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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

1. INDIVIDUALS WHO CAN BE CONTACTED FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL AND STATEMENT

Mr. Bobby J. Kemp, Director

Alabama Highway Department

11 South Union Street

Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Telephone: 832-5440

Mr., L. N. Macbonald, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

441 High EStreat

Montgomery, Alabama 36104 -
Taelephone: 832~7370

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PRCOPOSED ACTION

Project AP6—355(4} is the proposed relocation of
Alabama 24 through Red Bay in Franklin County, as depicted on
the map on page 40. This project is a portion of Corridor "V
of the Appalachian Develoyment Highway System. Corridor "v"
runs from I-55 near Batesville, Mississippi to I-24 at South
Pittsburg, Tennessee.

The proposed project begins at the Alabama-Mississippi
State Line south of present Alazbama 24, runs northeasterly through
the southern seétion of Red Bay and ends near the east corpocrate
iimits, where the project connects to a portion of_ﬁh@ Appalachian

Development Highway already under construction. The length of



the proiect is approximately 3.0 miles.

It is proposed to build a rural two lane rcadway at
this time and acquire enough right-of-way to provide for an
ultimate four lane facility, with the additional two lanes to

pe constructed at a later time.
3. ACTIONS REQUIRED BY OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

The proposed project has been coordinated with the
U.S. Corps of Engineers, and it was determined that no permits
would be required from that %gency. The project does not in-
volve any streams under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast

Guard, therefore, a'Ccast Guard permit will not be required

for this propesal.
4. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Negative: The negative effects include the conversion
of over 100 acres to highway and right-of-way, and the ;elocation
of several families and one business. During construction
there will be some minor, temporary ercsion and water pollution,
plus some air and noise pollution. Some wildlife habitat will
be destroyed and some timberland will be taken out of production.

Positive: The positive effects will be safer and more
efficient transportation, potential economic growth, and an

aesthetically oriented highway. Implementation of the project

will also enhance national defense and fire protection.

5. ALTERNATIVES

There are three route locations under consideration, as



illustrated on the map on page 40 . Alsc, under consideration
are a "postpone the action" alternative and a "no action" al-

ternative.

6. AGENCIES FPROM WHICH FHPM 7-7-5 COORDINATION COMMENTS WERE
REQUESTED.

Faederal:

U.S5. Forest Service

*11,S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Water Pollution Control Administration

*U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Outdoor Recresation
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Secil Conservation Service
*Federal Aviation Administration

U.5. Department of Agriculture, Environmental Quality Activities
*7.5. Department of HEW

U.S. Department of HUD

*Y,5. Corps of Engineers

*Tennessee Valley Authority

State:

Alabama Development Office (State Clearinghouse)
*Alabama Historical Commission

Alabama Bureau of Sanitation

Alabama Economic Development Spec.

Geological Survey of Alabama

Department of Agriculture and Industries

Bureau of Publicity and Information

Soil and Water Conservation Committee

*State Superintendent of Education

Alabama Air Pollution Control Commission
Alabama Forestry Commission

*Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
*Highway and Traffic Safety Coordinator

Civil Defense Director

Alabama Department of Industrial Relations
Alabama Cattlemans Association

Alabama Environmental Quality Association
Attorney General's COffice

Qthers:

*Mississippl Highway Department
The Alabama Conservancy

Cahaba Group, Sierra Club
Mayor, City of Red Bay

Red Bay T.V. Cable

L



League of Women Voters

Franklin Electric Cooperative

South Central Bell

#Pranklin County Commisgion

Franklin County Board of Education

*Northeast Alabama Council of Local Governments (Regional
Clearinghouse)

*Tllinois Central Gulf Railroad

*Agencies which responded



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

PROJECT APD-355(4)
RELOCATION OF ALABAMA 24 THROUGH RED BAY
FROM MISSISSIPPI STATE LINE TO BEAR CREEK
FRANKLIN COUNTY

Pursuant to 42 U.5.C. {2} (<)
and 23 U.s.C. 128 {(a)

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED,
AND THE SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT

A. Project Description

Project APD-355(4), Franklin County, is the préposed
relocation of Alabama State Route 24 through Red Bay. The
routes under consideration are illustrated on the map on
page 40.

This project represents a segment of Corridor V" of
the proposed Appalachian Development Highway System, which
was designated by the Appalachian Regional Commission on
March 27, 1973. Corridor "V" runs from I-55 neﬁr Batesville,
Mississippi to I-24 at South Pittsburg, Tennessee. The proposéd
route of Corridor "V" across northern Alabama is shown on the
map on page J39.

The project begins at the Alabama-Mississippi State
Line south of present Alabama 24, and runs northeasterly through
the southern section of Red Ray. The eastern terminus of the
project is just west of Bear Creek, where the route ties into

5



a portion of the Appalachian Development Highway previously
under construction.

The State line crossing has been coordinated with the Missis-
sippi Highway Department. They are currently preparing an Environ-
mental Assessment for their project connecting to this one at
the state line. Their letter dated February 8, 1977, (attached
in the Appendix, page A-74) gives tentative approval of the general
state line crossing point and states that they can satisfactorily
connect to either of our alternate alignﬁents.

It is proposed to ‘build a rural two lane roadway at this time
and acquire enough right-ocf-way (300' minimum} for an ultimate
four lane facility, with the additional two lanes to be constructed
at a later time. The typical section being considered for the
initial two lane construction is 24.feet of pavement with 10 feet
shoulders. Preliminary plans for the project show a maximum grade
of approximately 5.8 percent and a maxiﬁum horizontal curve of two
degrees. All design features will be in accordance with the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Cfficials
(AASHTO) standards and specifications {60 mph design speed).

Interchanges are béing considered with State Route 19 and
present State Route 24, and grade separations are under considera-
tion at_the T1llinois Central Railroad and County Roads 11 and 35.
At grade intersections are proposed at County Roads 1, 9, 25 and
one unnumbered county rcad. The interchanges and grade separations
will be built only if determined to be warranted by traffic volumes,
safety, etc. Alternate 1 is approximately 3.2 miles in length with
a total estimated cost of about $10,454,000 for‘ultimata four lane
construction. Alternate 2 is about 2.9 miles long and ultimate

four lane construction would cost approximately $13,173,000 if



the pond on Clear Branch is bridged, and approximately $10,984,000
if the pond is filled in. Alternate 3 is approximately 3.6 miles

in length and estimated cost if $15,935,00G. All of these estimates
include the two interchanges and three grade separations which are

being considered.

B. Need For The Project

Present Alabama 24 is inadequate in geometrics and capacity
to handle present and future traffic volumes, The 1978 average
daily traffic (ADT) along the existing road ranges from 1560 to.
6620, and the 1998 ADT is predicted to range from 2500 to 10;590
vehicles per day. Through traffic along Alabama 24 is presently
routed through downtown Red Bay causing inconvenience to through
travelers and congestion in the downtown area. Construction
of this project would route the throﬁgh traffic around the down-
town district. Traffic estimates indicate that 1410 to 2210
vehicles per day would be ytilizing the propcsed bypass by 1988.

A total of 14 accidents occurred alcong this segment of the
present road during the two year pericd from January 1, 1976
through Dece;ber 31, 1977. This accident rate is slightly higher
than comparable lengths of similar highways and would likely be
reduced by implementation of this project.

Construction of the proposed project will provide safer and
more efficient transportation for this region. In additien to
serving the local area, the project will enhance interstate travel
as it is a vital link in Corridor "V" of the Appalachian Develop-

ment Highway System.

C. Project History
The Appalachian Development Highway System was born in March
of 1965, when Congress included the program as part of the Appala-

chian Regional Development Act. The program has two primary ob-
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jectives: to more eguitably in?olve Appalachia in the economic e
and social life of the nation, and to help the towns of the region
do a better job of serving the surrounding rural areas.

An Am95.review of the proposed project conducted in July of
1976 by the state and regional clearinghouse determined that the
project is consistent with current State plans, programs and ob-
jectives. Also, in July of 1976, appropriate federal, state, and
local agencies, officials and individuals were contacted regquesting
their views and comments concerning the environmental aspects
of the project. A ground survey of the alternate routes was com-
pleted in March of 1977. A public involvement meeting was held
in Red Bay on July 7, 1977, to inform the public of the proposed
project and to solicit views and comments from the local populace.
From the results of early coordination and environmental studies,
it was determined that the project would constitute a major action
as defined by FHEPM 7-7-2. The Féderal Highway Administration
concurred with the major action determinaticn on November 3, 1977.
FHWA also concurred on December 19, 1977, with our determination
that the project would not have a significant impact on the environ-
ment and, therefore, that a negative declaration would be prepared
for the project.
D. Description of the Surrounding Area

The proposed project lies in the east Gulf Coastal Plain near the
Cumberland Plateau in northwest Alabama. The project lies almost
entirely within the city limits of Red Bay; however, the corridor
is basically rural with seattered residential development. The terrain
is rolling to hillv with the landscape dominated by an ocak-hickory

forest.



Franklin County is primarily rural, with densely forested
hills being the predominant terrain feature. Agricultural use is
generally limited to the relatively flat valley areas which follow
existing and former stream flood plains. Residential and commer-
cial development is concentrated in the small towns of Red Bay
and Russellville, with small rural communities scattered through-

out the area.
E. Geologic and Hydrologic Conditions

The corridor is underlain by the Bangor Limestone of Missis-
sippian Age and the Tuscaloosa Group of Cretaceous Age. The re-
gional dip of the Tuscalocosa Group is westward, but the irregular
surface of the Bangor, upon which the Tuscaloosa was deposited,
results in sporadic thickening and thinning of the Tuscaloosa .
along the corridor.

The Bangor Limestone consists of dense gray limestone that
ig sporadically sandy, silty and cherty. A-mantle of residual clay
and boulders derived from the Bangor overlies bedrock along most
of the corrider,

The Tuscaloosa Group consists of gravel, sand and varicolored

sandy clay. The gravel consists mainly of chert, but contains

some limestone, quartz and sandstone. Limonitic iron ore occurs
sporadically at or near the base of the Tuscaloosa Group in the area.

Residual clay derived from the Bangor Limestone is susceptible

to slumping and sliding on cuts, particularly where the clay is
overlain by partially=-saturated Tuscalposa sediments. Benching

and fluming may be necessary if 10 feet or more residual clay occurs
in deep cuts. Cuts in the Tuscaloosa Group are genexaily stable

except where residual clay of the Bangor underlies the Tuscaloosa.



Available data indicate that the Bangor Limestons 1s
not very cavernocus in the area. HNo significant sinkholes
or subsided areas are shown along the corridor on topographic
maps. Records of wells in the area indicate that the Bangor
generally does not yield sufficient guantities of water to

precipitate any appreciable land subsidence.

F. Section 4(f) Involvement

There are no known parks, recreational areas, wildlife or
waterfowl refuges, or significant historical sites inveclved
with this project. Therefore, there is no Section 4(f) involve-
ment.

An intensive archaeolegical and historical survey was con-
ducted in Qctober of 1976 for the proposed APD corridor from
the Mississippi State Line to west of Russellville. “This survey
was performed by a consultant of the Alabéma Historical Commission
as provided for in a contractual agreement between Alabama High-
way Department and the Alabama Historical Commission. A report
of the survey is attached in the Appendix, Exhikit F. This
survey revealed no significant archaeclogical sites and no
historical sites on or eligible for inclusion on the National
Register to be presented in this portion of the corridor
surveyed. One house listed on the Alabama Inventory, the Dempsey
Home in Red Bay, is located approximately 1000 feet from the
proposed rightwa%way iimits. Construction of the project will

not cause damage to the house.



