
APPENDIX F 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

STATE ROUTE 32 (US-321) 

From State Route 73 to North of Wilton Springs Road 

Cocke County, Tennessee 

TDOT PIN 101422.00 



 
 

STATE OF TENNESSEE 
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Tennessee Department of Transportation 
Susannah Kniazewycz, Director 
Environmental Division 
James K. Polk Building, Suite 900 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-0334 
 
Subject:  CRD Review of Environmental Analysis for State Route 32, From State Route 73 at Cosby 

to Near Wilton Springs Road, Cocke County, Tennessee, TDOT PIN 101422.00 
 

 
Dear Ms. Kniazewycz:  
 
The Civil Rights Division’s Title VI Program staff reviewed the Environmental Analysis for State 
Route 32, From State Route 73 at Cosby to Near Wilton Springs Road, Cocke County, Tennessee, 
TDOT PIN 101422.00. 
 
Actions and steps taken are found to be in accordance with the mandates of Title VI of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and 42.U.S.C. 4332(2), and 
Executive Order 12898. There does not appear to be any Title VI nor Environmental Justice issues.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the updated analysis.  Should you have questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 615-253-1066 or Cynthia.Howard@TN.GOV. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Cynthia Howard 
Title VI Program Director  
 
  

CC: Kelsey Finch, Title VI Specialist 
 

mailto:Cynthia.Howard@TN.GOV
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MEMO  

Date: August 5, 2020 

Project: State Route 32 From State Route 73 at Cosby to Near Wilton Springs Road, Cocke County, 
Tennessee 
TDOT PIN: 101422.00  

Subject: Environmental Justice Technical Memorandum 

INTRODUCTION 

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), is proposing to improve State Route (SR) 32 (US-321) from SR-73 to the existing 4-lane divided section of 
SR-32 north of Wilton Springs Road in Cocke County, Tennessee (approximately 7.1 miles).The project study area is 
shown in Figure 1. Since this project is proposed to be funded in part with federal transportation funds, TDOT and 
FHWA are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) to identify and evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project and to identify measures to minimize 
harm.  

This memorandum provides an assessment of the potential of the SR-32 project to have a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on Environmental Justice (EJ) populations, in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority and Low-Income Populations, and procedures established 
by the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

PROJECT AREA 

The project area encompasses the community of Cosby, Tennessee, which is located approximately 15 miles 
southwest of Newport, Tennessee, the county seat of Cocke County.  SR-32 is a north/south corridor that runs parallel 
to Interstate 40 (I-40).  The project area connects to Newport via US-321 and Sevier County via SR-73.  SR-32 and 
US-321 share the same alignment from SR-73 (US-321) at Cosby to US-411 in Newport. The SR-32 (US-321) corridor 
provides access to the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), Gatlinburg, Pigeon Forge, and other tourist 
attractions in the area. The Foothills Parkway, a scenic parkway that is under NPS jurisdiction, connects to existing 
SR-32 near the southern end of the project corridor. 

Land use in the project corridor consists of predominantly residential and commercial land uses including a mix of 
restaurants, tourist attractions, retail establishments, and cabin rentals, which are interspersed along the entire project 
corridor. Many of these businesses take advantage of both local and tourist traffic traveling to and from the GSMNP. 
Institutional land uses are also found in the area. Two public schools, Cosby Elementary School and Cosby High 
School, which are co-located on the same property, are located along the project corridor approximately 2.4 miles 
south of the project terminus at Wilton Springs Road. The Smoky Mountain Elementary school is located just south of 
the SR-73/SR-32 intersection at the project beginning in Cosby. A U.S. Post Office is located on SR-73 (Hooper 
Highway) near the SR-73/SR-32 intersection at the project beginning in Cosby. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project would ultimately widen SR-32 from two lanes to five lanes.Two Build Alternatives are being 
evaluated in the EA and are discussed below. Alternatives A and B are proposed to be constructed in two separate 
construction phases from the southern terminus to Penland Road. TDOT is proposing to acquire enough right-of-way 
during Phase 1 Construction (Interim Build) to accommodate the construction of Phase 2 Construction (Full Build). 
Phased construction is not proposed for the section of Alternatives A and B from Penland Road to the project terminus 
at the 4-lane divided section of SR-32 north of Wilton Springs Road.  
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Figure 1: Study Area 



   

                    P a g e  | 3 

 

A No-Build Alternative is also being evaluated. It would not improve SR-32 and serves as a baseline with which to 
compare the Build Alternatives. 

