot outside 

shoulders.  At the truss bridge (NB lane) the roadway narrows to a single 14-foot lane with a six-

foot outside shoulder and a four-foot inside shoulder as it enters the truss bridge. 

 

The existing bridge facility is a 27-foot-wide by 827-foot-long Parker through-truss bridge, with 

north and south approach spans.  The main bridge structure is composed of three riveted steel 

Parker through-truss spans, each measuring 179.67 feet in length.  The Truss Bridge features a 

horizontal roadway clearance of 24 feet and a vertical clearance of 15 feet (at the centerline).  

The substructure of the bridge is composed of concrete pier walls.  The five south approach 

spans are each 28.5 feet in length with a timber piling substructure and steel channel bent caps.  

The three north approach spans (40 feet, 60 feet, and 40 feet) feature a substructure of steel piles 

with concrete bent caps.  The Right of Way (ROW) throughout the project area varies from 250 

feet to 300 feet (See Appendix A for existing roadway pictures). 
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Adjacent to the project area is Pioneer Park, a County/State owned park.  The park area is used 

for camping, family reunions, and many other types of recreation.  This park features covered 

camp sites, cookout/eating areas, public bathrooms, and access to the Salt Fork of the Red River. 

 

Proposed Highway and Bridge 

The proposed project would include the removal and replacement of the Salt Fork of the Red 

River Bridge on the existing alignment, with a slight vertical change in the approach roadway.  

The proposed upgrades to this section of the roadway would not require additional ROW or 

temporary easements.  The new roadway facility would allow for two 12-foot-wide travel lanes, 

a four-foot inside shoulder, and a 10-foot outside shoulder; with an overall pavement width of 38 

feet.  A 12-foot-wide deceleration lane, north of the bridge, would be provided for NB vehicles 

to safely enter Pioneer Park. 

 

The new bridge facility would consist of two 12-foot-wide travel lanes with a four-foot-wide 

inside shoulder and a 10-foot outside shoulder, with type T223 bridge railing.  The proposed 

bridge would be 855 feet long and 40 feet wide with a superstructure composed of nine 95 foot 

spans, utilizing type Tx40 pre-stressed concrete I-Girder beams.  The substructure under the 

bridge would consist of concrete caps with concrete columns.  Concrete rip-rap would be placed 

along the abutments of the bridge. (See Exhibit D for Salt Fork of the Red River Bridge Layout).   

As part of the project, it is proposed to realign the existing roadway vertically to meet a 70 mph 

design speed.  To accomplish this, the profile of the approach roadway would be raised to 

accommodate the proposed bridge design.  The new alignment would create safer driving 

conditions for the traveling public (See Exhibit E for Typical Sections and Exhibit F for Plan & 
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Profile Sheets).  During construction, no other detours would be needed.  The existing truss 

bridge is closed and traffic has been routed to the SB structure. 

 

New bicycle and pedestrian facilities were considered during project development.  Although the 

proposed 10-foot shoulder would allow for safer use by bicyclist and potential pedestrians, the 

rural nature of the project limits the use of the facility by pedestrians or cyclists as a means of 

multimodal transportation; therefore, bicycle and pedestrian accommodations would not be 

considered a significant design criteria for the project.  Existing park roads, sidewalks, and trails 

would accommodate pedestrians to the new kiosk and relocated historical marker in Pioneer 

Park. 

 

Alternatives 

The following alternatives were considered for the project: 

 No build 
 Rehabilitation for Continued Vehicular Use 
 Widen SB Bridge to Two-way Traffic, By-pass Truss (monument) 
 Widen SB Bridge to Two-way Traffic, Rehabilitate Truss for Pedestrians 
 Widen SB Bridge to Two-way Traffic, Rehabilitate Truss for Scenic By-Pass 
 Remove and replace the bridge on existing alignment 

Other alternatives looked at in previous years include: 

 Preserve truss as a scenic by-pass with a new bridge to the east 
 Preserve truss as a scenic by-pass with a new bridge to the west 
 Preserve truss for pedestrian use with a new bridge to the west 
 Rehabilitate the truss as a monument with a new bridge to the west 

All four of these alternatives were not carried over from previous studies because they were all 

recommended as not prudent alternatives.  See the Section 4(f) document (Appendix L) for 

detailed alternatives analysis. 
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The preferred alternative is to construct a new bridge on the existing alignment.  This alternative 

would require demolition of the existing truss bridge and constructing a new bridge in its place.  

This alternative would address the structural and functional issues associated with the truss 

bridge including maintaining the divided US 83 roadway.  It would also provide a bridge that 

meets current and future transportation needs with the least social, economic, and safety 

consequences, given the unique site problems surrounding the bridge and park entrance. 

 

RIGHT OF WAY / DISPLACEMENTS 

The proposed construction project would not require additional ROW or temporary easements.  

No residential displacements are anticipated as a result of the project.  The Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 would not apply to this project.  

The areal extent of impacts to the project area, due to the project, would be approximately 4.6 

acres.  Access to adjoining properties would be maintained throughout the duration of the 

project. 

 

No utilities are located within the area of potential effects (APE) of the proposed project.  No 

relocations would be needed to implement the proposed project.   

 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Multiple public involvement efforts have been made throughout the years for this project: 

 The first Categorical Exclusion (CE) was submitted to the Environmental Affairs 

Division (ENV) in May 2003.  The preferred alternative at the time was to remove and 

replace the bridge on the existing alignment.  In February 2004, a public meeting was 
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held in Wellington Texas discussing the replacement alternative.  The public did not like 

the alternative and wanted the truss bridge to remain in place (See Appendix D for 

February 2004 public meeting comments). 

 

 TxDOT went back to the drawing board and developed an alternative to build a new 

bridge to the east, leaving the truss bridge as scenic by-pass.  In October 2004, a public 

meeting was held discussing the new alternative.  Public opinion was both for and against 

this alternative (See Appendix E for October 2004 meeting notes and comments).  

 

 In March 2005, coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) was 

complete for this alternative and was cleared to go to public hearing.  In May 2005, a 

public hearing was held proposing the new alternative of leaving the truss bridge in place 

with the new alignment to the east (See Appendix F for May 2005 public hearing notes 

and comments).  The landowners on the east side of the bridge became upset with this 

alternative because they did not want the new structure closer to their homes and they 

objected to selling any additional ROW to construct the new bridge.  The local 

government also changed their opinion of the project.  They elected officials were not in 

favor of having to purchase any additional ROW to develop this alternative.  Although 

this alternative was presented to the public, it was not the safest alternative studied.  The 

“remove and replace” alternative had fewer safety issues than any other alternative.  

TxDOT decided not to proceed with the new alignment to the east and decided to look for 

a different design.  This alternative was not submitted to FHWA for final approval. 
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 Multiple alternatives were looked at by TxDOT, consultants, and public officials to 

determine the best alternative.  The identified preferred alternative is proposed to remove 

and replace the existing bridge on the existing alignment (See Appendix C for County 

Letters).  In February 2010 ENV Historians prepared a Section 106 coordination packet 

and submitted it to SHPO and to the Historic Bridge Foundation for coordination.  Both 

parties were not in favor of taking down the historic truss bridge.  In July 2010, ENV 

submitted a Section 4(f) evaluation to FHWA for preliminary review.  In September 

2010, a website was developed to inform the public about the different construction 

alternatives, costs, impacts, and the different issues pertaining to each alternative.  Also 

included in the site were three guides for information about NEPA, transportation 

decision making, and section 106 review.  Local papers in Wellington, Memphis, and 

Wheeler were notified about the website along with the consulting parties.  The link to 

the website is: www.txdot.gov/project_information/projects/childress/us83/default.htm.  

Also in September, coordination packets were sent to all the designated consulting 

parties: Historic Wellington, Historic Bridge Foundation, National Trust for Historic 

Preservation, Preservation Texas, and the author of the Facebook page “Save the Historic 

Salt Fork of the Red River Truss Bridge” (Payton Kane)(The Facebook page contains 

approximately 870 friends).  All of the comments received back were not in favor of 

removing the truss bridge (See Appendix J for response letters from consulting parties).  

On September 8, 2010, a petition was submitted to TxDOT that requested the 

preservation of the historic US 83 truss bridge over the Salt Fork of the Red River.  The 

petition contained approximately 550 signatures (local and non-local) and was authored 

by Payton Kane (petition is on file at the Childress District).  Also in September 2010, a 
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public meeting was held in Wellington to seek the public’s opinion on the preferred 

alternative.  The community was split, half were in favor of the project and half were 

against the project (See Appendix G for September 2010 public meeting notes and 

comments).  In March 2011, another coordination packet was sent to the consulting 

parties addressing their concerns and comments.  With this packet was an 

acknowledgement letter that included a tabular summary of their comments, TxDOT’s 

actions in response to their comments, and those of the Texas SHPO (See Appendix N for 

consulting party comment table).  In May 2011, a summit teleconference was held to 

discuss the replacement of the truss bridge and to address the mitigation efforts proposed 

by TxDOT and the consulting parties.  TxDOT, FHWA, SHPO, the consulting parties, 

and Collingsworth County were represented at the meeting.  All parties concluded for the 

safety of the traveling public and based on the stated need for the project that the existing 

truss bridge would be demolished and a new bridge would be built in its place.  

Mitigation efforts were discussed and a mitigation plan has been developed to mitigate 

for the adverse impacts to the existing truss bridge (See Mitigation Efforts section).  A 

Public Hearing will be scheduled prior to project letting. 

 

SOCIOECONOMIC DATA 

Community Impacts 

The property in the surrounding area of the project is mainly ranch and farm land with a small 

part used for recreation (Pioneer Park).  A windshield survey was conducted at the project 

location (8/30/10); one residence was sited adjacent to the project area, located north of the 

bridge and east of the roadway.  This residence is outside of the APE and should not be affected 
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by the proposed project.  The following table (Table 1) lists the 2000 Census data for the 

surrounding area. 

Table 1: Census Data for Surrounding Area 

2000 Census Data % White % Hispanic % Black % Other 
Median 
Income 

Collingsworth 
County Census 

Tract 9501  
Block Group 3 

87.1 9.2 <1 3.35 33,393 

Block 3291 
Population - 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Block 3957 
Population - 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Block 3958 
Population - 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Block 3961 
Population - 2 

100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Block 3962 
Population – 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Block 3964 
Population – 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

 

The above census data shows that there are very few people that live in the surrounding area of 

the proposed project.  There were no indications of minority or low-income populations observed 

at the project site.  No community impacts or changes in neighborhood or community cohesion 

are expected to occur due to the project.  Based on the limited scope of the project activities, a 

windshield survey, and census data, the project is not anticipated to create any highly adverse 

disproportionate impacts to any community. 