IT.

LAND USE PLANNING

The proposed project is within the city limits of Red
Bay; however, the area traversed by the project is basically
rural. Land use is somewhat limited by the moderately rolling
terrain. Most of the area is forest and pasture land, with
some scattered residential development. This project should
not alter present land uses with the exception of some strip
development that usually accompanies bypass construction
around small rural towns.

The planning agency for this region is the Northwest Ala-
bama Council of Local CGovernments. There are no local planning
agencies in the town of Red Bay, and no relevant stéaies have
been docne on Red Bay or- the immediate project area.

Red Bay is a small rural town of 2,461 (1970 census)
located in Franklin County (population 23,933 - 1970 census)
in northwest Alabama. A land use and population chart (Table
I) is on the following page.

Industyies in the Red Bay area include a lumber company,
a mobile home manufacturing plant, an animal feed processing
plant,.a motor home factory, and two garment manufacturing
plants.

Coordination with the areawide planning agencies {A-95
review) reveqled that the proposed project presents no con?
flict or inconsistency with state, regional or local plans,

programs and oblectives.

il



TYPE USE

URBAN

ACRES

25619

AGRICULTURE 114508

FOREST

WATER

BARREN

WETEL AND

TOTAL

COUNTY

COUNTY HAS 13.14 PERCENT 0OF THE REGIOMAL POPULATION OF

COUNTY HAS

NOTE

289286

2545

408¢58

23933

C.65 PERCENT OF THE STATE PCPULATICN OF 3444183

FRANKLIN CUOUNTY

PERCENT
TATAL
COUNTY

Je 64

28.60

T0.74

100439

LAND USE
REGICN
TYPE USE
ACRES PERCENT
27552 9.51
657670 17.41
1404991 23159
57377 0.0
79407 32.1%9
0 J.0
2155497 18.97

POPULATICN DATA

0.06 PERSONS/ACRE

LANTD USE, JUME 1975

TABLE |

12

NORTHWEST ALABAMA COUNCIL CF LCCAL GOVERNMENTS

STATE
TYPE USE
ACRES PERCENT
500072 0.52
B922439 1.28
22712263 1.27
872814 3.0
98LL7 2459
85918 0.0
33191623 1.23

ARTOVE DATA COMPILED FRCM IANFCRMATICN IN ALABAMA
DEVELOPMENT CFFICE RESORT ON PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS -~

17.09 ACRES/PERSON

182118



ITII. "THE PROBABLE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ON THE ENVIRONMENT

A. Indirect Impacts

Economic development in the area should be enhanced by con-
struction of this project. The economy of Franklin County is cen-
tered around timber production, iron ore strip mining, and manufacturing
Products and supplies must be transported along highways to rail .
heads and plant sites. The immediate area around the proposed
project is primarily undeveloped, and some strip development usually
accompanies the construction of highways bypassing small rural
towns.

The proiect will also provide improved access tc industrial
developments in neighboring towns. The median income for
Pranklin County in 1970 was $6,049. The 1976 unemployment rate was
9.4%., The existing unemployment rate should be reduced somewhat dur-
ing construction of the project, since highway contractors hire
many of their employvees from the local populace,

Construction of the proposed project will help alleviate con-
gestion in the downtown area, as well as reducing inconvenience
to through traffic.

The right-of-way reguired for the project will reduce the
amount of taxable land, thereby decreasing the property tax revenues
for Franklin County. However, taxes received as a result of in-
creased development induced by implementaticon of this project will

nelp offset this tax loss.

B. Direct Impacts
1. Natural, Ecological or Scenic Resources Impacts

The project lies almost entirely within the city

13



iimits of Red Bay; however, the corridor is
basically rural with scattered residential develop-
meﬁt. The terrain is rolling to hilly with the
dominant plant associations in the area being oak-
hickory and to a lesser extent oak-hickory-pine
associations.

Overstory species in the project area include
several varieties of oaks and hickories, along with
sweetgum and vellow poplar. Predominant understory
species are dogwood, sassafras, and numerous wild-
flowers including blackeyed susan, butterfly weed,
Carclina anemone, and ocakleaf hydrangea.

Animal communities reflect the diversities of
their habitat. Most animal species-have preferred
habitats; therefore, each plant community should
have its own community of animal spécies inhabitants.
The dominating habitat present is an oak-hickory
forest. The following is a list of animals known
to prefer this type of habitat for food and/or cover:
wild turkey, purple grackle, eastern bluejay, brown
thrasher, red-bellied woodpecker, eastern gray squirrel,
raccoon, and white-tail deer.

There are some smaller areas in the corridor which
are ;n pasture or an old field stage of succession.
Animals inhabiting these fields might include kobwhite
guail, mourning dove, cottontail rabbit, and numerous
sparrows, finches, voles, and mice.

Of these habitats, the areas with probably the most

14
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species diversity should be the ecotones or poundary
areas where the habitats change from one stage of
auccession to another. This can be illustrated by
theé“edge effect" along old fields and wooded areas,
where animals can find cover in the woods and feed
relatively safely in the nearby fields on grasses and
seads.

The area within construction limits will be cleared
and grubbed for the length of the project. The por-
tion of the right-of-way which is not paved will be
held to a successional stage of grasses by frequent
mowing. The area once occupied by woods will then

be at an earlier stage of succession; therefore, one

would expect that the fauna will become regr@sented
by'an increase of species which are common to open
fields and the "edge" created along the woodlines
and, conversely, a decrease in the abundance of those
animals which inhabit the more wooded areas. No
change in species diversity is expected outside of
the right-of-way limits.

.If the northern alternate is constructed, there
would be impacts upon the reservoir on Clear Branch.
These impacts will include a reduction of aesthetics
values associated with the pond, as well as a reduc-
tion of total surface and bottom area and a loss of
total carrying capacity for aguatic species.

There are several species of plants and animals

having ranges crossed by this project which have been

15



designated as either "Endangered", "Threatened”, or
"Of Special Concern" by the Alabama Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources and/or the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The Ecological Report

in the Appendix, 'Exhibit B, contains a list of these
species.

This report lists twenty species of plants on
the state inventory; none are listed in the Federal
Register. Each of these requires either limestone
outcrops or calcareous soils for their existence.
This area is totally underlain by Bangor Limestone.
T+ is possible that one or more of these species may
inhabit the project corridor. An on site inspection
was made of £he area and none of the listed species
were found; however, most of these plants can only
be positively identified during their flowering sea-
son. It is possible that some of these species may
be impacted. It is also possible that new habitat
may be created within the right-of-way by the removal
of overstory species and the exposure of new limestone
during construction.

There are five mammals listed in the report. Two

of these, the gray myotis and the Indiana myotis, are

listed as "Endangered" on both the Alabama and the

national inventories; while the little brown myotis,

the Keen's myotis, and the big-eared bat are listed as

"Of Special Concern® in Alabama. The big-eared bat may

be found in the following areas of Alabama: blue ridge,

16
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piedmont, fall line hills, ;idge and valley region,
Appalachian plateaus, Tennessee valley, and the

chert belt. The ranges of the four species of myotis

are listed as state-wide. Due to their state-wide

range and habitat limitations (they only live in caves) ,
none of these animals are expected to be adversely im-
pacted. In fact, new habitat may be created for several
of the bat and myotis species by the construction of cul-~
verts which serve as cave substitutes.

Twelve birds are listed in the report, all of which
have ranges covering the entire state. None of these
birds are known to nest within the project area. Con-
struction of this project is not expected to have an

adverse impact on any of these species. In fact, it
is known that certain raptors, like-the red-shouldered

hawk, use cleared highway right-cf-way in forested areas
as hunting grounds.

In July of 1976, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Re-
sources, EPA and various other federal, state and local
agencies, officials and individuals were contacted re-
questing their views and comments concerning the environ-
mental aspects of the project. A public invelvement
meeting was held in July of 1977, to gather input from
the ;ocal populace. The project has also been submitted
to the state and regional planning agencies in accord-
ance with Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95,
and has been found to be consistent with current state

plans, programs and objectives.
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Relocation of Individuals and Families Impacts

Alternate 1 would recuire the relocation of
approximately eighteen (18) family owners, one (1)
family tenant and one (1) business owner. Alternate
2 would displace approximaéely twenty~-five (25) family
owners, three {3) family tenants and one (1) business
owner. Alternate 3 would require the relocation of
nine (9) family owners.

No minority families or elderly pecple will be
displaced. Also, there are no unusually large families
among those to be relocated. The income level of the
displacees fange from middle to low, and they appear
to be long time residents of the community. The one
business that will be displaced by either aiternate
is a small beauty shop located on the same lot as the
owner 's residence. ' .

Available replacement housing located consisted
of eleven {11) houses for sale and two (2) for rent.
Sixty-three lots are available with another subdivi-
sion to open soon. Seven house builders are located
in Red Bay.

Potential relocation assistance will be carried
out according to the "Uniform Relocatiﬁn Assistance
and Real Property Acquiéition Policies Act™ of 1970.
Financial agsistance is available to the eligible
relocatee: (2) compensate the relocatee for the costs
of moving from homes, businesses and farm operations
acquired for a highway project. (b) make up the differ-
ence, if any, between the amount paid for the acquired

dwelling and the cost of an available dwelling on the

18



private market, (c) provide reimbursement of expenses
such as legal feesvand other closing costs incurred
in buying a replacement dwelling or in selling the
acqguired property to the Alabama Highway Department,
(d) make payment for any increased interest cost
raesulting from having to get another mortgage at a
higher interest rate. Replacement housing payments,
increased interest payments, and closing costs are
limited to $15,000 combined total.

A displaced tenant may be eligible to receive
a payment, not to exceed $4,000, to rent a replacement
dwelling or room, or to use as down payment, including
closing costs on the purchase of a replacement dwelling.

The assistance to be provided under specific cir-
cumstances and conditions is cutlined in Relocation
Assistance, a booklet prepared by the Bureau of Right-
cf-Way qf the Alabama Highway Department. These boq}«
lets are distributed to all potentially affected groups
’and_individuals within a proposed project corridor and
are also avaiiahle at the High&ay Department Building
in Montgomery, Alabama and the nine division cffices
throughout the state, |

The .Alabama Highway Department Relocation Officer
will determine the needs of displaced families, indi-
viduais, business concerns and farm operators for
relocation assistance advisory services without regard
to race, color, rgligicn, sex, Or national origin. He
will also offer, within sufficient time pricr to dis-

placement to allow the relocatee to negotiate for and
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obtain possession of replacement housing, available
fair housing - open to all persons regardless of

race, color, religion, sex, or national origin,
meeting the decent, safe, and sanitary standards of the
State law, adequate to accommodate the relocatee.
Relocation of displaced persons will be made in areas
not generally less desirable in regard to public
utilities and public and commercial facilities. Rents
and sales prices of replacement housing offered will
be priced within the financial means of the families
and individuals displaced.

It is a policy of the State that no person shall
be displaced from his residence by the Highway Depart-
ment's federally assisted construction projects unless
a comparable replacement dwelling is available or
provided for the initial occupant, or an adeguate re-
placement dwelling is available or provided for a
subseguent cccupant. To accomplish this pelicy, the
feollowing two principal pointg will be carried cut:

1. The Alabama Highway Department will Ffurnish

" to the FHWA written assurances that comparable
replacement housing will be available or pro-
vided (built if necessary} for displacees who
are initial occupants, or adequate replacement
housing will be available or provided (built
if necessary) for subsequent occupants before
the initial approval of endorsement of any
project is reguested.