Attachment A shows the location of the two Build Alternatives. 

• Alternative A  
Alternative A would begin on SR-73 just south of Stonebrook Drive and continue north on new location west 
of Stonebrook Drive for approximately 1.4 miles before crossing existing SR-32. After crossing existing SR-
32, the alternative continues north on new location to just north of SR-339 (Jones Cove Road), where it then 
follows the existing SR-32 alignment, except where it straightens out several curves, to north of Middle Creek 
Road intersection. The alternative continues through the intersection to connect with the existing 4-lane 
divided section of SR-32 north of the bridge over Cosby Creek.  

• Alternative B  
Alternative B would begin just west of the SR-73/SR-32 intersection and reconfigure the existing intersection. 
Currently, vehicles accessing SR-32 from SR-73 have to stop at the intersection and turn left to go north on 
SR-32. The T-intersection would be reconfigured so that traffic travelling from SR-73 to SR-32 northbound, or 
from SR-32 to SR-73 southbound, would become the through traffic, and traffic travelling to or from SR-32 
south of the original intersections would have a stop condition. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATION PERCENTAGES AND CRITERIA DETERMINATIONS 

The proposed project is being developed in accordance with EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice (EJ) in Minority and Low-Income Populations (1994), which requires federal agencies to develop a strategy for 
its programs, policies and activities to avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income 
populations with respect to human health and the environment. 

Based on further guidance provided in the Effective Methods for Environmental Justice Assessment Report (National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 532), two threshold indicators have been used to identify and report 
EJ populations in a census block group: 

• Percent of minority and/or low-income population exceeds the overall county population average by 10 
percentage points or more, and/or  

• Percent of minority and/or low-income population exceeds the total block group population by 50 percent or 
more. 

In compliance with this guidance and EO 12898, this analysis provides an assessment of the project’s potential to have 
a disproportionately high and adverse effect on EJ populations. Data from the US Census Bureau’s 2014-2018 
American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates (Attachment B) were used to determine the presence of EJ 
populations within the project area.  

The project is located within two census tracts (CT) and three block groups (BG) (Figure 2): 

• CT 9205.02, BG 3 
• CT 9207, BG 2 
• CT 9207, BG 3 
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Figure 2: Census Tracts and Block Groups 
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Percent of Minority Populations by Block Group 

USDOT Order 5610.2(a), DOT Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income 
Populations (2012), defines minority population as “any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in 
geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant 
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.” The Order 
defines minority as “a person who is: 

(1)  Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa;  
(2)  Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 
  other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race; 
(3)  Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast  
  Asia, or the Indian subcontinent; 
(4)  American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original people of  

 North America, South America (including Central America), and who maintains cultural indentification 
through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or 

(5)  Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: people having origins in any of the original peoples 
  of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.” 

According to the ACS 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates, the minority population for Cocke County is six percent. Within the 
project corridor, minority populations range from six percent to seven percent. None of the census block groups have 
minority populations that exceed the county average by 10 percent or more or have minority populations that are 50 
percent or more of the overall population of their respective block group. Block groups that do not satisfy either of these 
criteria are not considered EJ populations. Table 1 presents the minority population data. The percentage minority by 
Census Block Group is shown on Figure 3. 

Table 1: Minority Populations by Census Block Group 

Census Tract 9205.02 9207 
Cocke County 

Block Group 3 2 3 

Total Population 2,005 1,242 1,070 35,336 
Total Number of Minority Persons 133 86 68 2,337 
Percentage Minority 7% 7% 6% 7% 
Exceeds County Average by 10% or More? No No No 

 Block Group Population >50% No No No 
Meet EJ Criteria? No No No 

 

Percent of Low-Income Populations by Block Group 

USDOT Order 5610.2(a), DOT Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income 
Populations (2012), defines low-income population as “any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live 
in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant 
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a  proposed DOT program, policy or activity.” The Order 
defines low-income as meaning “a person whose median household income is at or below the Department of Health 
and Human Services poverty guidelines.” The guidelines are updated annually and are available online at 
https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines. 