 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low Income Populations requires each Federal agency to make achieving 
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environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 

policies and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  The Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) has identified three fundamental principles of environmental 

justice: 

1) To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 
and low income populations 

2) To ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process 

3) To prevent the denial of, reduction in or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority populations and low-income populations 

  
Disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects are defined by 

FHWA as adverse effects that are predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-

income population, or will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population 

and are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effects that will be 

suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.  Low income is 

defined as a household income at or below the Department of Health and Human Services 

(DHHS) poverty guidelines.  For 2011, the average threshold for a four person household is 

$22,350.  The proposed project would not have any disproportionately high or adverse impacts 

on minority or low income populations. 

 

Limited English Proficiency 

Executive Order (EO) 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP), requires agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any need for 

services to those with LEP, and develop and implement a system to provide those services so 
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that LEP persons can have meaningful access to them.  The EO requires federal agencies to work 

to ensure that recipients of federal financial assistance provide meaningful access to their LEP 

applicants and beneficiaries.  Failure to ensure that LEP persons can effectively participate in or 

benefit from federally assisted programs and activities may violate the prohibition under Title VI 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d and Title VI regulations against national origin 

discrimination.  Table 2 shows the LEP information for the surrounding area of the proposed 

project. 

Table 2: LEP Information for the Surrounding Area 

LEP Data 
Collingsworth County Census 

Tract 9501 
Census Track 9501 Block Group 3 

Speak English Only 92% 92% 

Spanish Speaking 
Speak English Very 

Well 
4% 4% 

Spanish Speaking 
Speak English Well 

2% 2% 

Spanish Speaking 
Speak English Not 

Well 
1% 1% 

Spanish Speaking 
Speak English Not 

at all 
0% 0% 

Speak Asian 
Languages - Speak 
English Very Well 

1% 1% 

 

The above information does not indicate a high LEP percentage in the surrounding area of the 

proposed project.  Based on a windshield survey (8/30/10) and LEP information, no LEP 

populations are adjacent to the project area.  No indicators of an LEP population, such as signage 

in different languages, were observed in the project area.  The project would not require 

displacements, change in access, or cause community disruption; the project is not anticipated to 
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create any disproportionate impacts.  Should any requests for language assistance be made, 

TxDOT will provide the appropriate aid. 

 

PROJECT SETTING/ LAND USE 

The project area is in a rural land setting approximately six miles north of Wellington, Texas, on 

US 83.  The property in the surrounding area is ranch and farm land with a few scattered farm 

houses in the area.  Pioneer Park is adjacent to the project area, located northwest of the existing 

bridges, and is used as a roadside park and for camping and recreation.  Ranching and farming 

comprise the majority of the land use in the surrounding area. 

 

SOILS 

The soil type in the project area consists of: Ector-LaCasa Complex, Lincoln Soils, Mansker-

Woodward Complex, Miles and Altus Soils, Miles Fine Sandy Loam, Springer Loamy Fine 

Sand-Hummocky, Springer-Brownfield-Blown-out Land Complex, and Yahola Fine Sandy 

Loam.  Ector-LaCasa Complex is gently sloping to sloping soils and is found on uplands.  The 

surface is rolling, and slopes are both concave and convex.  This soil type is mainly used for 

range.  Lincoln Soils are nearly level to gently sloping and are found on flood plains.  In places 

they have a slightly undulating surface with slopes ranging up to about 2%.  The lower areas are 

flooded during heavy rain events.  Almost all the acreage of this soil type is used for range due to 

flooding.  Mansker-Woodward Complex consists of sloping to moderately steep soils on 

uplands; slopes average about 8%.  Areas have rolling topography and are dissected by natural 

drains.  This soil type is used for range due to erosion and the steepness of slopes.  Miles and 

Altus Soils are an undifferentiated group of soils that is nearly level.  75% of this soil type is 
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used for crops and 25% is used for pasture and range.  Miles Fine Sandy Loam is a gently 

sloping soil type found on uplands.  This soil is used mostly for crops but is also well suited to 

pasture and range.  Springer Loamy Fine Sand, Hummocky is a gently sloping soil found on 

uplands.  Slopes and the erosion hazard make this soil unsuitable for cultivation.  Springer-

Brownfield-Blown-out Land Complex consists of windblown, gently sloping soils found on 

uplands; slopes average about 4%.  Due to erosion, gullies, and accumulations of fine sand, this 

complex is not suitable for cultivation and is used for range.  Yahola Fine Sandy Loam is a 

nearly level soil that is found on flood plains of the major streams and their tributaries; slopes 

average 0.4%.  This soil is used mainly for crops.  Runoff from adjacent higher lying soils causes 

some flooding (See Table 3 for a description of the soil type in the area). 

Table 3: Soil Descriptions of the Immediate Project Area 

Soil Description Drainage Class Hydric Slope 

Ector-LaCasa complex Well Drained No Average 3% 

Lincoln Soils Well Drained No <2% 

Mansker-Woodward complex Well Drained No 5-16% 

Miles and Altus Soils Well Drained No 0-1% 

Miles Fine Sandy Loam Well Drained No 1-3% 

Springer Loamy Fine Sand, 
Hummocky 

Well Drained No Average 4% 

Springer-Brownfield-Blown-out 
Land Complex 

Well Drained No Average 4% 

Yahola Fine Sandy Loam Well Drained No 0-1% 
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Farmland Protection Policy Act 

Projects considered exempt under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) include those that 

require no additional right-of-way or require right-of-way that is developed, urbanized, or zoned 

for urban use.  The proposed project would not require any ROW, therefore is considered exempt 

under the FPPA. 

 

VEGETATION 

The proposed project is located in the Rolling Plains Ecological Area of Texas.  The vegetation 

in the project area, according to The Vegetation Types of Texas, includes vegetation type number 

32 – Sandsage-Harvard Shin Oak Brush and 37 – Cottonwood-Hackberry-Saltcedar 

Brush/Woods.  A field survey (8/30/10) of the project area found type 37 to be located within the 

project area.  Type 32 was not found within the project area but was found outside the project 

APE.  The field survey also revealed a disturbed vegetation community located in the ROW.  

The disturbed community encompasses the roadside shoulder habitat that is kept mowed and 

maintained.  

 

Existing ROW 

Existing ground cover within the ROW contains both herbaceous and woody vegetation.  

Primary species include: bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), Western ragweed (Ambrosia 

psilostachya), Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense), silver bluestem (Bothriochloa saccharoides), 

KR Bluestem (Bothriochloa ischaemum), mat sandbur (Cenchrus longispinus), sedge (Carex 

Spp.), cattail (Typha Spp.), and giant reed (Arundo donax).  A few woody species such as 

panhandle grape (Vitis acerifolia), honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos), salt cedar (Tamarix 
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Spp.), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), black willow (Salix nigra), plains cottonwood (Populus 

deltoides), and honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa) are present in the ROW along the fence 

lines and in the floodplain of the river.   

 

Outside ROW 

Ground cover outside of the ROW is consistent with the two vegetation types of Texas: 

Sandsage-Harvard Shin Oak Brush and Cottonwood-Hackberry-Saltcedar Brush/Woods.  Woody 

species are more dominant outside the ROW.  The same species of trees exist outside of the 

ROW as in the project area, with the addition of northern hackberry (Celtis occidentalis) and 

Juniper (Juniperus Spp.). 

 

Vegetation Impacts 

The areal extent of impacts to the project area would be approximately 4.6 acres.  The proposed 

project would impact approximately 4.2 acres of herbaceous vegetation and 0.4 acres or mature 

woody vegetation (See Table 4 for Vegetation Impacts).  The mature tree community consists of 

honey locust, honey mesquite, salt cedar, cedar elm, black willow, and plains cottonwood.  

Coordination with Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) for impacts to mature woody 

vegetation was initiated on 3/8/11.  Comments were received from TPWD on 4/5/11; TxDOT 

addressed and responded to the comments on 6/22/11 (See Appendix Q). 
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Table 4: Vegetation Impacts 

 

In accordance with Provision (4)(A)(ii) of the MOA between the Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) and TPWD, habitats given consideration for non-regulatory mitigation 

during project planning include the following: 

1. Habitat for federal candidate species (impacted by the project) if mitigation would 
assist in the prevention of the listing of the species 

2. Rare vegetation series (S1, S2, or S3) that also locally provide habitat for a state-
listed species 

3. All vegetation communities listed as S1 or S2, regardless of whether or not the series 
in question provide habitat for state-listed species 

4. Bottomland hardwoods, native prairies, and riparian sites 
5. Any other habitat feature considered locally important that the TxDOT District 

chooses to consider 
 
The existing vegetation within the project area includes one of the above criteria for 

consideration of non-regulatory mitigation, riparian habitat.  Construction activities along US 83 

would result in the loss of approximately 0.4 acres of riparian vegetation.  Impacts to this habitat 

would be minimized by limiting the removal of vegetation necessary to maintain the safety clear 

zone and provide construction access.  Wherever feasible, existing trees would be trimmed and 

not removed.  TxDOT would also replant sapling cottonwood and black willow trees in the park 

area, near the river, to mitigate for the loss of riparian habitat at the bridge.  The number and 

location of the trees will be decided by Collingsworth County officials.  There were no other 

unusual vegetation features sited in the project area. 

 

Community 
Area of 
Impacts 

Diameter at Breast 
Height Range Height Range 

% 
Canopy

37 – Cottonwood-
Hackberry-Saltcedar 

Brush/Woods  
0.4 Acres 1-6 in. 5ft.-30ft. 20% 

32 – Sandsage-Harvard 
Shin Oak Brush 0 Acres    

Disturbed ROW 4.2 Acres    
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The re-vegetation proposed for the project would be in compliance with Executive Order 13112 

on Invasive Species and the intent of the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscapes.  

The proposed seed mixture (both grasses and legumes) would be in accordance with Part II, 

Construction Details contained within TxDOT’s Standard Specifications for the Construction 

of Highways, Streets and Bridges. 

 

WILDLIFE 

Wildlife in the area may include those species that are typically found in a rural setting.  These 

species include deer, raccoons, rabbits, opossums, snakes, frogs, squirrels, and a variety of birds.  

No additional displacement or fragmentation of wildlife habitation is expected to occur due to 

the existing rural development and current traffic levels.  The project would not restrict the 

movement of migratory birds through the project location.  A cursory nest survey was conducted 

during initial environmental investigations; there was no evidence of nesting migratory birds.  