2. Construction authorization will be requested

only upon verification that replacement housing

is in place and has been made available to all
affected persons.
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Replacement properties will be made available to
displaced families and individuals in the same general
area from which they are being displaced and reasonably
accessible to their places of employment. The Reloca-
tion Officer will also assist owners of displaced busi-
nesses in obtaining and becoming established in suitable
locations. He will also supply information cencerning
the Federal Housing Administration home acguisition pro-
gram, the Farmers Home Administration home acguisition
program, the Small Business Administration disaster loan
programs, and other State or Federal programs offering
assistance to displaced persons andrwill provide other
advisory services in order to minimize hardships to dis-
placed persons in adijusting to a new location.

The State of Alabama Highway Department will comply
with the liberalized payment provisions for real proper-—
ty acqguired under previously enacted federal legislation
which included extensive increase in services and pay-
ments to persons and businesses displaced by federal
aided highway projects.

on rural projects such as this, many of the honme
owner digplacees have remaining land on which they wish
to relocate. In addition there are other ample lands
and lots available for home sites. Under the Relocation
Program as set forth herein, all relocatees, renters oOr
owners, will be relocated with the least disruption
pogsible.

The State will also be able to retain the dwellings



acquired for use as replacement housing, if necessary.
A possible solution would be for the State to sell these
structures to any displacee for the purpose of reloca-
ting to remaining land or one of the available lots
in the area. There are a number of house movers in
the area.

Tf necessary, the State will resort to the use
of "last resort” housing. This can best be accomplished
by the State contracting With local builders to handle

any individual case that might arise.

Social Impacts

No significant adverse social impacts are antici-
pated to result from implementation of this project.
The area traversed by the project is basically rural and
there would be no actunal division_of communities along
this corridor. The route will bypass the downtown busi-
nesses; however, these businesses are supported primarily
by local trade and it is felt that this action will not
disrupt the present pattern. The relocation of the small
beauty shop will not have a significant effect on the
economy of the community.

Displaced residents will be relocated in decent,
safe and sanitary housing comparable to their present housing.

There are no spebial groups or classes of people that
will have special problems with access to jobs, schools,
churches, parks, hospitals, shopping and community ser-

vices as a result of this project.
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Air Quality Impacts

Carbon Monoxide concentrations were predicted
for the proposed improvement for the years 1978, ;983
and 1998 using the Caline 2 Computer Model. The worst
case conditions for all of the variables produced no
violation of the national ambient air quality standards,
which are 35 ppm maximum one hour average concentration
and 9 ppm maximum eight hour average concentration.
Consequently, construction of the proposed project
would not have a significant effect on air gquality.

For a detailed analysis, consult the Air Quality
Analysis attached as "Exhibit C" in the Appendix.

Based on our review of the Air Quality Analysis
and the Memorandum of Understanding with the Alabama
Air Pollution Control Commission (AAPCC), we find this
project to be consistent with the approved State Imple-

mentation Plan.
Noise Impacts

Noise levels were predicted along the proposed
project by utilizing a computer model bésed on N;C;H.R.P.
117/144. The data produced by this model indicates
that ten of the 12 sites (1l residents and 1 church}
analyzed would receive noise impact (1-10 decible in-
crease) from implementation of this project; however,
all of the sites will be within the design noise level
of residential areas (70 dBA). For more detailed infor-

mation, consult the noise analysis attached as "Exhibit
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D" in the Appendix.

Any physical exterior abatement of these sites
may reguire additional right-of-way and would cause
some access control. The esthetic appearance of any
wall type barrier migﬁt also have a detrimental
psychological effect upon thé owners of these sites.
Traffic restriction measures would not have any no-
+iceable effect. Traffic noise. impacts are not con-
sidered severs, therefore, socundproofing is not con-
eidered feasible. Any abatement measures for these
sites are not considered feasible or prudent.

Construction noise may cause some unavoidable
short-term impacts. This impact will be lessened by

°

prohibiting construction during normal sleep hours.

Water Quality Impacts

&

This project will cross five small streams of
two different drainage systems, the Tennessee River
£o the east and the Upper Tombigbee to the west.
Clear Branch and one unnamed stream are small tribu-

taries of the Upper Tombigbee River System. The other

' three streams crossed are very small unnamed tributaries

of Bear Creek, which drains into the Tennessee River
System. Clear Branch has been dammed, after the route
survey had been run, to create a pond of approximately
lSvacres which would be crossed by Alternate 2.

None of these streams have been assigned a water

use classification by the Alabama Water Improvement

Commission (AWIC). The project has been coordinated
24



Qith +he AWIC and their comments were:

1. Precautions should be taken to insure
that state turbidity standards are not
violated.

2. Dikes and grassing should be employed
where necessary to prevent excessive
runcff and sedimentation. '

3. Petroleum products, such as oils, tars,
asphalts, etc., should be prevented from
entering any bodies of water.

These comments will be incorporated into the

development of the project.

No public surfacé water or ground water supplies
will be affected by this project.

The water guality in these streams appears to
be very goéd as there are no known point sources of
pollution entering them.

There will not be any long term adverse impacts
on these waterways as a result of this project. During
construction éhere will be some erosion, sedimentation
and”turbidity increases; however, these effects will
be short term in nature and can be controlled to a
large extent with the use of mitigating measures.

These mitigating measures are discussed in the "Con-

struction Impacts" section of this statement. After

the bridges and roadway are completed, the streams
should return to normal within a short period of time.

Implementation of this project should not lower the

water quality of these streans.

Runoff from highway pavement and right-of-way

contains various pollutants. Among these are lead

compounds from fuels, asbestos from brake linings, and
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various hydrocarbons and petro chemicals and products
of their combustion. These chemical pollutants, if
accumulated, can have an adverse effect on aquatic
organisms.

All highway traffic contains a certain number
of vehicles which carry hazardous cargo. There is
alsways the possibility of an accident involving such
vehicles, which could result in these hazardous sub~-
stances entering one of the above streams. However,
the improved safety features of the new roadway and
bridges should decrease the likelihood of such an

accident.
Wetlands and Coastal Zone Impacts

This project does not encroach on a coastal zone,
nor does it involve any wetlands. Therefore, construc-
tion of this project will have no impact on any wet-

land or coastal zone.
Stream Modification or Impoundment Impacts

Alternate 2 would cross an impoundment of Clear
Branch approximately 15 acres in size. Impacts would
include a reduction of aesthetic values associated with
the pond, as well as a reduction of total surface and
bottom area and a loss of total carrying capacity for
aquatic species.

No channel changes are anticipated at this stage

of project planning.
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10.

The proposed corridor has been cocordinated
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Their comments
indicated that they would not have any serious objec-
tions to the project. Their recommendations for all
highway projects include: that the alteration of
stream channels be avoided and that measures be in-
cluded to reduce siltation. A copy of their comments

is included in the Appendix.
Flood Hazard Evaluation

The proposed project will cross Clear Branch and
four very small unnamed streams. Drainage structures
for these stream crossings may be located within the
100 year flood plain; however, this project will not
congtitute a signifiéant encroachment as defined by
DOT Order 5650, Section 4(g). All of the streams
involved have small drainage areas, and adeguate

drainage openings will be provided.
Construction Impacts

During construction there will be some unavoid-
able air and noise pollution, plus some erosion and
water pollution. The Alabama Highway Department speci-
fications require the contractor to control erosion
on ali projects to the extent possible. This is done
by the use of some temporary items during construction
and permanent erosion control measures as soon as posSsi-

ble. The contractor is limited in the amount of erodible
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material which may be exposed and he is"flrther re-
guired, prior to beginning work, to submit in writing
for approval an erosion control plan for the project.
This includes the use of various materials such as
rip-rap, tempcrary seeding, haybales, sand bags, sumps,
check dams, etc. He is further prohibited from ob-
structing the natural flow of streams or polluting
such streams.

The combating and allaying of dust during con-
struction will be through the use of chemicals and
watering. Erosion control measures cutlined in FHPM
6-7-~3-1 will be practiced during construction and
maintenance.

Topsoil within the construction limits of the
project will be removed and stockpiled for later use
as a planting material on exposed soil. All areas of
exposed soils will be regrassed and appropriately
landscaped.

Disposal of land clearing waste, construction

debris, excavation materials and residue from permitted

controlled open burning of solid waste will be disposed
of in accordance with Alabama Highway Department Standard
Specifications and state and local sclid waste regula-
tions.

After completion of the project, any borrow pits
will be dressed to obliterate any unsightly appearance

and treated in such a manner that ercsion will not occur

and result in the pollution of the watershed area.

23
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11.

All utilities now in use by the public will be
relocated and established when not contrary to legal
requirements and codes.

Through the use of the "Alabama State Highway
Department Standard Specifications for Highways and
Bridges", the Alabama Highway Department incorporates
aesthetics into all highway projects. This is done
by selectively clearing wooded areas within the right-
of-way and grassing the right-of-way with grass common
to the area. The facility will be a well designed

highway project oriented towards safety and aesthetics.

Impact on Prime Farmland

Franklin County includes 61,960 acres of land
which is classified as prime farmland due to the types
of soil present. Much of this land ié not currently
under cultivation, but ig potentially prime farmland
because of the soil classification. Both alternates
1l and 2 cross strips of land which have soils that are
categorized as prime farmland - Alternate 1 takes
approximately 16 acres, Alternate 2 takes approximately
19 acres, Alternate 3 would reqguire approximately 14 acres.
However, either alternate would take less than 3 acres
of land which is actually being cultivated. Construction
of either alternate route would not have a significant

impact on prime farmland in Franklin County.
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Iv.

ALTERNATIVES
A. Alternate Locations

There are three alternate locations under consideration,
as illustrated on the map on page 40 . All alternates bypass
Red Bay to the south, with Alternate 3 beiﬁg the sgouthernmost
route.

Alternate 1 is approximately 3.2 miles long with a total
estimated cost of about $10,454,000 for ultimate four lane
construction. Approximately 19 families and 1 business
would be displaced by the implementation of this route loca-
tion.

The total estimated cost for ultimate four lane construction
of Alternate 2 1is approximately $13,173,000 if the pond
on Clear Branch ig bridged, and approximately $10,984,000 if
the pond is filled in. The length of this route is about 2.9
miles. Construction of this alternate would relocate approxi-
mately 28 families and 1 business, which is the same business
{beauty shop) that would be displaced by Alternate 1. Alter-
nate 2 crosses a reservoir of approximately 15 acres that
would not be crossed by Alternate 1 or Alternate 3. Other
environmental and social impacts would be similar for each
route.

Alternate 3 begins at a point on the Alabama-Mississippi
State Line approximately one mile south of present Alabama 24
and extends.in a northeasterly direciion crossing Alabama 19
approximately 0.9 mile south of present Alabama 24 and continues
in a northeasterly direction connecting with present Alabama
24 just west of Bear Creek. The length of Alternate 3 is

approximately 3.61 miles. This alternate will displace nine
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families and will cost approximately $15,935,000.