 

https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines
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Figure 3: Minority Populations by Census Block Group 
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According to the ACS 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates, the low-income population for Cocke County is 24.89 percent. 
Within the project corridor, low-income populations range from 11.95 percent to 25.05 percent. None of the census 
block groups have low-income populations that exceed the county average by 10 percent or more or have low-income 
populations that are 50 percent or more of the overall population of their respective block group. Block groups that do 
not satisfy either of these criteria are not considered EJ populations. Table 2 presents the low-income population data. 
The percentage low-income by Census Block Group is shown on Figure 3. 

Table 2: Low-Income Populations by Census Block Group 

Census Tract 9205.02 9207 
Cocke County 

Block Group 3 2 3 

Total Number of Low-Income Persons 369 147 268 8,700 
Pecentage Low-Income 18% 12% 25% 25% 
Exceeds County Average by 10% or More? No No No 

 Block Group Population >50% No No No 
Meet EJ Criteria? No No No 

 
EJ DETERMINATION 

TDOT acknowledges that low-income and minority populations are present within the study area, though the census 
tracts do not rise to the level of an EJ population when considered as a whole, based on the above guidance. While 
there will be some adverse impacts from the project, including impacts from construction and other minor environmental 
impacts, there is not a disproportionately high and adverse effect to EJ populations when compared to the impacts 
borne by all populations in and around the project area. In addition, the EJ populations will receive the benefits resulting 
from the project, which include improved efficiency of travel thus allowing easier access to public facilities and services. 
TDOT would comply with Title VI to ensure that “No person shall be, on the grounds of race, color or national origin, 
excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving federal assistance.” 

This analysis was coordinated with the TDOT Civil Rights Divison. Their response on XXXXXX concurred with the 
findings (Attachment C). 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A Build Alternatives 
B Census Data 
C Correspondence with TDOT Civil Rights Division 
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Figure 4: Low-Income Populations by Census Block Group 



 

   

 

ATTACHMENTS 
  



 

   

 

ATTACHMENT A 

BUILD ALTERNATIVES





 

   

 

ATTACHMENT B 

CENSUS DATA



Environmental Justice

PIN 101422.00

SR‐32 From SR‐73 at Cosby to Near Wilton Springs Road 

2014‐2018 ACS 5‐Year Estimates data

US Census: data.census.gov 

Accessed 05.21.20

CT 9205.2

BG 3 BG 2 BG 3

Total Population 35,336 2,005                      1,242              1,070             

White Alone‐Non Hispanic 32,999 1,872                      1,156              1,002             

Total Minority Population 2,337 133                          86                    68                   

Percent Minority 6.61% 6.63% 6.92% 6.36%

CT 9205.2

BG 3 BG 2 BG 3

Total Population 34,957 2,005 1,230 1,070

Under .50 3,855 25 52 112

.50 to .99 4,845 344 95 156

Total under .50 to .99 8,700 369 147 268

Percent Low‐Income 24.89% 18.40% 11.95% 25.05%

Minority

Low‐Income

Cocke County

Cocke County
CT 9207

CT 9207



/

Note: This is a modi�ed view of the original table produced by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: This download or printed version may have missing information from the original table.

HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN BY RACE
Survey/Program: 
American Community Survey
Universe: 
Total population
Year: 
2018
Estimates: 
5-Year
Table ID: 
B03002

NOTE: For information on con�dentiality protection, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/sf1.pdf.NOTE: For information on con�dentiality protection, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/sf1.pdf.Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
NOTE: For information on the codes that appear in this table see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/sf1.pdf, Appendix F.

Tennessee Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 3, Census Tract 9205.02, Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 2, Census Tract 9207, Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 3, Census Tract 9207, Cocke County, Tennessee

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error

+/-221Total: 6,651,089 ***** 35,336 ***** 2,005 +/-467 1,242 +/-296 1,070

+/-214Not Hispanic or Latino: 6,298,687 +/-309 34,529 ***** 1,961 +/-458 1,219 +/-292 1,022

+/-218White alone 4,924,145 +/-1,192 32,999 +/-26 1,872 +/-423 1,156 +/-280 1,002

+/-16Black or African American 1,107,218 +/-3,096 585 +/-212 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 10

+/-12American Indian and Alask 15,172 +/-977 225 +/-90 0 +/-12 42 +/-68 0

+/-12Asian alone 112,015 +/-1,490 0 +/-26 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-16Native Hawaiian and Other 3,318 +/-476 10 +/-16 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 10

+/-12Some other race alone 9,686 +/-1,291 0 +/-26 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Two or more races: 127,133 +/-3,639 710 +/-238 89 +/-144 21 +/-42 0