Also, there was no evidence of nesting birds (i.e. swallows) or bats roosting underneath the 

bridge.  If nesting is observed prior to construction, measures (such as scheduling construction 

outside the nesting season) would be taken to avoid impacts to migratory birds, their eggs, and 

their young.  Because the project area includes habitat for the Interior Least Tern, surveys will be 

conducted by a qualified biologist prior and during construction (See Threatened and 

Endangered Species section). 

 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act was enacted to protect fish and wildlife when federal 

actions result in the control or modification of a natural stream or body of water.  The statute 
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requires federal agencies to take into consideration the effect that water-related projects would 

have on fish and wildlife resources; take action to prevent loss or damage to these resources; and 

provide for the development and improvement of these resources.  All impacts to waters of the 

U.S. would be authorized under a Section 404 Nationwide Permit; therefore, consultation with 

the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) is already complete under the USACE (US 

Army Corps of Engineers) program.  

 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

There are eleven protected species and ten species of concern (SOC) that potentially could be 

located within Collingsworth County.  Table 5 lists these species, their protected status, whether 

habitat is located within the proposed project area, and if the species is to be affected or impacted 

by the project.  The TPWD and USFWS lists (checked on 12/29/10) were used to construct 

Table 5. 

Table 5:  State and Federal Threatened and Endangered Species of Collingsworth County 

Common Name Scientific Name 
State 
Status 

Federal 
Status 

Habitat Description 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Impact 

BIRDS 

American Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco peregrinus anatum T DL 
year-round resident, nests in tall cliff 
eyries, occupies wide range of habitat 
during migration 

No No 

Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius SOC DL Potential migrant No No 

Baird’s Sparrow Ammodramus bairdii SOC * 
Shortgrass prairie, scattered low bushes, 
matted vegetation 

No No 

Bald Eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T DL Near water areas, in tall trees No No 

Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis SOC * 
Open country, prairies, plains, 
badlands; nest near tall trees near water. 

No No 

Interior Least Tern Sterna antillarum E LE 
Sand and gravel bars within braided 
streams, rivers; known to nest on man 
made structures 

Yes 
MA/ 

NLAA 

Lesser Prairie Chicken Tympanuchus pallidicinctus SOC C 
Arid grasslands interspersed with 
shrubs and dwarf trees. 

No No 

Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus SOC PT Shortgrass plains; plowed, bare fields No No 

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus T DL 
Potential migrant, winters along the 
coast 

No No 

Snowy Plover Charadrius alexandrinus SOC * Potential migrant No No 

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea SOC * 
Open grasslands, vacant lots near 
human habitation; nests in manmade 
structures 

No No 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
State 
Status 

Federal 
Status 

Habitat Description 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Impact 

Western Snowy Plover 
Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus 

SOC * 
Potential migrant, winter along the 
coast 

No No 

Whooping Crane Grus americana E LE Winters in Aransas NWR No No 
MAMMALS 

Black-footed Ferret Mustela nigripes SOC LE 
Extirpated, may inhabit prairie dog 
towns 

No No 

Black-tailed Prairie Dog Cynomys ludovicianus SOC * 
Dry, flat, grasslands with low sparse 
vegetation 

No No 

Cave Myotis Bat Myotis velifer SOC * 
Gypsum caves, rock crevices, old 
buildings and bridges 

No No 

Gray Wolf Canis lupus E LE 
Extirpated, found in forests, brushlands, 
or grasslands  

No No 

Pale Townsend’s big 
eared bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
pallescens 

SOC * 
Roosts in caves, abandoned mine 
tunnels, old buildings 

No No 

Plains Spotted Skunk Spilogale putorius interrupta SOC * General; woods, fields, prairies, shrubs No No 

Western small-footed bat Myotis ciliolabrum SOC * 
Mountainous regions of the Trans-
Pecos, usually in wooded areas, 
grasslands and desert shrub habitat 

No No 

REPTILES 

Texas Horned Lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T * 
Open, semi-arid regions, with bunch 
grass 

Yes No 

LE, LT – Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened                 DL – Federally De-listed 
C – Federal Candidate for listing                  * – Rare, but with no regulatory listing status 
SOC – State Species of concern     E, T – State Listed Endangered/Threatened 
PT – Proposed Threatened MA – May Affect    
        NLAA – Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
 
A survey of the proposed project was performed on March 15, 2010.  The lack of sufficient 

roosting habitat, within the ROW, would not support the three falcon species.  The project area 

does not provide sufficient surface water resources to support the bald eagle.  There are no arid 

grasslands in the area for the Lesser Prairie Chicken.  No short grass plains or plowed/bare fields 

are in the project area for the Mountain Plover.  There are no open coastal marshes for the 

whooping crane.  Both the black-footed ferret and the gray wolf have been extirpated from the 

county.  The project area does contain habitat for one federally listed species and one state 

threatened species, the Interior Least Tern and the Texas horned lizard.  The project area 

contains a braided river with sand and gravel bars, which is a potential nesting site for the Least 

Tern.  Harvester ants, the primary food source for Texas horned lizards, were observed in the 

project area. 
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The above mentioned species were not observed within the limits of the proposed project during 

field investigations.  The proposed project area does not contain habitat for any SOC, therefore 

would not impact them.  The project area does contain habitat for a federally listed species, the 

Least Tern; the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect this species.  The project 

area also contains habitat for one state listed species, the Texas Horned Lizard.  Since adequate 

habitat is present, it is possible that individuals of this species could be affected by the proposed 

project.  The abundance of suitable habitat in the surrounding farm and ranchland indicates that 

construction activities would not affect regional populations.  Coordination with USFWS was 

conducted on 12/29/10; stating the project may affect, but not likely to adversely effect the Least 

Tern.  On 1/6/11, USFWS signed the coordination letter in agreement with the effect call (See 

Appendix M for USFWS coordination letter).  Coordination with TPWD for impacts to 

threatened and endangered species was initiated on 3/8/11.  Comments were received from 

TPWD on 4/5/11; TxDOT addressed and responded to the comments on 6/22/11 (See Appendix 

Q).  TxDOT will monitor the project area, prior and during construction, for the presents of the 

Interior Least Tern and the Whooping Crane. 

 

The TPWD Natural Diversity Database (NDD) was checked on 3/5/10 and again on 12/29/10, 

using the NDD Mimic program (version dates 2/12/09 and 6/7/10), for possible Element 

Occurrence Records (EOR) and managed areas within the project vicinity.  No listed species, 

SOC, or managed area was revealed within 1.5 miles of the proposed project site.  The NDD is 

used for potential presence data and can not be interpreted as presence/absence data. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

NEPA requires consideration of important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national 

heritage.  Important aspects of our national heritage that may be present in the project corridor 

have been considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 

amended.  This act requires federal agencies to “take into account” the “effect” that an 

undertaking will have on “historic properties.”  Historic properties are those included in or are 

eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and may include 

structures, buildings/districts, objects, cemeteries, and archeological sites.  In accordance with 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) regulations pertaining to the protection 

of historic properties (36 CFR 800.4), federal agencies are required to locate, evaluate and assess 

the effects that the undertaking will have on such properties.  These steps shall be completed 

under terms of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement between FHWA, the State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO), the ACHP and TxDOT.  The identification of potential historic 

properties has been undertaken for structures, buildings/districts, objects, cemeteries, and 

archeological sites found within the project corridor. 

 

This project also falls under the purview of the Texas Antiquities Code (TAC), because it may 

involve “lands owned or controlled by the State of Texas or any city county, or local 

municipality thereof.”  As the project will involve state purchase of right-of-way, or lands 

belonging to local municipalities and of counties, under jurisdiction of the Texas Antiquity Code, 

historic properties will also be considered under provisions of the Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) between the SHPO and TxDOT.  The Texas Antiquities Code allows for 

all such properties to be considered as State Archeological Landmarks (SALs), and requires that 
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each be examined in terms of possible “significance.”  Significance standards for the code are 

clearly outlined under Chapter 26 of the Texas Historical Commission’s (THC) Rules of Practice 

under Procedure for the TAC and closely follow those of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 

and Guidelines.  

 

Archeology 

Based on the archeological investigations and consultation results, no further work is warranted.  

The background study and subsequent field investigations (site visits - 3/10/97, 10/29/97 and 

3/21/00) found that the project area had been extensively disturbed, precluding the possibility of 

it containing any intact archeological deposits. No sites were recorded in the project area.  

Consultation with federally-recognized Native American tribes with a demonstrated historic 

interest in the area was initiated on 5/30/03 (See Appendix H for Tribal Letter).  No objections or 

expressions of concern were received within the comment period.  TxDOT and the THC/TSHPO 

consulted on the project impacts and the THC/TSHPO concurred that the project will not affect 

archeological resources that would be afforded further consideration under cultural resource 

laws.  Coordination with THC/TSHPO was completed on 6/5/03 (See Appendix I for THC letter 

and Archeological Impact Evaluation).   

 

Pursuant to Stipulation VI of the PA-TU, TxDOT finds the APE does not contain archeological 

historic properties (36CFR 800.16(l)), and the proposed undertaking would not affect 

archeological historic properties.  In addition, the project does not merit intensive survey or 

additional field investigations in compliance with MOU (43TAC 2.24(f)(1)(C).  In the event that 

unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in the immediate 
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area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery 

procedures under provisions of the PA and MOU. 

 

Historic Properties 

A review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the list of State Archeological 

Landmarks, and the list of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks and a site visit indicated that one 

historically significant resource is located within the area of potential effects. The US 83 at the 

Salt Fork of the Red River Truss Bridge was listed on the NRHP in 1996.  

The 827-foot, three-span Parker through-truss on US 83 at the Salt Fork of the Red River was 

built in 1939. The Texas Highway Department designed the bridge and contracted its 

construction through the Pittsburgh-Des Moines Steel Company. The bridge’s defining 

characteristics are: 

 State Highway Department-designed Parker through trusses 
 Open steel railing 
 Approach spans from an earlier bridge (including its original timber bents) erected in the 

same location 
 
The bridge is significant under Criterion C for embodying the defining characteristics of a 

TxDOT truss bridge and as an example of a bridge employing "technically complex, advanced or 

innovative designs or construction methods."  As such the bridge meets National Register 

Criterion C in the area of Engineering at a state level of significance.  TxDOT Historians have 

determined that the proposed action would adversely affect this historic resource and individual 

project coordination with SHPO concluded on June 30, 2011.  See Appendix G of the attached 

4(f) document.  
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An Official Texas Historical Marker titled “Bonnie and Clyde, Red River Plunge”, is located 

south of the existing truss bridge and east of the NB roadway.  A relocation request to move the 

marker to Pioneer Park was coordinated with the THC.  The marker will be placed next to the 

bridge abutment of the actual bridge where Bonnie and Clyde fell (See Appendix K for proposed 

marker location and coordination documentation).  