B, Alternate Design Features

The design for a particular project is influénced by
a number of considerations such as traffic volumes anticipated,
area traversed (rural or urban), traffic movements, type of
terrain, and topographic features. The area traversed by

this project is basically rural, and the projected traffic
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indicates that two traffic lanes will be sufficient for the
near future. Therefore, the proposal is to build a rural
two lane facility designed in accordance with the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) standards and specifications (60 mph design speed).
It is anticipated that future traffic demands will require
four lanes, so enough right-of-way will be acquired at this
time to accommodate an ultimate four lane facility. The
additional two lanes will be built when traffic volumes

increase to the point that four traffic lanes are warranted.
C. Alternate Modes of Transportation

Due tc the nature and location of this proposal, no
alternate modes of transportation were considered to be

L3

feasible for this project.
D. No Action Alternative

Another alternative to the proposed improvement is a
course of "no action”. This project is an integral link
in Corridor V of the Appalachian Deveiopment Highway System,
which stretches from I-55 at Batesville, Mississippi to I-24
at South Pittsburg, Tennessee. Present Alabama 24 is in-
adequate in geometrics and capacity to handle present and
future traffic volumes. Through traffic along Alabama 24
is presently routed through Downtown Red Bay causing in-
convenience to through travelers and congesticn in the
downtown area. Construction of this project would route
the through traffic around the downtown district. A course
of "no action" for this project would result in an inade-

quate transportation facility for the local area. Also,
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this section of Alabama 24 would become a "bottleneck® in

Corridor V of the Appalachian Development Highway System.
The heneficial effects of the "no action" alternative

would be that any adverse environmental impacts caused by

construction of the project would be avoided.

¥. Postponing the Action

Postponing the project would have no beneficial effects.s
Traffic conditions would worsen as velumes increase, and
any residential or commercial development along the proposed
route would increase the number of relocations reguired.
Also, rising construction costs due to inflation will increase

the cost of the project accordingly.
F. Selected Alternate

The alternate selected for construction is Alternate 1.
This alternate is the most practical from an economic, safety
and engineering standpecint.

Alternate 1 cost approximately $300,000 less than other
locations considered. Alternate 2 is the shortest route;
however, this alternate crosses a reservoir of approximately
15 acres and much opposition to this crossing has been
expressed. Alternate 3 displaces the least number of families
(nine} as compared to {(nineteen) for Alternate 1 and 28
for Alternate 2; however, Alternate 3 is less desirable
from an engineering and safety standpoint. Alternate 1 has
the best site for the Illinois Central Railrocad crossing
when grades and skews are compared. The maximum horizontal
alignment curvature for Alternate 1 is 2° as compared to a

maximum of 3° for other alternates. Also, Alternate 1 offers



the best intersection site for crossing Alabama Highway 13.

Because of the terrain, Alt. 3 offers poor sight distance

for this intersection. Present traffic volumes indicate
that an at grade intersection will sufficiently serve
traffic flow for the Highway 19 crossing:; however, studies
have shown the intersection may need to be upgraded to a
grade separation interchange. If this occurs, Alternate 1
offers the best location for the interchange. Ramps for
the interchange on Alternate 1 offer a maximum grade of 7
percent as compared to a maximum of 10 or possibly 12

percent for other alternates.

PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE
AVQIDED

Adverse environmental effects include thg dislccation
of several families and one business, the acguisition of
over 100 acres of land required for right-of-way, and the
destruction of some wildlife habitat. There will be some
erosion and water pollution from bridge and culvert con-
struction and from clearing and grading for roadway con-
struction. During construction, the use of construction
equipment will temporarily increase aif and noise polliution.
After the proijec¢t is completed, the levels of exhaust fumes
and traffic related noise will increase as traffic volumes

increase.



VI.

vIiI.

VIili.

" THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S

ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-
TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The local short-term uses of man's environment would
be influenced somewhat by construction of this project.
There will be an increase in noise and dust as a result
of the operation of heavy equipment during constructiocn.
Traffic will be hindered somewhat during construction, how-
ever, detours will be utilized where necessary to permit
traffic movement to continue. In most cases, displaced
families are generally upgraded when relocated by the
State Highway Department with a chcice of as good or better
living facilities and conditions.

The cpnstruction of a long lasting, well designed high-
way will provide safer and more efficient transportation
through this area, and will give impétus to increased growth
of industry and commerce. Aesthétics and erosion control
will be incorporated inmto the project and maintained through-

out its existence.
IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

With the exception of labor and machinery fuels used,
all resources can be reclaimed in some form for other use
should the need arise. The land on which the highway is
constructed may be recovered if the facility is no longer
needed for transportation purposes, or if a greater need

arises for the area occupied by the highway.

THE IMPACT ON PROPERTIES AND SITES OF HISTORIC AND CULTURAL
SIGNIFICANCE

The project has been coordinated with the Alabama His-
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IX.

torical Commission and the University of Alabama Museum

of Natural History. An intensive archaeological and hig=
torical survey was conducted in October of 1976 for the
proposed APD corridor from the Mississippi State Line to
west of Russellville. This survey was performed by a con-
sultant of the Alabama Historcal Commission as provided for
in a contractual agreement between the Alabama Highway De-
partment and the Alabama Historical Commission. A report
of this survey is attached in the Appendix, Exhibit F.

This survey determined that no archaeclogical or historical
sites on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register
are present within this portion of the corridor surveyed.
One house listed on the "Alabama Inventory of Historic
Places," the Dempsey Home in Red Bay, is located within the
right—ofwway limits of the proposed project. If it is satis-
factory with the property owner, the Highway Department will
move the structure to a nearby safe area. If the property
owner does not wich to retain the structure, the Alabama
Historical Commission will be given the opportunity to re-

locate the structure, as recommended in their report.

COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

The Alabama - Mississippi State Line crossing has been
coordinated with the Mississippi Highway Department. They
are in the. process of preparing an environmental assessment
for their project connecting to this cne at the State Line.
Attached in the Appendix, page A-74, is a letter from the
Mississippi Highway Department which gives their tenative

approval of the general State Line crossing, and states
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that they can satisfactorily connect to either of our
alternate alignments.

an A-95 review of the proposed project conducted by the
state and regional clearinghouses determined that the pro-
ject is consistent with current state plans, programs and
objectives.

A public involvement meeting was held in Red Bay on
July 7, 1977, to inform the public of the proposed improve-
ment and to solicit input from the local populace. Approxi-
mately 24 people came by during the scheduled hours: 10:00°
a.m. to 12:00 noon, and 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Most were
property owners who were interested in what effect the
project would have on their property. There was much in-
terest expressed in the project and some support was voiced

for each alternate, although Alternate 1 appeared to be

4slightly favored. From the written comments received, the
general consensus was for the highway project with no-

specific alternate favored. Opposition to either of the

alternates was primarily due to personal reasons and not
because of social,'economic or environmental effects.

The original Negative Declaration for project APD-355(4)
presented only Alternates 1 and 2. A corridor public hearing
for the proposed project was held July 16, 1979. Some of the
local populace present at the hearing expressed a desire to
see a third alternate south of Alternate 1 developed. Al-
ternate 3 was developed as a result of this request and was

presented in a second Corridor Hearing November 25, 1880.

Most of the people present expressed a desire to see the

project advanced; however, preference for project location
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was divided between Alternate 1 and 3. Once again,
opposition to either of the alternates was primarily due
to personal reasons and not because of social, economic
or environmental effects.

Views and comments were requested from various federal,
state and local agencies, officials and individuals. AL~
tached in the Appendix is a list of those to whom early
coordination letters were sent. Also, in the Appendix
are copies of the comments received, which are summarized

below.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Comment: The Corps of Engineers should be notified

concerning Section 404 permit reguirements. Erosion control
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measures outlined in DOT's Transmittals 67 and 75 should
be used. Noise abatement procedures for land clearing

and construction phases of the project should be spécified,
and noise generated‘should not violate any municipal or

state regulation.

Response: These suggestions will be followed.

U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

Comment: A cursory review does not indicate that the
Service will offer serious objections at the permit stage.
Precautions should be taken to prevent the destruction or

degradation of any wetland areas.

Response: There are no wetland.areas involved with

this project,

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare

Comment: The preliminary data squitted_does not address

this Department's responsibilities.

Tennessee Valley Authority

Comment: Based on the information furnished, we believe
that this highway project will have no significant environ-
mental impacts related to TVA program interests. Please
submit final plans for the bridges for approval pursuant

to Section 26a of the TVA Act.

Response: Plans will be submitted as requested.
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District

Comment: A Department of the Army permit will not be

required for this project.

Federal Aviation Administration

Comment: Our review indicates there will be no signi-
ficant adverse effects to the existing or planned air trans-

portation system as a result of this project.

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

Comment: No comments to offer at this time.

Alabama Historical Commission

Comment: A cultural resources assessment should be con-
ducted by a professional archaecologist and the final report
submitted to this office.

Response: An assessment has been conducted by a profes-
sional archaeologist and the report submitted to the Alabama

Historical Commission.

Alabama Office of Highwayv and Traffic Safety

Comment: This office is not aware of any social, econo-
mic or environmental factors which would effect the feasibility

of this project.
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State Superintendent of Education

Comment: The proposed project would improve trans-

portation in this area of Franklin County

Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments

Comment: No adverse comments pertaining to social,

economic or environmental aspects.

Franklin County Commission

Comment: The Commission is wholeheartedly in favor of

the proiject, and has no objection to the routes outlined.

i

Illinois Central Gulf Railroad

Comment: The ICG Railroad is noé in a position to
comment extensively upon the social or environmental effects
of the proposal. Attached for your future reference 1is
a copy of our standard requirements for overhead highway
bridge construction. Ordinarily we prefer an overhead bridge

to a subway carrying railroad traffic over the highway.

Response: ICG Railroad's standard requirements will be

incorporated into the design of the project.
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"Ecological Report for
"Project APD 355 (4)
Franklin County

Project Description

This project is the proposed relocation of the present
Alabama 24 from the Mississippi Line to Bear Creek just east
of Red Bay. The typical section being considered is a rural
two lane facility with acgquisition of encugh right-cf-way for

an ultimate four-lane divided highway.

Area Description

The proiect lies almost whoily within the city limiis of
Red Bay; however, the corridor is rural with scattered houses.
The landscape is dominated by an oak-hickory forest.

The terrain is rolling to hilly. According to the U.s.
Geologiéél Survey letter of June 29, 1976, "The corridor is
undérlain by the Bangor Limestone of Mississippian Age....The
Bangoxr Limest@ne consists of dense gray limestane that is
sporadically sandy, silty, and cherty."

Two alternate locations are being considered. These al-
ternates parallel each other south of Red Bavy running west to
east from the state‘line tc just west of Bear Creek.

These alternates cross two small streams of the Upper Tom-
bigbee River System. Clear Creek is the larger of the two creeks.
The other is unnamed. The alternates alsc cross three small un-
named tributaries of Bear Creek.

The northern alternate crosses a fairly large {(approximately
15 acres) reservoir. The pond serves as a private recreational

area.



Plagt~Communities

The dominant plant associationé in the‘azea are oak-
hicquy community and to a lesser extent oak-hickory-pine
associations.Onestand of approximately 15 to 20 year old
planted pinas'were noted near the Mississippi State Line.‘

Overstory spécies in the project area include black

oak (Quercus velutina), post oak (Q. stellata), blackjack oak

{(Q. marilandica), white oak {(Q. alba), bitternut hickory

{(Carva cerdiformis), mockernut hickory (C. tomentosa), pignut

hickory (C. glabra), sweetgum (Liguidambar styraciflua), and

vellow poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera).

Undefstory spacies include deogwood (Cornus floriday,

sassafras (Sassafras albidium), and numercus wildflowers in-

cluding blackeyed susan {Rudbeckia hirta), butterfly weed

(Asclepias verticillata), Carolina anemone (Anemone caroliniana)

and oakleaf hydrangea (Hvdrangea guercifolia).