+/-12Two races including Som 3,440 +/-639 0 +/-26 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Two races excluding Som 123,693 +/-3,444 710 +/-238 89 +/-144 21 +/-42 0

+/-63Hispanic or Latino: 352,402 +/-309 807 ***** 44 +/-57 23 +/-32 48

+/-63White alone 242,086 +/-3,943 521 +/-149 44 +/-57 23 +/-32 48

+/-12Black or African American 10,271 +/-1,469 152 +/-181 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12American Indian and Alask 2,676 +/-610 65 +/-99 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Asian alone 900 +/-273 0 +/-26 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Native Hawaiian and Other 488 +/-208 0 +/-26 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Some other race alone 80,980 +/-3,827 21 +/-22 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Two or more races: 15,001 +/-1,568 48 +/-42 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Two races including Som 8,288 +/-1,007 47 +/-42 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0

+/-12Two races excluding Som 6,713 +/-940 1 +/-3 0 +/-12 0 +/-12 0



/

Note: This is a modi�ed view of the original table produced by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: This download or printed version may have missing information from the original table.

RATIO OF INCOME TO POVERTY LEVEL IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS
Survey/Program: 
American Community Survey
Universe: 
Population for whom poverty status is determined
Year: 
2018
Estimates: 
5-Year
Table ID: 
C17002

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2018 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the o�cial estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval de�ned by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and
upper con�dence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see ACS Technical Documentation ). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally re�ect the July 2015 O�ce of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics re�ect boundaries of urban areas de�ned based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily re�ect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Explanation of Symbols:
An "**" entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
An "-" entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution, or the margin of error associated with a median was larger than the median itself.
An "-" following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
An "+" following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
An "***" entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
An "*****" entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
An "N" entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
An "(X)" means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject de�nitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section. 

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Tennessee Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 3, Census Tract 9205.02, Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 2, Census Tract 9207, Cocke County, Tennessee Block Group 3, Census Tract 9207, Cocke County, Tennessee

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate

1,070Total: 6,488,786 +/-1,266 34,957 +/-104 2,005 +/-467 1,230 +/-291

112Under .50 451,092 +/-8,023 3,855 +/-992 25 +/-39 52 +/-49

156.50 to .99 595,416 +/-10,842 4,845 +/-708 344 +/-267 95 +/-106

1331.00 to 1.24 337,592 +/-7,623 2,766 +/-641 71 +/-76 82 +/-58

961.25 to 1.49 325,447 +/-8,342 2,108 +/-523 252 +/-233 29 +/-42

291.50 to 1.84 456,899 +/-9,649 2,978 +/-680 214 +/-230 115 +/-83

331.85 to 1.99 194,542 +/-5,261 1,026 +/-389 0 +/-12 46 +/-54

5112.00 and over 4,127,798 +/-19,531 17,379 +/-1,478 1,099 +/-370 811 +/-268



 

   

 

 

 
ATTACHMENT C 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH TDOT CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION 



 
 

STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION 
SUITE 1800, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

505 DEADERICK STREET 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE  37243-1402 

(615) 741-3681 
 
 CLAY BRIGHT  BILL LEE 
   COMMISSIONER  GOVERNOR 

August 5, 2020 
 

 
 

Tennessee Department of Transportation 
Susannah Kniazewycz, Director 
Environmental Division 
James K. Polk Building, Suite 900 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-0334 
 
Subject:  CRD Review of Environmental Analysis for State Route 32, From State Route 73 at Cosby 

to Near Wilton Springs Road, Cocke County, Tennessee, TDOT PIN 101422.00 
 

 
Dear Ms. Kniazewycz:  
 
The Civil Rights Division’s Title VI Program staff reviewed the Environmental Analysis for State 
Route 32, From State Route 73 at Cosby to Near Wilton Springs Road, Cocke County, Tennessee, 
TDOT PIN 101422.00. 
 
Actions and steps taken are found to be in accordance with the mandates of Title VI of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and 42.U.S.C. 4332(2), and 
Executive Order 12898. There does not appear to be any Title VI nor Environmental Justice issues.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the updated analysis.  Should you have questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 615-253-1066 or Cynthia.Howard@TN.GOV. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
Cynthia Howard 
Title VI Program Director  
 
  

CC: Kelsey Finch, Title VI Specialist 
 

mailto:Cynthia.Howard@TN.GOV
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