 

In accordance with 23 CFR 771.111, 36 CFR 800.2c, and 43 TAC 2.5 TxDOT has conducted 

multiple public meetings and a public hearing throughout the environmental process.  Also 

multiple local, state, and national groups were coordinated with throughout the Section 106 

process: Collingsworth County Historical Commission, National Trust for Historic Preservation, 

Historic Bridge Foundation, Historic Wellington, Preservation Texas, and to the author of the 

Facebook page “Save the Historic Salt Fork of the Red River Truss Bridge (Payton Kane) (See 

Public Involvement section for details and Appendix J for response letters from the consulting 

parties). 

 

Measures to Minimize Harm 

TxDOT has extensively studied many alternatives that would avoid or minimize harm to the 

historic bridge even though the THC, TxDOT, and FHWA all agreed in the On-System Historic 

Metal Truss Bridge Task Force Report that there were no viable preservation alternatives.  

Despite the identification of feasible alternatives, in depth analysis identified no prudent 

preservation alternatives.  
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As a component of its NHPA Section 110 compliance process, TxDOT initiated the reevaluation 

of its metal truss bridge inventory in 2010.  This effort was prompted in part by the passage of 

time and the diminution of the pool of historic bridges of this type.  The initiative calls for the 

development of updated evaluation methodologies, maintenance best practices standards, and 

rehabilitation plans for selected historic metal truss bridges.  

 

TxDOT historians determined the nearby SH 203 at Salt Fork Red River Bridge (NBI # 

250440023001006) to be NRHP-eligible through this process because it is the most comparable 

example of the Parker through-truss form in the region.  TxDOT bridge engineers have initiated 

planning efforts to address the deficiencies of the SH 203 Bridge by capitalizing on the lessons 

learned from the analyses conducted for the US 83 bridge project.  These efforts provide an 

opportunity to develop models for adaptation to other truss bridges across the state.  The 

initiative will result in the development of a long term maintenance plan based on the detailed 

condition assessment to ensure that value engineering efforts guiding the rehabilitation extend 

the life expectancy of the historic bridge.  TxDOT's Bridge Division committed funding for the 

SH 203 project through FHWA's highway bridge program in FY 2012.  The CSJ for the 

proposed project is 0203-01-018, and is estimated to cost $5,207,072.  The rehabilitation efforts 

would establish a best-practices maintenance plan for the SH 203 Bridge that would serve as a 

statewide model and precedent. 

 

Mitigation Efforts 

TxDOT marketed the US 83 bridge in an effort to mitigate the adverse effects of the preferred 

alternative.  The marketing of historic bridges to a responsible party is required under Title 23, 
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U.S. Code, Section 144 of the Department of Transportation Act (DOT).  This marketing 

requirement applies when TxDOT cannot leave a bridge in place and is unsuccessful in locating 

an appropriate county or local governmental custodian.  TxDOT implemented a marketing plan 

in accordance with Title 23, U.S. Code, Section 144 to make the bridge available to a responsible 

party that would agree to preserve and maintain the bridge.  The availability of the bridge was 

published in four local newspapers between December 17, 2009 and December 31, 2009.  Copies 

of the marketing activities are included in Appendix H of the attached 4(f) document.  No party 

inquired about the bridge during the marketing period or since then.  Moving and storing the 

structure would be prohibitively expensive, given its size and current condition. 

The US 83 Bridge was documented to the satisfaction of the Texas SHPO, per its March 24, 

2010 letter, as part of listing it on the NRHP.  On June 30, 2011 SHPO agreed to the following 

mitigation measures: 

 The SH 203 at Salt Fork Red River Bridge would be formally nominated to the NRHP.  
 Consulting parties and local officials would also be given the opportunity to provide 

input on the aesthetic design features of the proposed bridge, design and content of an 
interpretive kiosk, and any appropriate salvage items.  The proposed kiosk facility would 
cost approximately $20,000.  

 TxDOT would facilitate a “farewell” event open to the public. 
 Copies of the original US 83 truss bridge construction drawings would be donated to a 

local repository.  
 Consulting parties will be given the opportunity to participate in TxDOT’s ongoing 

statewide metal truss revaluation. 
 TxDOT would relocate the Official Texas Historical Marker “The Red River Plunge of 

Bonnie and Clyde” to a location in the county park that best interprets the commemorated 
events. 
 

SECTION 4(f) 

The proposed project would not impact any wildlife or waterfowl refuges, publicly owned 

parklands, or recreational areas.  In addition, the proposed project would not impact any areas of 

unique scenic beauty or other lands of national, state, or local importance.  The project would, 
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however, adversely affect the NRHP listed truss bridge; therefore a Section 4(f) evaluation has 

been prepared (See Appendix L for the 4[f] and the attached Section 106 coordination 

documents).  The “New Structure on Current Alignment” alternative is recommended as both 

feasible and prudent under 23 CFR 774.17 given the unique problems at this crossing.  The 

historic bridge would be removed prior to the construction of the new northbound bridge and 

would be adversely affected under 36 CFR 800.5.  The existing southbound bridge would 

continue to carry two-way traffic during construction of the new bridge.  

 

Consultation with the Texas SHPO concerning the US 83 Bridge began in 1999 with the creation 

of the Metal Truss Task Force.  The US 83 project was coordinated with the Texas SHPO under 

Section 106 of the NHPA in March 2005.  The proposal put forth in 2005 for the US 83 crossing 

was reviewed and the recommended alternative for the historic bridge was “Rehabilitation as a 

Scenic By-Pass” with a new bridge built east (downriver) from the historic bridge.  The district 

did not proceed with the project at that time because of perceived public objection to the 

expenditure of funds and land owners’ objection to selling land for the new ROW required.  

FHWA in consultation with TxDOT raised safety and funding concerns.  The attached Section 

4(f) analysis emerged out of further rounds of coordination with SHPO.  It recommends that the 

only feasible and prudent alternative that meets all aspects of the purpose and need is to use the 

US 83 Salt Fork Red River Bridge as described in the “New Structure on Current Alignment 

with Demolition of the Truss Bridge” alternative.  The proposed action includes all possible 

planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property resulting from such use.  The Texas 

SHPO as the official with jurisdiction concurred with TxDOT’s determination of adverse effect 
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to this historic bridge on June 30, 2011 and had no further comment on the Section 4(f) 

alternatives analysis.” 

 

WATER RESOURCES 

Waters of the U.S./Wetlands (Section 404) 

The proposed project is located in the Red River Basin.  An analysis of USGS topographic maps 

and field reconnaissance revealed one potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S. that would be 

impacted by the proposed project.  The placement of temporary and permanent dredge or fill 

material into the water of the U.S would be authorized under a Nationwide Permit (NWP) #14 

with a Preconstruction Notification (PCN), due to general conditions #17 Endangered Species 

and #18 Historic Properties (see Table 6 for impacts). 

 
Table 6: Impacts to Waters of the U.S. 

 

The purpose of the proposed activity is to improve the linear transportation facility at the Salt 

Fork of the Red River.  Appropriate measures would be taken to maintain normal downstream 

flows and minimize flooding.  Temporary fills would consist of materials and be placed in a 

manner that would not be eroded by expected high flows.  Temporary fills would be removed in 

their entirety and the affected area returned to pre-construction elevations, and re-vegetated as 

appropriate.  Stream channel modifications, including bank stabilization, would be limited to the 

minimum necessary to construct or protect the structure and the immediate vicinity of the 

Waters of the 
U.S. 

Proposed 
Work 

Permanent Impacts Temporary Impacts Wetland

Salt Fork of the 
Red River 

Bridge 
Replacement 0.0005 Acres (22 ft²) 0.10 Acres (4200 ft²) No 
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project.  The activity would comply with all general and regional conditions applicable to NWP 

#14. 

 

Project activities would not exceed 1/10 acre of permanent impacts, or impact any wetland or 

special aquatic site.  There is the potential to affect a federally listed species (Least Interior Tern) 

and affect a historic property listed on the NRHP (Existing Truss Bridge).  A PCN would be 

required at the Salt Fork of the Red River because of the general conditions associated with the 

2007 NWP’s: #18 Historic Properties.  Also, coordination with USFWS would be required to 

suffice general condition #17 Endangered Species. 

 

General condition #17 states the no activity is authorized under any NWP which is likely to 

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, or which will 

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 Section 7 consultation 

addressing the effects of the proposed activity has been completed.  Coordination with USFWS 

was conducted in December 2010.  USFWS concurred that the project may affect, but is not 

likely to adversely affect the federally-endangered Interior Least Tern (See Appendix M for 

USFWS documentation). 

 

General condition #18 states that if the activity may affect properties listed, or eligible for listing, 

on the NRHP the activity is not authorized, until the requirements of Section 106 of the National 
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Preservation Act have been satisfied.  Section 106 consultation has been concluded and a PCN 

has been sent to the Tulsa Corps of Engineers. 

 

Executive Order 11990, Wetlands 

Executive Order 11990 on wetlands does not apply because no wetlands would be impacted. 

 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 10 

The project would not involve work in or over a navigable water of the U.S., therefore Section 

10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and the General Bridge Act of 1946 would not apply.  

 

Floodplains 

The project is located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated 

100-year floodplain.  The hydraulic design for this project would be in accordance with current 

FHWA and TxDOT design policies.  The facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year 

flood, inundation of the roadway being acceptable, without causing significant damage to the 

facility, stream, or other property.  The proposed project would not increase the base flood 

elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances.   

 

WATER QUALITY 

State Water Quality Certification (Section 401) 

The 401 Certification requirements for NWP #14 would be met by implementing approved 

erosion control, sediment control, and post-construction TSS control best management practices 
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(BMPs) from Texas Commission on Environmental Quality’s (TCEQ’s) Water Quality 

Certification Conditions for Nationwide Permits. 

 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 

Storm water runoff in the project area flows into segment 0222 of the Salt Fork of the Red River. 

Run-off from the proposed project would not discharge directly into Section 303(d) listed 

threatened of impaired water, or into a stream within 5 miles upstream of a Section 303(d) listed 

threatened or impaired water.  The 2008 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list was utilized in this 

assessment.   

 

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act: TPDES, Construction General Permit, MS4 

This project would include one or more acres of earth disturbance, but less than five.  TxDOT 

would comply with TCEQ’s Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) 

Construction General Permit (CGP).  A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) would 

be prepared and implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted on the construction 

site.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) would not be required.  This project is not located within the 

boundaries of a regulated Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4). 