Wildlife Rescurces

The animal communities should.reflect the diversities
of their.habitat. Most animal species have preferred habitats;
therefore, each plant commuhity should have its own community
of animal species inhabitants. It can be inferred that a variety
of habitats or plant communities should bhe acccompanied by a
diversity of animal species. The dominating habitat present is
an Qak—hickorf forest. The following is a list of animals known
to prefer this type habitat for food and/or cover; wild turkey,
purplie grackle, eastern blue jay, brown thrasher, red-bellied

woodpecker, red-headed woodpecker, eastern gray sguirrel, racccon,



and white-tailed deer.

There are some smaller areas in the corrider which are
in pasture or an old field stage of succession. Animals in“
habiting these fields might include bobwhite guail, mourning
dove, cottontail rabbit, numerous sparrows, finches, voles
and mice.

Of these habitats the areas with probably the most species
diversity should be the ecotones or the boundary areas where
the habitaﬁs change from one stage of succession to another.
This can be illustrated by the "edge” effect along old fields
and wooded areas, where animals can f£ind cover in the woods and

feed relatively safely in the nearby fields on grasses and seeds.

Water Resources

This project will involve five small creeks of two different
drainage systems, the Tennessee River to the east and the
Upper Tombigbee to the west.

ClearrBranch is a small creek of the Upper Tombigbee River
System. The creek has been dammed toc create a 15 acre reservoilir.
The northern of the two altexnates.crossés this reservoir. The
reservoir is presently used for recreation by the owners of the
adjacent properties. Two other small ponds will bé in close
proximity just downstream of the proposed project. No "wetlands”

are involved with the project.

Threatened and Endangered Species

There are several species of plants and animals having ranges
crossed by this project which have been designaoted as either

"fndangered", "Threatened” or "0Of Special Concern” by the Ala-



bama Department of Conservation
the U.S.
G for a list of species).
fwents '
There are ﬂéﬂ@ﬁeeamspec1es
these requires either limestone
for their existence,.

Limestone. It is possible that

may inhabit the project corridor.

Fish and Wildlife Service.

This area.

and Natural Resources and/or
(See appendices A through
of plants listed. Each Ofi
outcrops or calcéreous soils
is totally underlain by Bangor
one or more of these species

An on site inspection was

made of the area, and none of the listed species were found;

however, most of these plants can only be positively identified

during their flowering season.

It is possible that some individuals of these species

may be impacted.
;reated within the right-of-way
species and the exposure of new

All of these plants are on

listed on the Federal Register.

It is also possible that new habitat may be

by the removal of overstory
limestone during construction.

the state list. They are not

Due to habitat limitations, none of the animals listed here

are expected to be adversely impacted.

In‘fact, new habitat

may be created for several of the bat and myotis spec1es by

the construction of culverts whlch Serve as cave Substitutes.

It is alsoc knewn that certain raptors like the red-shouldered

hawk use cleared highway rights

hunting grounds.

Ecological Impacts

~of-way in forested areas as

The area within coenstruction limits will be cleared and

grubbed for the length of the project.

This will virtually

eliminate this area from use by wildlife.



The portion of the right-of-way which is not paved will

be held to a successional stage of grasses by frequent mowing.

The area once occupied by woods will then be at an earlier

stage of succession; therefore, one wouid expect that the fauna
will become represented by an increase of species which are
COmmon to-open fields and the “edge" created along the wood-

lines and, conversely, a decrease in the abundance of those
animals which inhabit the more wooded areas. No change in species
di?ersity is expected Qutside of the right-of-way limits.?t

Erosion and siltation will accompany constructidn activities,
causing an increase in the silt load and turbidity in the re-
ceiving creeks.

Other possible water resource impacts include possible spill-
age of chemicals during anstruction and runcff from the project
area which %ay coqtain various chemical pollutants used in con-
struction. After consﬁxuqtion impacts might incliude runoff from
the road surface which may contain various chemicals from a com-
bination of hydrocarbon fuels and variocus pesticides used in the
maintenance of the right-of-way.

If the nortﬁerh éf the two alternates is constructed, there
could be a great deal of impact upon a reservolr on Clear Branch.
These impacts will include a reduction cf aesthetic values
associated with the pond,as well as a reduction of total surface
and bottom area and a lgss of total carrying capacity for game

fish.

IMichael, 1975



Mitigating Measures

The“part of the right-of-way which is-not used in con-
struction should be seiectively cut leaving the trees and
'shrubs which will remain in a viable state after construction.

Exposed soils‘should he planted as soon as possible to
protect the soil from erosion. Other erosion measures which
may be required are the use of the hay bale filters, temporary
settling bésins, silt fences, sodding and possibly_reforestaw
tion.

If the northern alternate is constructed, then considera-
tion should be given to spanning the reservoir on Clear Branch

by a bridge.

Summarx

The proposed project is the relocation of U.S. 24 from the
Mississippi Line to Bear Creek just east of Red Bay. The corti*
dor is relling to hilly and underlain by limestone.

Much of the project area is inhabited with an cak-hickory
forest. Several "threatened orrendangered" plants may be in-
volved by the project. |

A reservoir on Clear Creek will be adversely impacted if
the northern alternate is chosen. COther water resources im-
pacts include erosion, siltation and pollution from runoff
from the roadway.

Mitigation measures as outlined in this repcert and those
outlined in the Alabama Highway Department's, "Standard Specifi-

caticns for Highways and Bridges," 1976, should bc utilized,

A-7
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APPENDIX A
ENDANGERED PLANTS THAT HAVE RANGES IN THE AREA OF PROJECT

APD=355 {4} FRANKLIN COUNTY
THIS LISTING CUMPILED FROM OATA AVAILABLE ON 06-15-78

SCIENTIFIC NAME PANAX QUINQUEFOL LUM
COMMON NAME OR FAMILY  ARALIACEAE

USUAL HABITAT IS RICH MESIC FORESTS

STATUS— ENDANGERED IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
DE KALB COUNTY, FRANKLIN COUNTY, JACKSON COUNTY. A

.*$* ¥ kA & el AR * ddek LRk Aok %k
SCIENTIFIC NAME JAMESIANTHUS ALABAMENSIS
COMMUN NAME CR FAMILY ASTERACEAE

USUAL HABITAT IS STREAMBANK— WET, SUNNY PLACES WHERE STREAMS FLOW
OVER LIMESTONE OR SHALE, '

STATUS~ FNDANGERED IN ALARAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS CF ALABAMA,
COLBERT COUNTY, FRANKLIN COUNTY.

Ak *rk Aok ¥k o e & 4ok Rk & %ok % F A
SCIENTIFIC NAME LESQUERELLA DENSIPILA
COMMON NAME R FAMILY  BRAS SICACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS FIELDS, PASTURES IN CALCARELUS DISTRICTS
STATUS— ENDANGERED IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY B5F FOUNU IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS UF ALABAMA,
FRANKLIN COUNTY, MARSHALL COUNTY.

P &k * A% L ek k% ok e 2ok
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SCIENTIFIC NAME LESQUERELLA LYRATA
COMMON NAME QR FAMILY ERASSICACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS FIELDS AND PASTURES IN CALCARECLS DISTRICTS
STATUS~ ENDANGERED IN ALARAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS UF ALABAMA,
FRANKLIN COUNTY.

A% #&% Y Fh4 ks T S4% ank
SCIENTIFIC NAME PLANTAGO CORDATA
COMMUN NAME OR FAMILY PLANTAGINACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS CREEK BANKS 1IN SHADE OR EFULL SUN
STATUS—~ ENDANGERED IN ALAFRAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUNDG IN THt FOLLOWING AREAS COF ALABAMA,
COLBERT COUNTY, FRANKLIN COUNTY.

ok % %A Aok HgR Ty o ek PEEe

SCIENTIFIC NAME ERIOCCONUM HARPERI

- COMMON NAME OR FAMILY  POLYGONACEAE

%

USUAL HABITAT 1S LIMERCCX OUTCROPS AND CALCAREBUUS CLEAKINGS UR
CPEN WUODS. ‘

STATUS= ENDANGERED IN ALAFAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FUUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS COF ALABAMA,
COLBERT COUNTY, FRANKLIN COUNTY.

% W * %A k% BBk ¥ % % k%% E R ]



PALE
SCIENTIFIC NAME LYSIMACHTA FRASERI
COMMOTN NAME OR FAMILY PRIMULACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS WCODS AND SLOPES OVER NON-CALCAREQUS ROCLKS
STATUS~ ENDANGERED IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECILS MAY PE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
STATE-WIDE. : :

**% &k % % ok & ol %ok %ok ok EE 3
SCIENTIFIC NAME SLYCOPODIUM POROPHILLUM
COMMUN NAME OR FAMILY LYCUPODIACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS ARENACECUS, SHAUDED, DRIBPING BLUFFS
STATUS~ THREATENED IN ALABAMA
THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
FRANKLIN COUNTYy WINSTON COUNTY.
X 24 ' %R Ak % Ao #*# e R L £ £ E XX oKk
SCIENTIFIC NAMS LEAVENWCORTHIA ALABAMICA
COMMUON 'NAME CR FAMILY BRASSICACEAE
USUAL MABITAT IS LIMESTONE GLADES
STATUS~ THREATENED IN ALABAMA
THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AKEAS [OF ALABRAMA,

FRANKLIN COUNTY, LAWRENCE CUUNTY.

Aok ook e Fee ok WA XY ¥k *% % *H %

A-11



PAGE

G ITIFIC NAME LINUM SULCATUM VAR HARPERI
IMON NAME OR FAMILY LINALCEAE

J . HABITAT IS ope&, DRY BASIC SOILS.

TUS=-  THREATENED IN ALARAMA

i SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN. THE FOLLOWING AKEAS 0OF ALABAMA,
ATE-WIDE.

1] % %5 %%k *#a Kk %%k R FETE
L NTIFIC NAME TALINUM MENGESII

IMON NAME OR FAMILY ~ PORTULACACEAE

- _ HARITAT IS GRANITIC OUTCROPS AND SANDSTONE QUTCROPS.
ATUS- THREATENED IN ALABAMA

.:w SPECIES MAY BF FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALARAMA,

AMBERS COUNTYs FRANKLIN COUNTY, JACKSON COUNTY, LEE COUNTY,.
AT SLPH COUNTY, TALLAPCCSA COUNTY.

# %% gk e e 5k ok * R T
CIENTIFIC NAME POLYFODIUM VIRGINIANUM

. IN NAME OR FAMILY  POLYPODIACEAE

AL HABITAT 1S RLUFF WOODS, USUALLY ON SANDROCK.

'L JS— OF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALARAMA

S SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THt FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,

3 NT COUNTY, CHEROKEE COUNTY, CLAY COUNTY, CLEBURNE COUNTY,
*RT COUNTY, DE KAL® COUNTY, ETOWAH COUNTY, FRANKLIN CUUNTY,

. .E COUNTY, JACKSON COUNTY, JEFFERSON COUNTY, LAMAR COUNTY,
CATENCE COUNTY, MARION COUNTY, WALKER COUNTY, WINSTUN COUNTY.

* ok %k goes e #oh ok e R,
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PALE &

SCIENTIFIC NAMFE VIBURNUM RAFINESQUIANUM
COMMON NAME GR FAMILY CAPRIFOLIACEAE

USUAL HABITAT IS WOODLANDS AND THICKETS ON NEUTEAL OR 2ASIC SO0IL.
STATUS— OF SPECIAL CDNCERQ IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FULLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
STATE-WIDE. ‘

Hokok % ok * %k ok %k ok e ET TR # ok

SCIENTIFIC NAME SILENE CGVATA
COMMON NAME OR FAMILY CARYUPHYLLACEAFE

USUAL HABITAT IS5 RICH WRCDS,

STATUS~ OF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALABAMA -

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FGUND iN TPE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
STATE-WIDE. .

ok ok R o, o K e 4 e ke Aok
SCIENTIFIC NAME SNFQTIA CARCLINIENSIS
COMMCN NAME CGR FAMILY GENTIANACEAE
USUAL HABITAT IS RICH LIMESTUNE WOODS.
STATUS- 0OF SPECIAL ﬂDNCERN IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING APEAS OF ALABAMA,
COLBERT COUNTYy FRANKLIN COUNTY, JACKSON CCUNTY.

et e sk etk % % %% =k *H% * gk %%




APPENDIX B
ENDANGERED MAMMALS THAT HAVE RANGES IN THE AREA LF PROJECT

APD=-355 (4) FRANKLIN COUNTY
THIS LISTING COMPILED FROM DATA AVAILABLE ON O06-15-7b&

SCIENTIFIC NAME ‘ MYOTES GRISESCENS
COMMON NAME OR FAMILY GRAY MYOTIS

CUSUAL HABITAT 1S IN COLONIES THAT ARE RESTRICTED TO CAVES UR CAVE
LIKE HABITATS ON A YEAR-ROUND BASIS.

STATUS~ ENDANGERED IN ALABAMA AND ENDANGERED IN US
THIS SPECIES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AKREAS UF ALADAMA,
STATE-WIDE. ' .

A%k ok & 4 Tk * %ok 2 %% * ok % Ekx

SCIENTIFIC NAME MYOT 1S SCBALIS
COMMON NAME OR FAMILY INDIANA MYUTLS

USUAL HABITATY IS CAVES. DECLINE DUE TO CAVE COMMERCIALIZATION..
NOT IN EASTERN LOWER COASTAL PLAIN. '

STATUS— ENbANGERED IN ALABAMA AND ENDANGERED 1IN us

THIS SPECIES MAY RBE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABAMA,
STATE-WIDE. ' '

g Ak L kwx *E% e XA ko . -
SCIENTIFIC NAME © MYOTIS L. LUCTFUGUS
COMMON NAME CR FAMILY LITTLE RROWN MYGTIS

USUAL HARITAT TS IN CAVES OF TIMBERED AREAS. IT ALSO USES ATTICS,
OLD HOUSES OR CAVE SUSSTITUTES.

STATUS—~ OF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALAEBAMA

THIS SPECILES MAY PE FUUND IN THE FCLLOWING AREAS UF ALAEAMA,
STATE-WIDE.

% A% ¥k wH% ok %k %k =% BT
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£ NAME S TALINUM CALCARICUM
ME OR FAMILY PORTULACACEAE

I AT IS LIMESTONE GLADES,
TF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALARAMA

I S MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AKEAS OF ALABAMA,
COUNTY, LAWRENCE COUNTY, MARSHALL CCUNTY.

4
3
3

%ok LR %k % ¥ %% A%

- NAME SALIX SERICER
AE OR FAMILY SALICACEAE

I AT IS MARSHES DITCHES AND LOW WOODS.
JF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALABAMA

L.3 MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS [F ALABAMA,

-

* %% thk # kg Hk % AE% AR 4
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SCIENTIFIC NAME FALCO PEREGKINUS
COMMUN NAME OR FAMILY PEREGRINE FALCOCN

USUAL HABITAT 1S WILD AREAS, ESPECTALLY ARDUND THE TENNESSEE
RIVER, DOES NOT NEST IN ALABAMA.

STATUS— ENDANUERED IN ALARAMA AND ENDANGERED IN US
THIS SPEC1ES MAY BE FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS (F ALABAMA,
STATE-WIDE.

k% A kR T R X e %k o P
SCIENTIFIC NAME OENDROCGPGS BOREALIS
COMMGN NAME (R FAMILY RED CODCKACDEU WOGDPECKER
USUAL HABITAT 15 PINEY WOOUDS SOUTH OF TENNESSEE RIVER, WHMERE ONt
CUARTER OR MORE ARF PINES. IT NESTS IN LIVING PINES WITH A DEAD
HEART .
STATUS— ENDANGERED IN ALAEAMA AND ENDANGEREQD IN US
THIS SPECIES MAY FPF FOUND IN THE FCLLOWING AREAS OF ALAEAMA,
STATE-WIDE. : ’ '

Ak * % % A %%k ok I *®Ek ¥k &

a?

SCIENTIFIC NAME FLCRIDA CAERULEA
COMMON NAME OR FAMILY LITTLE BLUE HERCN

USUAL HABTITAT IS MIIST AREAS SUCH AS LAKE SHORES., SWAMPS PLONDS
AND 2OTTOMLANGS.

STATUS— COF SPECIAL CONCERN IN ALABAMA

THIS SPECIES MAY Bt FOUND IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF ALABRAMA,
STATE~WIDNE. '

Bk R % %%k A %%k k% T T E
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APPENDIX F

ENDANGERED MOLLUSCS® THAT HAVE RANGES IN THE AREA OF PROJECT
APD=355 (4) FRANKLIN COUNTY
THIS LISTING CCMPILED FROM DATA AVAILABLb ON Q6—-15-18

- A-24



APPENDIX G

SUMMARY OF THRCATENEU OR ENDANGERED SPECIES IN THE AREA OF PROJECT
APD=335 (4} FRANKLIN COUNTY

20 PLANTS

h

AMMALS

12 BIRDS

0 REPTILFS/AMPRIBIANS
0 FISH

0 MOLLUSCS®*

*COUNT INCLUDES UNLY THOSE MOLLUSCS ON THE FEDERAL LISTING

225



AIR QUALITY AMALYSIS
PROJECT APD-355{4%), FRANKLIN COUNTY

MISSISSIPPY LINE TO RED BAY

CARBON MONOXIDE (C0) CONCENTRATIONS WERE PRECICTED AT THE
RIGHT OF WAY LINES AT THE INTERSECTION OF ALAGAMA HIGHWAY 24 AND
TENTH AVENUE SOUTH IN RED BAY.

IT IS AT THIS LOCATION THAT THE COMBINATION OF TRAFFIC FLOW
AND RIGHT OF WAY WIDTH COMBINE TO CAUSE THE WORST LOCATION.
THREE WIND CONDITIONS WERE CONSIDERED IN AN EFFORT TO DETERMINE
THE MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS WHICH WOULD OCCUR.

SELECTED WIND CONDITIONS WERE— PARALLEL TO THE PROJECT [WIND 13,
PARALLEL TO THE CROSS STREET (WIND 2}, AND AT AN ANGLE OF 22
DEGREES TU THE MAJOR LINE SOURCE (WIND 3). THE AVERAGE SPEED
THROUGH THE INTERSECTION WAS ASSIMED TO SE 20 MILES PER HOUR.

INPUT INTD THE PROGRAM (CALINE 2) WAS, THE OESIGN HOURLY
VOLUME, WHICH IS 10.0 PERCENT OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY »
TRAFFIC FOR THE PROJECT {SEE FIGURE 11}, THE EMISSION FACTORS
{126. FOR 1978, 95.4 FOR 1983 AND 41.8 FOR 1998) CSTAINED FROM
A COMPUTER PROGRAM UTILIZING THE DATA FOUND IN THE FINAL
DOCUMENT ON MOBILE SOURCE EMISSION FACTORS, PUBLISHED BY THE
UeS. ENVIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, WIND SPEED COF 2.237 MILES
PER HOUR, THE APPROPRIATE WIND ANGLE, PAVEMENT HEIGHT (G FEET),
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (5 FEET), DISTANCE FROM EDGE OF SHOULDER TC
RECEPTOR (SEE FIGURE 1}, STABILITY CLASS (E WHICH IS PRACTICAL
CASE)y AND THE WIOTH OF THE WIGHWAY FROM SHOULDER TO SHOULDER

{SEE FIGURE 1}.

A-26



ALA. 24
TENTH AVE §

TOTAL

ALA. 24
TENTH AVE S

TOTAL

ALA. 24
TENTH AVE S

TOTAL

1978

PROPGSED PROJECT

WIND 1 WIND 2 WIND 3

1.16 1.03 0.22

.11 0.18 CebG

1.27 1.21 .32
1583

PROPOSED PROJECT

WIND 1 WIND 2 WIND 3

1.08 296 C.21

0.11 0.17 0.56

laiw 1.13 0.77
1998

PROPOSED PROJECT

WIND 1 WIND 2 WIND 3

Q.69 0.61 0.13
0.07 g.11 G.36
CaT6 Ga.72 0 eb9

% RECEPTOR SHUOWN ON FIGUREtl

PREDICTED ONE HOUR C0 CONCENTRATIONS (PPM) %

NO-RUILD

WIND 2 WIND 3

C.C 0.0

0.18 0460

0.18 060
NO-BUILD

WIND 2 WIND 3

C.0 C.0

0.17 0.56

Q.17 CeBb
NO-BUILD

WIND 2 WIND 3

0‘.0 (}-0
0.11 G.36
fa.11 8.36

AS SHOWN BY THE TABLES, CARBON MONDOXIDE LEVELS aARE® LESS

THAN THE ALLOWED MAXIMUM,

THE WORST PRACTICAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL THE VARIABLES PROC-

DUCED NGO VIOLATION OF THE NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

WHICH ARE 35 PPM MAXIMUM ONE HOUR AVERAGE CONCENTRATION AND

9 PPM MAXIMUM EIGHT HOUR AVERAGE CONCENTRATION.

BASED ON QUR

REVIEW OF THE AIR QUALITQ ANALYSIS AND THE MEMORANDUM OF
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UNDERSTANDING WITH THE ALARAMA AIR POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION,
{AAPCC)y WE FIND THIS PROJECT TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE

APPROVED STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.

To Red. Bay —e

- —
l

— o —

d To Russeliville —®

Proiect APD-355 (4)
-~ To Tupelo

- i—— . ——

iiny — - — - — q r—— = m—
1
1160 /i | 5
(1430) o ®
[2090] Receptor , | , §§2
5]
«
-
o
o
B~
Figure I

Sketch of Intersection of
Project and 10th Avenue South

Scale 1" = 200°
100 = 1978 ADT

(100) = 1983 ADT
(100} = 1998 ADT
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PRELIMINARY NOISE STUDY
PROJECT APD-355(4)
MISSISSIPPI STATE LINE TO RED BAY
FPRANKLIN COUNTY

The piop@séd_prqject consists of a rural higﬁway aleng
new location from the Mississippil State Line to the intersection
of Alabama Highway 24 and the east city limits of Red Bay. It
is proposed to build a rural two 1ane‘roadway at this time-and
acquire enbugh right-of~way to provide for an ultimate four lane
divided facility, with the additionél‘two*lanes to be'constructed
at a later time. - The ultiﬁate four lane divided rural highway
was the proposal considered in this study. The area traversed
by the project ié scattered rural strip-with some spot development.
Total length of the project is approximately 3.4 miles.

The ndise levels were predicted utilizing a computer program
baéed on N.C.H.R.P. 117/144. The follcowing charts and maps show
the predicted. noise levels, expected impacts and the analysis sites.
These.sites do not contain all the residences along this route.
These remaining land uses had similar noise levels or impacts and
were therefore, not further consildered in this report,

The guidelines set forth in FHPM 7-7-3 provided the quantiative:
requirements for meeting FHWA & DOT noise analysis standards. The
Bureau of Planning and Programming provided the required traffic
data ;isted in Table One,.