 

AIR QUALITY 

Consistency/National Air Quality Standards 

The proposed action is consistent with the FY 2011-2014 State Transportation Improvement Plan 

(STIP) as a grouped CSJ: 5000-00-953 (See Appendix B for Grouped Project CSJ information). 

The project is located in Collingsworth County which is an area of attainment of all National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not 

apply. 

 

Carbon Monoxide Analysis (CO) Traffic Air Quality Analysis (TAQA) 

Generally, bridge replacement projects are considered exempt from a TAQA because they are 

intended to enhance traffic safety and improve traffic flow.  The proposed action would not add 

capacity to an existing facility.  Current and future emissions should continue to follow existing 

trends not being affected by this project.  Due to the nature of this project, further carbon 

monoxide analysis was not deemed necessary. 

 

Mobile Source Air Toxics 

The purpose of the project is to replace the existing truss bridge on US 83.  The project would 

not result in any meaningful changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, location of existing 

roadways, or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions impacts relative to the 

no-build alternative.  As such, TxDOT/FHWA have determined that the project would generate 

minimal air quality impacts for Clean Air Act criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any 

special Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) concerns.  Consequently, this project is exempt from 

analysis for MSATs.   

 

Moreover, EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSATs to decline 

significantly over the next 20 years.  Even after accounting for a projected 64% increase in 

vehicle miles traveled, FHWA predicts MSATs will decline in the range of 57 to 87% from a 

baseline year of 2000 to 2020 based on the current vehicle and fuel regulations in effect.  These 
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reductions will reduce the background level of MSATs as well as the possibility of even minor 

MSAT emission increases from the project. 

 

Construction Emissions 

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in air pollutant emissions may 

occur from construction activities, equipment, and related vehicles.  The primary construction-

related emissions are particulate matter (fugitive dust) from site preparation and construction and 

non-road MSAT from construction equipment and vehicles.  The primary MSAT emission 

related to construction is diesel particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment 

and vehicles. 

 

These emissions are temporary in nature (only occurring during actual construction); it is not 

possible to reasonably estimate impacts from these emissions due to limitations of the existing 

models.  However, the potential impacts of particulate matter emissions will be minimized by 

using fugitive dust control measures such as covering or treating disturbed areas with dust 

suppression techniques, sprinkling, covering loaded trucks, and other dust abatement controls, as 

appropriate.  The MSAT emissions will be minimized by measures to encourage use of EPA 

required cleaner diesel fuels, limits on idling, increasing use of cleaner burning diesel engines, 

and other emission limitation techniques, as appropriate. 

 

However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, as 

well as the mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated that emissions from construction 

of this project will have any significant impact on air quality in the area. 
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TRAFFIC NOISE 

Traffic Noise Analysis is not required because the project would not be built on a new location, 

would not substantially alter the horizontal or vertical alignment, and would not increase the 

number of through-traffic lanes. 

 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Based on the following activities: structure removal and replacement; an initial site assessment 

was conducted, on 3/8/10, to identify potential hazardous materials in the project area.  The site 

assessment consisted of the following actions: design review, map review, regulatory database 

review, and a project site visit.  An analysis of the site visit data indicates that this project would 

not involve the acquisition of known unresolved contamination where TxDOT could expect to 

assume liability for corrective action upon acquisition.  In addition, this project does not involve 

known hazardous materials impacts that could be anticipated to adversely affect construction 

(e.g. can not resolve before letting or during construction). 

 

The project is located in a rural area north of Wellington, with agricultural and recreational land 

use and a few scattered farm houses in the area.  A visual site investigation of the proposed 

project area was conducted and no evidence of possible hazardous materials or contamination, 

such as surface stains, stressed vegetation, fill areas, industrial sites, or petroleum storage tanks 

(PST) within the proposed project limits was observed.  A check of the EPA’s Enviromapper 

website revealed no hazardous waste sites, toxic release sites, or Superfund sites in the proposed 

project area.  A review of the TCEQ leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST) registration database 

did not reveal any listed LPST sites located within the proposed project area.  The site survey 
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and research into the historical land use did not reveal any abandoned and/or active gas stations 

in or adjacent to the project area.  Due to the longstanding undeveloped agricultural land use, this 

project and surrounding land pose little risk of contamination of hazardous materials/substance. 

  

The proposed project includes the demolition of a bridge structure.  An asbestos survey was 

conducted on 1/19/06 to determine the presence or absence of asbestos containing materials 

(ACM).  Twelve samples were taken and sent in to an accredited lab for testing; no asbestos was 

detected.  Prior to the bridge demolition, a 10-Day Notification will be submitted to the 

Department of State Health and Human Services (DSHS).  The demolition of the bridge would 

include the removal of the painted steel truss structure.  A lead based paint analysis was 

conducted, by TxDOT’s Bridge Division, to determine if the silver paint contained lead.  The 

tests came back positive for lead.  Contingencies would need to be developed to address worker 

safety, material recycling and proper management of any paint related wastes, as necessary to 

comply with all appropriate laws and regulations. 

 

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize and control the spill of 

hazardous materials in the construction staging area.  All spills, including those of less than 25 

gallons, would be cleaned immediately and any contaminated soil would be immediately 

removed from the site and disposed of properly.  Should hazardous materials be discovered as a 

result of the project, they would be removed.  The removal and disposal process would comply 

with applicable federal, state, and local laws. 
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CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

During construction, due to operations normally associated with road construction, there is a 

possibility that noise levels will be above normal in the areas adjacent to the ROW.  Construction 

is normally limited to daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable.  Due to the 

relatively short-term exposure periods imposed on any one receptor, extended disruption of 

normal activities is not considered likely.  Every possible effort would be made to minimize 

construction noise. 

 

Construction would temporarily degrade the air quality through dust and exhaust gasses 

associated with construction equipment.  Measures to control dust would be considered and 

incorporated into the final design and construction specifications.   

 

INDIRECT IMPACTS 

The proposed bridge replacement project is located in a rural area with adjacent farm and ranch 

land, and a public park.  A screening level indirect impacts analysis was performed for the 

proposed project.  The following questions were looked at during the analysis: 

 Does the project add capacity? 
 Does the Need and Purpose include economic development, or is the project proposed to 

serve a specific development? 
 Is economic development or new opportunities for growth/development cited as a benefit 

of the project? 
 Does the project substantially increase access or mobility in an area? 
 Is land in the project area available for development and/or redevelopment? 
 Is project located on the suburban fringe? 
 Is the project area experiencing population/economic growth? 
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The answer to all the questions was “no”; therefore, the results of this analysis indicated that the 

proposed project is not likely to result in indirect impacts and no further analysis of indirect 

impacts is required. 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Although the proposed project does not have any indirect impacts, an analysis of cumulative 

impacts must include direct and possible future impacts, as well as indirect impacts. The 

screening questions for cumulative impacts at the first level are as follows: 

 Does the project add capacity? 
 Does the project have substantial direct or indirect impacts on any resource? 
 Are any resources in the area in poor or declining health? 
 Does the project substantially increase access or mobility in the project area? 

An affirmative answer to any of these questions can trigger a cumulative impact analysis or the 

next level of questions, and so on. Although answers to three of the four questions above are 

negative, the proposed demolition of the historic bridge is a substantial direct impact that 

decreases the finite number of similar structures in the state of Texas. Even fewer of those 

structures are protected by listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 

proposed demolition of the US 83 Bridge would contribute to the cumulative impact on historic 

bridges in Texas protected by the NRHP. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The engineering, social, economic, and environmental investigations indicate that the proposed 

project would result in no significant impacts on the human environment that have not been 

mitigated; and a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is anticipated.  
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STA 782+80.00

ELEV = 1969.00’

CL BENT NO. 2

STA 783+75.00

CL BENT NO. 3

STA 784+70.00

CL BENT NO. 4

STA 785+65.00

CL BENT NO. 5

STA 786+60.00

SHLDR

SHLDR

3’ Widen For MBGF

3
8
’
-
0
"

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y

1
’
-
0
"

R
A
I

L

1
’
-
0
"

R
A
I

L

1
2
’

1
2
’

L
A

N
E

L
A

N
E

4
’
-
0
"

1
0
’
-
0
"

S
H

L
D

R
S

H
L

D
R

4
0
’
-
0
"
 

O
V

E
R

A
L

L

NOMINAL FACE OF T223

LC GIRDER 5

NBML

2
%

NBML & PGL
APPR

SLAB

BAS-C

RR-8
RIPRAP
(CONC)

B-1

STA 783+99(US 83)

73’ RT (NBML)

B-2

STA 784+92(US 83)

75.5’ RT (NBML)

B-3

STA 786+85(US 83)

89’ RT (NBML)

R
E

D
 

R
I
V

E
R

S
A

L
T
 

F
O

R
K

783+00 784+00 785+00 786+00 787+00

C
G

M
P

36" CMP

2
%

EXIST. ROW

ALL ABUTMENTS AND 

BENTS ARE AT BEARING

 S 89^33’08.90" W

64’

81’

40.00’ OVERALL

1.00’ 1.00’

17.00’ 23.00’

38.00’ ROADWAY

HW   = 1966.88 HW   = 1963.31

NBI # 250440003103022

D D

"H"=14’

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 58’

EXISTING GROUND

   

"H"=14’

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 58’
2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 58’

"H"=13’

D D

"H"=12’

D D

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 60’

RR-8

2:1

WINGWALL

10’-0"

4 ~ 30" DIA

DR SH x 72’

BEGIN BRIDGE

ABUTMENT NO. 1

STA 782+80.00

ELEV = 1969.00’

0.00% GRADE

CL BENT NO. 4

STA 785+65.00

CL BENT NO. 5

STA 786+60.00

1 ~ 285.00’ PRESTRESSED CONCRETE

I-GIRDER UNIT (Tx40)(95’-95’-95’)

OVERALL LENGTH OF TYPE T223 RAIL = 875.00’ (EA SIDE)

OVERALL LENGTH OF BRIDGE = 855.00’

1 ~ 285.00’ PRESTRESSED CONCRETE I-GIRDER UNIT (Tx40)(95’-95’-95’)

CL BENT NO. 3

STA 784+70.00

TYPE T223 RAIL

CL BENT NO. 2

STA 783+75.00

BEGIN RAIL

FOR PAYMENT

ARMOR JOINT
W/SEAL ARMOR JOINT

W/SEAL

EXISTING STRUCTURE

TO BE REMOVED

STA. 783+00.00 TO STA. 791+26.50= 824.50

5 - 28’6" I-BEAM SPANS = 142’6"

3 - 178’8" TRUSS SPANS (8 PANELS @ 22’4")= 536’0"

1 - 42’0" I-BEAM SPANS = 42’0"

1 - 60’0" I-BEAM SPANS = 60’0"

1 - 40’6" I-BEAM SPANS = 40’6"

C GIRDER 1L

F
L
O

W

CCHURCH
Typewritten Text
Exhibit D



/    

FED.RD.

DIV.NO.

STATE

CONT. SECT. JOB

SHEET

NO.

HIGHWAY NO.

COUNTYDIST.

6

TEXAS

FEDERAL AID PROJECT NO.

Texas Department of Transportation

+0.00%

1,960

1,980

2,000

1,940

1,920

1,900

1,880

2:
1

1,960

1,980

2,000

1,940

1,920

CHS COLLINGSWORTH

0031 03 029 US 83

TEST HOLE B-4

 6( 6) 3( 6)

 2( 6) 4( 6)

 2( 6) 3( 6)

 5( 6) 8( 6)

 8( 6) 9( 6)

 8( 6) 9( 6)

EL. 1953.06’

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

CLAY, brown, sandy

Water Seepage at 10’

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

SAND, brown 

SAND, brown w/cobbles & gravel

SAND, brown

CLAY,  brown, red, shaley

SAND, brown

SAND, brown

SAND, brown w/cobbles & gravel

9.

10.

12.

13.

CLAY, red, brown, sandy

SAND, brown w/gravel

SHALE, gray, reddish brown

TEST HOLE B-5

 5( 6) 5( 6)

 11( 6) 12( 6)

EL. 1954.54’

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

11

12

13

 2( 6) 2( 6)

 50( .75) 50( .25)

 50( 1.5) 50( 1.5)

 2( 6) 2( 6)

 3( 6) 12( 6)

 9( 6) 12( 6)

 11( 6) 11( 6)

 8( 6) 12( 6)

 10( 6) 12( 6)

 9( 6) 12( 6)

 2( 6) 6( 6)

 50( 2) 50( 1.5)

 50( 1.5) 50( 1)

Water Seepage at 13’

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

SHALE, gray

SAND, brown, red w/pea gravel

SAND, brown, red w/pea gravel

SAND, brown, w/large gravel & cobbles

SAND, brown w/pea gravel, trace of clay

GYPSUM, white, gray w/limestone, 

w/sand & gravel

SHALE, red, brown, gray w/gypsum

GYPSUM, lite gray, white

 12( 6) 12( 6)

 21( 6) 25( 6)

 18( 6) 17( 6)

 8( 6) 10( 6)

 7( 6) 3( 6)

 19( 6) 15( 6)

 16( 6) 5( 6)

 6( 6) 5( 6)

 10( 6) 11( 6)

 50( 2) 50( 1.5)

 50(1.5) 50( 1)

 50( 1) 50( 1)

 50( 1) 50( .5)

0.00% GRADE

83CHPO2

RR-
8

END RAIL 

FOR PAYMENT

1
5

4
3

6
7

8
9

1
0

1
1
1
2

1
3

1
4

1
5
1
6

1
7

1
8
1
9

2
0

2
1
2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5
2
6

2
7

2
8
2
9
3
0

3
1
3
2

3
3

3
4

3
5
3
6

3
7

3
8
3
9
4
0

4
1
4
2

4
3

4
4

4
5
4
6

4
7

4
8

4
9
5
0

5
1
5
2

5
3

5
4

5
5
5
6

5
7

5
8
5
9
6
0

6
1
6
2

6
3

A
C

T
I

V
E
 

F
I

L
E
 

L
E

V
E

L
S
 

D
I

S
P

L
A

Y
E

D

D
A

T
E
:
 
J

U
L
,
2
0
0
1
 

N
O

D
E
:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P
A

T
H
:
 
6
0
4
6
l
y
0
1
.
d
g
n
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D
N
:
 
 
 

R
R

C

C
K
:
 
 
 

R
R

C

C
K
:
 
 
 

L
J

T

D
W
:
 
 
 

T
G

G

2

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 75’

4 ~ 30" DIA

DR SH x 72’

ELEVATION

BRIDGE LAYOUT

SCALE: 1" = 40’ Horizontal

     1" = 40’ Vertical

STA. 791+36 - 62.5’ LT

TEST HOLE #B-5

EL. = 1954.54’

BR 2001(856)

PLAN DRILLED SHAFTS SHALL BE FOUNDED AT THE ELEVATIONS

SHOWN OR DEEPER AS NECESSARY TO OBTAIN A MINIMUM 

OF ONE SHAFT DIAMETER PENETRATION INTO HARD GYPSUM

OR HARD SHALE.

US 83

SALT FORK

OF RED RIVER

STA. 790+20 - 71’ LT

TEST HOLE #B-4

EL. = 1953.06’

D D D

SHEET 2 OF 2

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 73’

787+20 787+60 788+00 788+40 788+80 789+20 789+60 790+00 790+40 790+80 791+20 791+60

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

S
T

A
.
 
7
8
7

+
2
0
.
0
0

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 76’

C 2010

TYPE T223 RAIL

OVERALL LENGTH OF TYPE T223 RAIL = 875.00’ (EA SIDE)
 

  

  

  

 

  

S

T
ATE OF TEXAS

LICENSED

P
R

O

F
E
SSIONAL ENGI

N

E
E

R

88647

CHARLES B. STEED

 

  

  

  

 

  

S

T
ATE OF TEXAS

LICENSED

P
R

O

F
E
SSIONAL ENGI

N

E
E

R

88647

CHARLES B. STEEDThe "H" values shown are estimated column heights The 

contractor is responsible for calculating the actual 

column heights based on field conditions."

2 ~ 36" DIA

DR SH x 57’

6 7 8 9 10

OVERALL LENGTH OF BRIDGE = 855.00’

1 ~ 285.00’ PRESTRESSED CONCRETE I-GIRDER UNIT (Tx40)(95’-95’-95’)

1 ~ 285.00’ PRESTRESSED CONCRETE

I-GIRDER UNIT (Tx40)(95’-95’-95’)

"H"=18’ "H"=18’

END BRIDGE

ABUTMENT NO. 10

STA 791+35.00

ELEV = 1969.00

CL BENT NO. 6

STA 787+55.00

CL BENT NO. 7

STA 788+50.00

CL BENT NO. 8

STA 789+45.00

CL BENT NO. 9

STA 790+40.00

"H"=12’
"H"=13’

CL BENT NO. 6

STA 787+55.00

CL BENT NO. 7

STA 788+50.00

CL BENT NO. 8

STA 789+45.00

CL BENT NO. 9

STA 790+40.00

END BRIDGE

ABUTMENT NO. 10

STA 791+35.00

ELEV = 1969.00

1
0
’

1
2
’

L
A

N
E

L
A

N
E

1
2
’

4
’

SHLDR

SHLDR

3’ Widen For MBGF

20’

NOMINAL FACE OF T223

C GIRDER 1
L

LC GIRDER 5

2
%

NBML

4
0
’
-
0
"
 

O
V

E
R

A
L

L

3
8
’
-
0
"

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y

1
’
-
0
"

R
A
I

L

1
’
-
0
"

R
A
I

L

1
2
’

1
2
’

L
A

N
E

L
A

N
E

4
’
-
0
"

1
0
’
-
0
"

S
H

L
D

R
S

H
L

D
R

TYPICAL

TRANSVERSE SECTION

B-4

STA 790+20(US 83)

71’ LT (NBML)

B-5

STA 791+36(US 83)

62.5’ LT (NBML)

APPR

SLAB

BAS-C

NBML & PGL

RR-8
RIPRAP
(CONC)

788+00 789+00 790+00 791+00

50
50

TW   = 1961.19
HW   = 1963.31HW   = 1966.88

100

100
TW   = 1963.55

   

GYPSUM, lite gray, white
 w/limestone

11.

SHALE, reddish brown w/seams
 of Gypsum

D D D

NBI # 250440003103022

ALL ABUTMENTS AND 

BENTS ARE AT BEARING

 S 89^33’08.90" W

2
%

64’

80’

EXISTING STRUCTURE

TO BE REMOVED

STA. 783+00.00 TO STA. 791+26.50 = 824.50

5 - 28’6" I-BEAM SPANS = 142’6"

3 - 178’8" TRUSS SPANS (8 PANELS @ 22’4")= 536’0"

1 - 42’0" I-BEAM SPANS = 42’0"

1 - 60’0" I-BEAM SPANS = 60’0"

1 - 40’6" I-BEAM SPANS = 40’6"

  2.0 %
PGL

L US 83C

  2.0 %

I-GIRDER(Tx40)(TYP)

Face of T223 Rail

40.00’ OVERALL

1.00’ 1.00’

17.00’ 23.00’

38.00’ ROADWAY

ARMOUR JOINT
W/SEAL

ARMOUR JOINT
W/SEAL

F
L
O

W

CCHURCH
Typewritten Text
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T
x

D
O

T
_

S
h
e
e
t
s
_

X
M
.
c
e
l

0
5
/
1
2
/
2
0
1
0
 
 
0
2
:
3
9
 

P
M

EXISTING SECTION

L

1

C
3’ 12’ 12’ 10’

SH LANE LANE SHLDR

U.S. 83
NBL

STA. 775+00.00 TO STA. 783+00.00 = 800.00 FT.

STA. 791+26.50 TO STA. 800+00.00 = 873.50 FT.

EXISTING BRIDGE:

STA. 783+00.00 TO STA. 791+26.50 = 826.50 FT.

STA. 791+35.00 TO STA. 791+55.00 = 20.00 FT.

12’ 12’ 10’

LANE LANE SHLDR

4’

SHLDR

2% 2%

38’ - PRIME (AE-P)

38’ - 3" TY "D" ACP @ 330 LBS/SY

1

PROPOSED SECTION

10’ - LIMITS OF

DISTURBANCE

10’ - LIMITS OF

DISTURBANCE

PROPOSED BRIDGE:

STA. 782+80.00 TO STA. 791+35.00 = 855.00 FT.

APPROACH SLABS:

STA. 782+60.00 TO STA. 782+80.00 = 20.00 FT.

STA. 775+00.00 TO STA. 782+60.00 = 760.00 FT.

STA. 794+46.00 TO STA. 800+00.00 = 554.00 FT.