Three basic project conditions were examined, these being
current ccndiéions, 20 year projection with project implementaticn
and 20 year projection with current facilities. The following input

data for the following-conditions'wera used to project noise levels:



"A. Existing Conditions
20" roadway width
infinite roadway segment
rural highway with 50 mph design speed
free traffic flow
L;p=50dBA (Areas without noticeable traffic}
B. Design year with improvements
four lane, divided highway, 24' roadway width
infinite roadway segment
rural highway with 60 mph design speed
free traffic flow
C. Design year without improvements
{existing roadway systems)
20" roadway width
infinite roadway segment
rural hidhway with 50 mph design speed
free traffic flow

Based upon the data produced by the approved computer model,
cne frame residence will have “great" impact in the design vear
of 1998, with or without proiect improvements. Nine sites will
nave "some" impact, but not a significant increase when compar-—
ing the propesed to the "do nothing” alternative. Seven of

- . - . . ® 0 ’ -
the nine sites which would have "some” impact remain having
"some" impact with the "do nothing" alternative. Two sites .
will have no noise impact if the proiject is built. All of the
sites will be within the design noise level of residential
areas (70 dBAY.

Any physical exterior abatement of these sites may reguire
additional right-of-way and causec some access control. The
esthetic appearance of any wall type barrier might also have
a detrimental psychologicaleffect upon the owners of these sites.
Traffic restriction measures would not have any noticeable effect.
Traffic nolse impacts at these sites are not considered severe,

therefore, soundproofing is not considered feasible. Any abate-

ment measures for these sites are not considered feasible or
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orudent.

Construction noise may cause some unavoidable short-term
impacts. This impact can be lessened by limiting working
hours to normal daylight operations. This practice should not
disturb the sleep patterns.of the majority of the affected

sites along the project.




GENERAL TRAFFIC DATA
Project APD-355(4)
Franklin County

A-32

L 1998 Traffic
, g 78  Troffic ‘
Location of Receptor | Witk Project | Without Broject
ADT K I T ADT i I T ADT 1T
1. Frame Residence @ Sta. 80+00 1830 101 6
County Highway No. 1 ?240 11 1 11240 1M1
2. Frame Residence A Sta. 82+00 2210 110 ] 6
County Highway No. 1 98¢ 11 11 980 11 1
3. Brick Residence @ Sta. 143+5Q 1810 {10 i o
Ala. Highway No. 19 2450 10 812450 10| 8
4. Brick Residence B Sta. 192+50 1910 {10 | 6.
Ala. Hwy. No. }9 2350 {30 | 8 |2350 101 8
5. frame Residence @ Sta. 173+30 1580 |10 | 6
County Hwy. No. 9 670 10 ¢ 2 | 870 10 12
6. Brick Residence @ Sta. 169+00 169G {10 | &
County Hwy, No. 9 570 10 2 1 670 10172
| 7. Brick Church of God @ |
Sta. 1771450 1580 10 | 6 ,
County Hwy. No. 9 960 10 | 2 | 960 1012
§. Brick Residence @ Sta. 190400 1580 10 | 6 |
‘ Ala. Hwy. No. 24 960 10 2 1 960 10 15
9. Brick Residence @ Sta. 210+00 1580 (10 |6
Ala. Hwy. No. 24 3800 10 5 {4420 10 |5
10. Brick Residence @ Sta. 274400 1880 |10 | 6
Ala. Hwy, No. 24 : 3800 10 | 5 14420 10 15
1. Brick Residence € Sta. 219450 3800 10 | 6 4620 110 |5
?2. Frame Residence @ Sta. Z222+50 517G 10 1 &6 14420 10 15
|
Table One




NOISE RECEFPTOR L OCATIONS
PROJECT AfD 355(4) _
FRANKLIN COUNTY
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' NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATlONS
PROJECT AP 355(4)
FRANKLIN COUNTY
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NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

PROJECT APD 2455(4)
. FRANKLIN COUNTY
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TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACT SUMMARY FOR PROJECTY APD 355 {4)
FRANKLIN COUNTY MISSISSIPPI STATE LINE 7O RED BAY

TRAFFIC NDISE IMPACT IS DETERMINED ACCCRDING TO THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES
FROM TABLE B-10, NATIONAL COOPERATIVE HIGHWAY RESEARCH PROGRAM 117.

*k

NO IMPACT IS EXPECTED IF THE PREDICTED NOISE LEVEL IS LESS THAN
OR EQUAL TO THE DESIGN NOISE LEVEL OR IF THE PREDICTED NOISE
LEVEL LESS THE EXISTING NOISE LEVEL IS LESS THAN S5IX. VERY
LITTLE COMMENT OR INDIVIDUAL REACTION IS EXPECTED.

SOME IMPACT 1S EXPECTED 1F THE PREDICTED NOISE LEVEL LESS THE
DESIGN NOISE LEVEL IS GREATER THAN ZERO BUT LESS THAN SIX OR
1F THE PREDICTED NOISE LEVEL LESS THE EXISTING NOISE LEVEL
IS GREATER THAN FIVE BUT LESS THAN SIXTEEN. SOME INDIVIDUAL
COMMENT AND REACTION IS EXPECTED BUT NO GROUP ACTION IS LIKELY.

GREAT IMPACT S EXPECTED IF THE PREDICYED NOISE LEVEL LESS THE
DESIGN NOTSE LEVEL IS GREATER THAN FIVE OR IF THE PREDICTED
NOTSE LEVEL LESS THE EXISTING NOISE LEVEL IS GREATER THAN
FIFTEEN. STRONG INDIVIDUAL COMMENT AND GRQUP ACTION MAY BE
EXPECYED. ‘ '

ALL NODISE LEVELS ARE EXPRESSED AS DBA L10.

MEASURED EXTSTING NOISE LEVEL. OTHER EXISTING NOISE LEVELS ARE

PREDICTED ACCORDING TO PARAGRAPH T7.B. (3} FHPM T7-7-3,

DESIGN NQISE LEVEL IS SELECTED ACCORDING TO FIGURE 3-1 FHPM 7—7-3...

EXISTING DESIGN 1998
. NOISE NOISE NOISE LEVELS
SITE  DESCRIPTION j LEVEL LEVEL PROJECT NO-BUILD
1 1~-SINGLE FRAME RESIDENT 50 + 70 57 ** 67 **
LT. STA. 80+00 .
2 1-S FR. RES. 50 + 70 63 * 55
RT. STA. 82+00 : -
3 1-$ BR. RES. 50 + 70 61 * 51
LT. STA. 143+50 |
4 1-S BR. RESa 50 + 70 59 = 57 x
RT. STA. 142+50
5 1-S FR. RES. 50 + 70 61 * 60 *
LT. STA. 173+30
& 1-S BR. RES. 50 + 70 62 * 61 *
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TRLEEIO ONOTEF 100 T QumiARY FO8 PaALcT AP 385 {4
FOATMLTN CO0NTY AT SSISSITAT STATE LEMF TN ©fn sy

EXTSTING  MEs 16 1998
NI1SE MOTSE NOTSE LEVELS
SITE  NESCRIPTION LEVEL LEVEL  PROJECT | NO-RUILD
7 1=S BPL CRURCH AN 50+ 70 po % 50 %
°T. STAL LT7L+50 '
° (=5 RP. PES, 5+ 70 51 50
CT e STA, 1vs+un
¢ 1-% PR, 9%, 50k T 54 52
PT. STAL 210+
1 1-5 8%, eLT, CRIS 7 58 * 56 %
Rl STAL 214400
- Lt 1-% R, erg, 51+ 7 6 * 51 %
LT, STa. 219¢50
E,l; 1—3 F:‘. QFQO ;“)t:‘ + - ?f\ é‘l * ‘:39 *
rry, (_;?‘»\o c?'.).?"")‘ *




ALABAMA HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

WATER QUALITY REPORT
' "PROJECT APD-355{ )
A COMBINATION OF PROJECTS
APD-355(4) and BRS-3009(104)

FRANKLIN COUNTY

BUREAU OF MATERIALS AND TESTS




STATE OF ALABAMA
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36130

AAY D. BASS . September 1, 1976 ’g“* ARSI

HIGHWAY DIRECTOR ?‘1 R R R ﬁ' ‘}’
o
) v S L b
Mr, J, F. Freeman, Engineer o _
Bureau of Surveys and Plans 13135?5 8 Evre & Sl
OFFICE SHEESWAT T v ny e
mmm"“""‘—‘-nn

e —
gt gy bk

Attention: Mr. Paul G. Stough, Ccordinator
for the Environmental Technical Section

Re: Water Quality Report for
" Project APD-355{ )} A
Combination of Projects APD-355(4)
and BRS-3009(104), Franklin County
Dear 3ir:

The following water quality report will discuss three wéierways which
will be affected if the proposed project is constructed.

Summary

This project will directly affect three différent waterways located in two
separate drainage basins. The waterways which will be affected are Bear Creek
and Mud Creek, which are tributaries of the Tennessee River Basin, and Clear
Branch, which is a tributary of the Tombigbee River System.

Bear Creek is the largest of the three listed waterways. It serves as
the main trunk of a large drainage area in northwest Alabama and a small section
of northeast Mississippi. Although Bear Creek has been subjected to various
forms of poliution in the past, the present water quality of Bear Creek, in the
vicinity of Red Bay, is adequate toc meet its present water use classification.

Mud Creek is a much smaller creek and is a tributary of Bear Creek. It
drains only a small area on the east side of the Bear Creek Flood Plain and
merges with BSear Creek a short distance downstream from the project. The flow
in Mud Creek is very small at times, but the water quality is adequate for the
present water use classification.

Clear Branch is located across a stream divided from Bear Creek and
therafore drains into the Tombigbee River System. It is a very small intermittent
branch where it crosses the project corridor,

If the proposed project is built, it will impact these three waterways.
The most detrimental impacts will come during the construction phase of the
project. These impacts will include eresion, sedimentation and turbidity in-
creases. All of which will be short term in nature and most of which can be
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September 1, 1976

controlled with the use of mitigation measures. Once the project itas been
completed, the creeks should suffer no adverse effects because of the new
facility. :

Basin Description

There will be two major water basins invoived on this project. They are
the Tennessee River Basin and the Tombigbee River Basin.

Bear Creek and Mud Creek are both tributaries of the Tennessee River
Basin. The Tennessee River Basin (see Maps Appendix A) of Alabama covers
approximately 6,580 square miles in northern Alabama. The basin is drained
by a segment of the Tennessee River, stretching 202 wiles between the eastern
and western boundaries of the state. The river in Alabama is a series of impound-
ments created by the Tennessee Valley Authority for the purpose of flood control,
navigation, and power development.

Bear Creek is a primary tributary of the Tennessee River System. It heads
in southwestern Lawrence and northwestern Winston counties. The creek then flows
west by seuthwest passing through Franklin County, Alabama, Tishomingo County,
ississippi, and then through Colbert County, Alabama, where it merges with the
Tennessee River in Pickwick Lake, At the present time, Bear Creek is basically
free-flowing, but the Tennessee Valley Authority has scheduled two impoundments
for construction on the creek. They are both located well upstream from the high-
way project, and construction will have no effect on it.

vud Creek is a small tributary of Bear Creek. It heads in the hills just
south of Halltown and flows a short distance across the Bear Creek Flood Plain
and merges with Bear Creek just north of Red Bay.

Clear Branch is a tributary of the Tombigbee River System. It is a very
small stream and at the extreme headwaters of the Tombigbee System.