12’ 12’ 10’

LANE LANE SHLDR

2% 2%

50’ - PRIME (AE-P)

50’ - 3" TY "D" ACP @ 330 LBS/SY

PROPOSED SECTION

10’ - LIMITS OF

DISTURBANCE

10’ - LIMITS OF

DISTURBANCE

12’

DECEL LANESH

4’

2

4" - ACP

TRANSITION 1   TO  2 - 0’-10’

STA. 791+55.00 TO STA. 792+55.00 = 100.00 FT.

D
N
:

C
K
:

D
W
:

C
K
:

F
I

L
E
:

D
A

T
E
:

C

 ransportationDepartment ofT T exas

$
F
I

L
E
$

$
D

A
T

E
$

$
T
I

M
E
$

JOB HIGHWAY

SHEET NO.COUNTY

CONT SECT

DIST

             

                

                

                

    

          

            

      

PLACE

SEAL

HERE

TYPICAL
SECTIONS

2011

0031     03 029, Etc. U.S. 83

   CHS COLLINGSWORTH

STA. 792+55.00 TO STA. 794+46.00 = 191.00 FT.

   3

37’ - PLANE ACP (4")

37’ - SCARIFY, SALVAGE & STOCKPILE (7")

7" - FLEX BASE

38’ - FLYASH TREATED EXIST & NEW BASE (10")

50’ - FLYASH TREATED EXIST & NEW BASE (10")

3" - TY "D" ACP

3" - TY "D" ACP

10" - FLY-ASH TREATED BASE

10" - FLY-ASH TREATED BASE

6:1 USUAL

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL

4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

6:1 USUAL
4:1 MAX

CCHURCH
Typewritten Text
Exhibit E



1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

D
N
:

C
K
:

D
W
:

C
K
:

F
I

L
E
:

D
A

T
E
:

JOB HIGHWAY

SHEET NO.COUNTY

CONT SECT

DIST

C

 ransportationDepartment ofT T exas

SHEET   TOTALS

EST. FINAL UNIT DESCRIPTION

PLAN & PROFILE

201

SHEET  1  OF 2    

U.S. 83

0031 03 U.S. 83

CHS COLLINGSWORTH

BEGIN PROJECT
STA. 775+00.00

PROPOSED GRADE

EXISTING GROUND

EXISTING BRIDGE
TO BE REMOVED

S
T

A
.
 
7
7
5

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

S
T

A
.
 
7
8
8

+
0
0
.
0
0

776+00 777+00 778+00 779+00 781+00 782+00 783+00 784+00 786+00 787+00 788+00

EXCAVATION

EMBANKMENT

CY

CY

0

4,335

0

146

0

345

0

428

0

558

0

654

0

748

0

684

0

772

4
’

1
2
’

1
2
’

1
0
’

R.O.W. 

R.O.W.

2
0
0
’

7
5
’

U.S. 83 CL

BEGIN BRIDGE
STA. 782+80.00

1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

029, ETC.

780+00 785+00

STA = 779+00.33

EL  = 1,969.00’

(-)3.1376 % (+)0.0000 %

L   = 580.00’

K = 185

ex = 2.27’

(+)0.0000 %

V
P

C
 

S
T

A
.
 
7
7
6

+
1
0
.
3
3

E
L
.
 

=
 
1
,
9
7
8
.
1
0
’

V
P

T
 

S
T

A
.
 
7
8
1

+
9
0
.
3
3

E
L
.
 

=
 
1
,
9
6
9
.
0
0
’

DDDDDD

2
:
1

BEGIN BRIDGE

ABUTMENT NO. 1

STA 782+80.00

ELEV = 1969.00’

DD

775+00 780+00 785+00

1,910

1
,
9
8
1
.
5
6

1
,
9
7
9
.
8
6

1
,
9
7
8
.
0
7

1
,
9
7
6
.
3
4

1
,
9
7
4
.
6
5

1
,
9
7
3
.
0
4

1
,
9
7
1
.
4
8

1
,
9
7
0
.
0
5

1
,
9
6
8
.
8
3

1
,
9
6
7
.
8
1

1
,
9
6
6
.
9
2

1
,
9
6
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3
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1
,
9
6
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1
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1
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9
6
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.
9
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1
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9
6
5
.
8
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1
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9
6
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7
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1
,
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6
5
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6
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1
,
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5
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.
9
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1
,
9
5
1
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1
5

1
,
9
5
0
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3
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1
,
9
4
9
.
9
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1
,
9
4
9
.
8
2

1
,
9
4
8
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9
6

1
,
9
4
9
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2
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1
,
9
4
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0
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1
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9
4
4
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9
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1
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9
4
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6
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1
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9
8
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1
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9
7
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9
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1
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9
7
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4
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1
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9
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9
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1
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1
,
9
7
2
.
1
3

1
,
9
7
1
.
2
8

1
,
9
7
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,
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5
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,
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2
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1
,
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0
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1
,
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0
0

1
,
9
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.
0
0

1
,
9
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0
0

1
,
9
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0
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1
,
9
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0
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1
,
9
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0
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1
,
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0
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1
,
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0
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1
,
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0
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1
,
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0
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1
,
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0
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1
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9
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0
0

1
,
9
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9
.
0
0
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1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

D
N
:

C
K
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W
:

C
K
:

F
I

L
E
:

D
A

T
E
:

JOB HIGHWAY

SHEET NO.COUNTY

CONT SECT

DIST

C

 ransportationDepartment ofT T exas

SHEET   TOTALS

EST. FINAL UNIT DESCRIPTION

   
789+00788+00 791+00 792+00 793+00 794+00 796+00 797+00 798+00 799+00

0031 03 U.S. 83

CHS COLLINGSWORTH

2011

PLAN & PROFILE

U.S. 83

SHEET  2 OF 2    

S
T

A
.
 
8
0
0

+
0
0
.
0
0

M
A

T
C

H
L
I

N
E
 

S
T

A
.
 
7
8
8

+
0
0
.
0
0

EXISTING GROUND

PROPOSED GRADE

END PROJECT
STA. 800+00.00

2
’

1
2
’

1
2
’

1
2
’

1
0
’

4
’

1
2
’

1
2
’

1
0
’

2
0
0
’

1
0
0
’

1
7
5
’

END BRIDGE
STA. 791+35.00

U.S. 83 CL

1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

R.O.W.

R.O.W.

EXCAVATION

EMBANKMENT

CY

CY

210

3,998

0

98

0

1,104

0

1,127

0

746

0

398

0

273

2

139

40

49

168

54

029, ETC.

7
5
’

790+00 795+00 800+00

(+)0.0000 %

STA = 795+55.59

EL  = 1,969.30’

(+)0.1175 % (+)1.9
366 %

L   = 350.00’

K = 192

ex = 0.80’

V
P

C
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T

A
.
 
7
9
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+
8
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.
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9
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L
.
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L
.
 

=
 
1
,
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DD DD

2:
1

END BRIDGE
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US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

1) Truss Bridge over the Salt Fork of the Red River, SE side 

2) Truss Bridge – South approach with timber bents, SW side 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

3) Truss Bridge, NE side 

4) Placard on the Truss  



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

5) South of the bridge looking north 

6) North of the bridge looking south 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

7) From the bridge looking SE 

8) From the bridge looking east 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

9) From the bridge looking NE 

10) From the bridge looking NW 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

11) From the bridge looking west 

12) From the bridge looking SW 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

13) Failure in the bridge deck 

14) Failure in the bridge deck from underneath  



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

15) OTHM located SE of the Truss, proposed to be moved to Pioneer Park 

16) Pioneer Park – Located west of US 83 and north of the Truss 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

17) Actual Bonnie and Clyde Bridge located in Pioneer Park 

18) Swather crossing south bound bridge, looking north 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

19) Wheat harvest equipment in Munday, Tx. 

20) Wheat harvest equipment in Knox City, Tx. 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

21) Wind turbine on FM 1574 segment of the US 83 detour 

22) Wind turbine on FM 1574 segment of the US 83 detour.  Truck is straddling 
the centerline; FM roads are not designed for over width/over weight loads. 



 

 

US 83 Project Pictures 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

23) Skid marks on south approach of truss bridge 

24) Truss Bridge, cross over, and rest stop entrance, looking SE 
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Grouped Project CSJs 
Definition of Grouped Projects for Use in the STIP

Revised May 18, 2005 

PROPOSED 

CSJ 

GROUPED PROJECT 

CATEGORY
DEFINITION 

5000-00-950 PE – Preliminary Engineering 

Preliminary Engineering for any project that is not added capacity in a non-

attainment area.  Includes activities which do not involve or lead directly to 

construction such as planning and technical studies, grants for training and 

research programs. 

5000-00-951 Right of Way Acquisition 

Right of Way acquisition for any project that is not added capacity in a non-

attainment area.  Includes relocation assistance, hardship acquisition and 

protective buying. 

5000-00-952 

5000-00-957 

5000-00-958 

Preventive Maintenance and 

Rehabilitation 

Projects to include pavement repair to preserve existing pavement so that it may 

achieve its designed loading.  Includes seal coats, overlays, resurfacing, 

restoration and rehabilitation done with existing ROW.  Also includes 

modernization of a highway by reconstruction, adding shoulders or adding 

auxiliary lanes (e.g., parking, weaving, turning, climbing, non-added capacity). 

5000-00-953 
Bridge Replacement and 

Rehabilitation 

Projects to replace and/or rehabilitate functionally obsolete or structurally 

deficient bridges. 

5000-00-954 Railroad Grade Separations 

Projects to construct or replace existing highway-railroad grade crossings and to 

rehabilitate and/or replace deficient railroad underpasses, resulting in no added 

capacity.

5800-00-950 Safety 

Projects to include the construction or replacement/rehabilitation of guard rails, 

median barriers, crash cushions, pavement markings, skid treatments, medians, 

lighting improvements, curb ramps, railroad/highway crossing warning devices, 

fencing, intersection improvements (e.g., turn lanes), signalization projects and 

interchange modifications.  Also includes projects funded via the Federal 

Hazard Elimination Program and the Federal Railroad Signal Safety Program. 

5000-00-956 Landscaping 

Project consisting of typical right-of-way landscape development, establishment 

and aesthetic improvements to include any associated erosion control and 

environmental mitigation activities. 

5800-00-915 
Intelligent Transportation 

Systems Deployment 

Highway traffic operation improvement projects including the installation of 

ramp metering control devices, variable message signs, traffic monitoring 

equipment and projects in the Federal ITS/IVHS programs. 

5000-00-916 Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Construction or rehabilitation of bicycle and pedestrian lanes, paths and 

facilities.

5000-00-917 
Safety Rest Areas and Truck 

Weigh Stations 
Construction and improvement of rest areas and truck weigh stations. 

5000-00-918 Transit Improvements 

Projects include the construction and improvement of small passenger shelters 

and information kiosks.  Also includes the construction and improvement of rail 

storage/maintenance facilities bus transfer facilities where minor amounts of 

additional land are required and there is not a substantial increase in the number 

of users. 
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Texas Division Office

el 300 E. 8th Street, Rm. 826
Austin, Texas 78701

USDepariment May 30, 2003
of Transportation
Federal Highway
Administration

In Reply Refer To:
HA-TX

RE: CSJ: 0031 -03-029; Bridge Replacement, Northbound
US 83 at Salt Fork Red River, Collingsworth County, Texas,
Childress District

Ms. Sara Misquez, President
do Ms. Donna Stern-McFadden
Mescalero Apache Tribe
P.O. Box 227
Mescalero, New Mexico 88340

Dear Ms. Misquez:

The above referenced bridge replacement project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), and we are in the
process of conducting environmental studies for the project. The project is located in an area that may be
of interest to your tribe. The bridge has been selected for replacement because of its unsafe condition.
The new bridge will be placed between the existing northbound bridge and a parallel southbound bridge
to the west. The present northbound bridge (listed in the National Register of Historic Places) will be left
in place as a pedestrian facility. About 0.7 acre of new right of way will be acquired to allow access to it.
A map of the general location and a county map with the specific project location are enclosed for your
review. An archeological site (41 CG4, consisting of a surface scatter of lithic debris, grinding stones and
pottery sherds) was recorded about 200 meters outside the proposed area of potential effect in 1961. An
early archeological impact evaluation of the proposed project area was conducted in 1997. The area had
been disturbed extensively by previous construction and installation of buried utilities and there were
numerous surface and sub-surface exposures. No archeological materials or settings with reasonable
potential to contain archeological historic properties were observed in the proposed project area. Thus,
no additional archeological research is planned prior to construction.

According to our procedures under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we are writing to
request your comments on historic properties of cultural or religious significance to your tribe that may be
affected by the proposed undertaking. Any comments you may have on TxDOT’s recommendations
should also be provided. Please provide your comments within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Further
consultation with your tribe will continue for this project in the event that archeological sites are identified
during our investigations or during construction.



Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have questions, please contact Mr. John E. Huyer,
Area Engineer, at (512) 536-5965 or Mr. G. R. Dennis Price, TxDOT Archeologist, at (512) 416-2636.

Sincerely,

John E. Huyer, P.E.
Area Engineer

Enclosure

cc: w/enclosure: FHWA District Engineer; Ms. Dianna F. Noble, P.E., Division Director/swb-file, TxDOT;
Ms. Julie Perales, TxDOT-ENV, Project Manager; Mr. Dwayne Culpepper, TxDOT District Environmental
Coordinator; Mr. G. R. Dennis Price, TxDOT Archeologist



County Location Map

County: Collingworth Project CSJ: 0031-03-029

I

Project Name: Bridge Replacement, North-bound US 83 at Salt Fork Red River,
Childress District

Collingworth
County
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The attached letter was sent to the following tribes on L.e — — cs E3

Mr. Alonzo Chalepah
Chairperson
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
Cultural Heritage Committee
p. 0. Box 1220
Anadarko, OK 73005

Mr. Andele Worthington
BIA-Anadarko
p. o. Box 368
Anadarko, OK 73005

Ms. Sara Misquez, President
c o Donna Stern-McFadden
Mescalero Apache Tribe
P. 0. Box 227
Mescalero, NM 88340

Mr. Gary McAdams
President
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes
P. 0. Box 729
Anadarko, OK 73005
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North Abutment
Bonnie & Clyde Bridge

Proposed Location

Bonnie & Clyde
Historical Marker
Existing Location

Pioneer Park

Bonnie & Clyde Marker Relocation
Existing and Proposed Locations

Digitial Ortho Quarter Quad
Wellington NW 3400-443
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APPENDIX N: Consulting Party Comment Tracking Table 
October 20101 

 
US 83 at Salt Fork Red River, Collingsworth County 

CSJ: 0031-03-029 
 

National Trust for 
Historic 

Preservation 

Historic Wellington Save the Bridge Historic Bridge Foundation TxDOT Response 

Rejecting Alternative 3b 
is Not Consistent With 
the Requirements of 
Section 4(f) 

   Consulting party comments were considered and integrated into the SHPO consultation process under 
36 CFR 800 as appropriate. 

 Evaluate 
Alternative 3b 
further. 3b rejected 
using incorrect 
standards. 

   TxDOT evaluated alternatives under the definition of feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives in the 
2008 revisions to 23 CRF 774.17, including the notion of cumulative problems. 

 Safety concerns 
cited are relatively 
minor. Standards 
are not uniformly 
applied to all 
alternatives. 

  While we note that 3b has safety 
issues, we are surprised to note that 
Alternative 4 shows no safety issues. 

TxDOT’s re-evaluation of the alternatives resulted in the recommendation that Alternative 4 provided a 
higher level of safety than 3b at a more prudent cost. 

 Cost comparison 
should be between 
total cost of 
Alternative 3b and 
of Alternative 4.  

Difference between 
Alternatives 3b and 4 is 
$320,000  

Alternative 3a is only 
$320,000 more than 
Alternative 4.2 

The total cost difference between 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 3b 
amounts to $321,479 and is well 
within prudent expenditure. 

TxDOT engineers re-examined the cost estimates using the latest construction data. Because concrete 
construction costs are abating in the current economy, the overall costs declined somewhat. In addition, 
federal regulations preclude some reimbursable costs under Alternative 3b that are allowable under 
Alternative 4. TxDOT would be responsible for the $2,180,585 deficit posed by Alternative 3b under 
these rules.  

TXDOT’s Own Neglect 
is Responsible for the 
Deteriorated Condition 
of the Historic Bridge 

TxDOT has followed a 
demolition by neglect plan 
that runs counter to the 
National Historic 
Preservation Act 

Our community should 
not suffer the loss of a 
local landmark because 
of your agency’s 
negligence to maintain a 
proper plan of action. 

HBF infers that the district has 
willingly disregarded maintaining a 
National Register eligible property. 

The Texas SHPO participated in the On-System Task Force that acknowledged the trusses were not 
good candidates for rehabilitation and should be removed. Ongoing maintenance of the bridge since 
that report has been based on the findings of the regular inspection cycle. These efforts were consistent 
with statewide maintenance procedures. The maintenance expenditures also exceeded averages spent 
for on-system trusses once repainting costs are discounted. 

   If this bridge was too deteriorated in 
2005, why then was the decision to 
rehab made at that time? We find 
this unacceptable both in terms of 
the Section 106 process and Section 
110 of the NHPA that the bridge has 
been left to deteriorate such that we 
are now faced with a new conclusion 
that it is no longer “prudent” to 
preserve. 

TxDOT continued to seek viable preservation alternatives for the bridge as an outcome of the February 
10, 2004 public meeting. After the May 10, 2005 public meeting, FHWA expressed safety concerns 
about the preservation alternative successfully coordinated with SHPO. FHWA also identified incorrect 
cost estimate assumptions. These post-coordination determinations prompted TxDOT to continue 
exploring solutions that avoided or minimized harm to the bridge, but the severity of deteriorating 
structural systems forced closure of the bridge and limited viable alternatives. 

                                                 
1 Preservation Texas accepted an invitation to be a consulting party, but declined to comment. 
2 Author miss-read the table. Alternative 3a was (the cost estimates have been revised since October 2010) $1,472,499 - $1,764,439 more than Alternative 4. Alternatives 3b was about $320,000 more that Alternative 4. 
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National Trust for 

Historic 
Preservation 

Historic Wellington Save the Bridge Historic Bridge Foundation TxDOT Response 

The Proposed Mitigation 
[Represented by 
Rehabilitation of] the SH 
203 Bridge is 
Inadequate 

TxDOT’s track record with 
US 83 does not reassure 
Historic Wellington that the 
SH 203 Bridge will not be 
neglected. 

 Does the 2010 condition of the SH 
203 bridge allow for its preservation? 

TxDOT proposes construction of an interpretive kiosk in the adjacent rest area to tell the story of the 
bridge as mitigation for the adverse effect for the US 83 bridge. We no longer propose preservation 
efforts for the SH 203 bridge, although its rehab is programmed for FY 2012. Procedures used to plan 
the SH 203 bridge rehab instead will serve to develop best practices for the pool of historic truss bridges 
in the state as a component of the ongoing re-evaluation of the truss inventory. Development of detailed 
conditions assessments and formal maintenance protocols are envisioned as components of the 
resultant treatment plans for selected metal on-system and off-system trusses. 

The Level of Public 
Support for Preservation 
of the Historic Bridge is 
Exceptional 

Strongly support Alternative 
3a, Pedestrian use.  

Community, as 
demonstrated by Petition 
and Facebook 
membership, rises in 
favor of alternative 3A. 

 TxDOT’s efforts to find a viable preservation alternative over a period of at least six years demonstrates 
its recognition of the level of public support for the historic bridge. While TxDOT would welcome 
sufficient financial support to realize a safe preservation alternative, no donor or fiscally responsible 
recipient has been identified through marketing efforts or the public involvement process. The refusal of 
county officials to assume liability for relocating the historic trusses to the adjacent public park further 
complicates the adequacy of such an initiative and also would increase costs. 

 Alternative 3b, Preserve as 
Monument, would allow time 
to find a new use that would 
enhance the park. 

  TxDOT’s experience suggests that pedestrian conversion or monumentalization is the only viable non-
vehicular uses for a bridge located in the ROW. Public involvement and appropriate marketing efforts 
failed to establish a viable alternative location, funding to realize the move, or a fiscally responsible 
recipient.  
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Clay Churchill - Wide/Tall Loads US83 Truss Bridge 

  
I have witnessed several occasions over the last 23 years of wide and tall  loads that where northbound and 
unable to get through the truss bridge located at Pioneer Park on US83.  There have been numerous times 
when we would know about it, either the truck driver would call, the sheriff's department would call or we 
would have a permit notifying us of the load and we would go out and provide traffic control, and divert the 
load around on the southbound bridge.  I have also witnessed many occasions when people would go around 
illegally without any kind of traffic control, the majority of these being farm implements.     

From:    Michael Breedlove
To:    Clay Churchill
Date:    4/19/2011 3:40 PM
Subject:   Wide/Tall Loads US83 Truss Bridge

Page 1 of 1

6/9/2011file://D:\Documents and Settings\CCHURCH\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4DADAD09...
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