Water Quality and Water Use Classification

Bear Creek, which is the main body of water on this project, has a water
use classification of Fish and Wildlife. This classification has been assigned
to it hy the Alabama Water Improvement Conmission. HWater quality criteria
applicable to this classification can be found in Appendix B. The quality of the
water in Bear Creek is quite adequate for its usage classification. There have
heen occasional fish kills recorded on Bear Creek, but most have been minor in
nature. One of the last recorded kills was at the town of Bear Creek where chem-
jcals for wood treatment escaped into the water. Overali, the water quality in
Bear Creek is consistently good.

Water quality for Bear Creek can be found in Appendix €.

Mud Creek and Clear Branch are not assigned a water use classification in
the September 17, 1973, adoption by the Alabama Water Improvement Commission,
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They therefore assume a classification of Fish and Wildlife as a Goal. Tais
classification is "A goal of water quality commensurate with the criteria
applicable to a Fish and Wildlife Classification.”

Both of these waterways are very small in size and have very little
recorded water quality data. The water quality in these two streams appears
to be very good as no known point sources of pollution are entering them,

The only detriment to them at present would be in the form of farmland runoff,

¥

which might occur during extreme amounts of rainfall.

No public surface water or ground water supplies will be affected by this
project, Bear Creek is used by some of the local communities, upstream from '
the project, as a water supply. These water supplies will not be affected by the
proposed project, '

Adverse Effects if the Project is Built

(A) Erosion - During the process of construction, erosion will increase,
This will be due to the stripping of vegetation within the construction limits and
‘the opening of cuts and fills. An attempt is made here to approximate the most
probabie upper and lower bounds of soil erosion during the construction life of
the project. Tne upper bounds will be an estimate of the erosion if nc mitigation
measures are incorporated during construction. The lower bounds is an estimate of
the amount of erosion that would occur if all the mitigation measures are used
with complete success. These estimates are made througn the use of the Universal
Soil Erosion Equation A = KRLSCP

vhere

-average annual soil loss in tons per acre

soil erodibility factor - taken from table on Page 11 of
Soil Loss Estimation in the Southeast .
rainfall - erosion factor - rigure 1 in above reference
length of slope factor :
percent slope factor :

Use LS, combined factors for length and percent slope ~
Fiqure 13 in above reference)

crop management factor

erosion control practice factor

A

H H

N A
LI .

it H

=2 )

The Universal Soil Loss Eguation (see computations) contains certain factors,
mainiy “C" - cropping management factor - and "P" - erosion control practice factor -
that are not correlative to highway construction use, and only approximate values
can be used. Also, the value of soil lost under cptimum conditions is probably
axcessive due to the fact that, during the construction, any given area is always
undergoing change and -therefore should never remain in the same state for any-
where near a year. This erosion equation applies to sheet erosion; rill erosion
(which can be computed only after erosion has taken place) is in addition to this.

" Upper Bounds

K =0.26
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R = 320
LS = 1.0
C =1.0 Assume area is open for entire year
P = No value Assume the worst possible conditions; ie, no

temporary seeding, sediment basins, etc,
A = KRLSCP = (0.26)(320)(1.0)(1.0)(1‘0) = 83.2 tons/acre

This is a maximum/year

Lower Bounds

Optimum Conditions (Note assumptions)

R = 320
K= 0.26
LS = 1.0
¢ =0.45
P =0.18

A = (0.26)(320)(1.0)(0.45)(0.18) = 6.74 tons/acre
Assumptions:

(1) Temporary seeding with good grass stands

(2) Assume use of sediment basins approximates contour plowing

{3) Use of grass, etc., reduces erosion, but it is impossible
to relate growing season charts to temporary grass.

(4) The project area is only open during a portion of the year.

References:

1) Soil- Survey of Franklin County, Alabama, U.5.D.A., Soil Conservation Service,
Farch 1965, .

2) Wischmeier, W. H., Procedure for Computing Sheet and Rill Erosion on Project
Areas, U.S5.D.A., Soil Conservation Service, Technical Release M0. 51, January

3} The-aK” and "T" Factors of the Soils of the South Area, U.5.D.A., Soil Conser-
vation Service, Jouth jechnical Service Center, fort torth, Texas 76115,
October 1975, '

According to reference number 1, sheets 49 through 51 and 40 through a2,
the major soils found in the prcject area are Ruston fine sandy loam (RuCZ} with
6 to 10 percent slopes, Cuthbert and Ruston soils (CuE) with 15 to 25 percent
slopes, Savannah very fine sandy locam {SnB2Z) with 2 to & percent siopes, eroded,
and Cchlockonee fine sandy loam {Oc). The respective "K" factors Trom the
reference number 3 is RuC2 - .28, CuE - .32, SnB2 - .24, and Oc - .20. Since the
project encompasses a great variety of soils and terrain, the slope and length
of slope and the soil erodibility factor vary greatly throughout the project tength,
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From reference number 2, page 3, the rainfali erosion factor Was
determined to be 320,

The LS factor, or the length of slope and the degree and slope, can
vary greatly in the roadway section, since they are time dependent; i.e., as
grading operations continue, the slopes and slope lengths change continuously.

(B) Turbidity - There will be an increase in turbidity during construction.
Construction of drainage structures within the waterway will cause short-term
fluctuations in turbidity. These increases could exceed the state standards on a
daily basis but should not be of long enough duration to cause significant harm to
the environment., Other turbidity will be caused by eresion from cut and fill
operations. This turbidity will be mostly controlled by the use of mitigation
measures for erosion.

(C) Chemical Spills - A1l highway traffic contains a certain number of
vehicles which carry hazardous cargo., A new or improved highway facility generally
Teads to an increase in traffic and an increase in these cargos. Therefore, the ever
present threat of accidents involving these vehicles and cargos will increase some-
what,

(D) Fertilizer, Lime, Weed and Insect Conirols - Many of these-preducts will
orobably be used during and after construction to help establish a vegetative cover
on the shoulders and slopes of the road. The possibility of small amounts of these
being washed into the stream does exist. -

(E) Petroleum Contaminatjon - The likelyhood of petroleum products entering
the water will probabTy increase during construction. More of these materials will
be used and stored at the job site during construction, thus creating potential
threats of spills.

(F)} Drainage Structures - During the construction of drainace structures
such as bridges, culverts and pipes, there will be some adverse aspects io¢ the
environment. Most of these will be short term in nature and limited to the construc-
tion site. After the structure is complets, the waterway shou1d suffer no adverse
effects as a result of the structure.

Beneficial Effects to Water Quality if the Road is not Constructed

(A) One of the main beneficial effacts of not constructing this road would be
the elimination of erosion and sedimentation. This woula be only a small gain,
since most erosion can be controiled., (See mitigation measures)

(8) Many of the other adverse effects caused during construction of tae high-
way would not occur if the road were not constructed.

Effect of the Project on Existing Water Qualjty Standards

The construction of this project across Mud Creek, Bear Creek, and Clear
Branch will not cause any lowering of the present water use classifications assigned
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to these waterways, DBuring construction, the Alabama Highway Department will
incorporate mitigation measures to insure that state water quality standards
are being met. When complete, this project will be no more detrimental to the
water quality than the present highway facility.

Effect of Highway Related Induced Growth on Water Quality Standards

The water quality standards of streams in this area should not be altered
by a normal growth rate for this area. The Alabama Highway Department does
not feel that this proposed facility will lead to a growth rate other than what
is normal for this area. Therefore, the highway facility will not cause an
increased growth which would be harmful to the present water quaiity.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments Upon the Present Water Quaiity

A1l of the adverse impacts listed in this report could be considered as
irreversible. They can be stopped when they occur, but any damage inflicted by
them cannot be reversed. Although they cannot be reversed, they are not totally
irretrievable, as most are short term in nature and the water quality will improve
cnce the impact has been stopped.

Mitigation Measures

Erosion and Sedimentation - The major area of concern regarding water quality
is during construction. Proper construction procedures will minimize any potential
impacts to the water quality of this area.

In an attempt to minimize the potential impact of the construction on water
quality, special consideration will be given during the design phase to the following
items: '

(a) Identification of -variations in the erosive characteristics of the soils
in the area so that proper protective measures may be taken.

(b} Provision for the preservation of roadside vegetation beyond the limits
of construction,

(c) Designing slopes as flat as is reasonable with slope rounding and
benching to minimize erosion and to promote plant growth.

(d) Provision for seeding and planting on fill slopes. Consideration of the
adviseability of specifying completion of planting on exposed slopes Dy a certain
date to winterize the project, temporary planting with quick-growing cover, or
tying planting time to completion of slopes.

(e) For cases where planting must be delayed, incorporation of temporary
erosion protection will be considered as necessary.

(f) besign of side drains, surface, subsurface and cross drains sc that they
will discharge in locations and in such a manner that surface and subsurface water
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quality will not be affected. The outlets may require aprons, bank protection,
silting basins or energy dissipators.

(g) Provide bank protection where the highway is adjacenti to rivers or streams
if their velocities are erosive. _

(n) Slope protection or channel lining will be included for channel changes
where required, Also, provide slope protaction at bridge abutments.

(i) Where the State has made arrangements for materials, borrow, or disposal
sites, grading plans should be provided and reseeding required where necessary,
Special provisions could be inserted requiring the contractor to furnish plans for
grading and reseeding of sites obtained by nhim.

{§) Establish right-of-way widths of adequate space for rounding at top of
cuts and bottoms of fills and for adequate slope protection ditches.

(k) Lining of all ditches subject to erosion,

(1) Temporary construction features for the control of erosion and water
pollution that can be predicted should be made a part of the plans, specifications,
an¢ berms, dikes, ditches, pipes, dams, settling basins, stream diversion channels,
slope drains, and crossings over live streams should be considered.

(m) Mandatory contract orders of work should be considered where their use
would eliminate the expense of temporary construction or where they will result in
carlier protection of erodible arsas. '

Actually, the Department has the power under the 13975 Standard Specification
Ttem No. 665.0 - Tewporary Erosion Control - to virtually eliminate all erosion during
construction, or at least confine the erodible material to the right of way; there-
fore, erosion control is essentially an engineering control problem and should be
closely monitored by the project engineer and division personnel,

Construction Controls - In addition to the design criteria Tisted above, the
Alabama Highway Department's Standard Specifications include the following measures.

(a) Where working areas encroach on live streams, barriers adequate to
prevent the flow of muddy water intc streams shall be constructed and maintained
between working areas and streams, and during construction of such barriers,
muddying of streams shall be held to a minimum.

(b) Should the contractor's operations require transportation of materials
across live streams, such operation shall be conducted without muddying the stream.
Mechanized equipment shall not be operated in the stream channels of such live
streams, except as may be necessary to construct crossings or barriers and filis at
channel changes. '

(c) Oily or greasy substances originating from the contractor's operations
shall not be allowed to enter or be placed where they will later enter a Tive stiream.
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{d) Material derived from roadway work shall not be deposited in.a live stream
channel where it could be washed away by high stream flows.

{e) Sanitary facilities shall be provided at the job site which will not
contaminate the ground or surface water as regquired by the Federal Occupational
Safety and Health Act.

Uperational Safeguards

Each year, increasing volumes of hazardous materials are transported by trucks
along our nation's highways, and despite intensive law enforcement activity, an
occasional accident is not only a possibility but a definite probability. Because
of its nature, this form of pollution varies in its severity from year to year,
According to the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency publication, "Fish Kills
Caused by Pollution in 1971", transportation operation {which includes rail, truck
barges or boat, and pipeline), ranked fifth in the number of reported incidents of
fish kills in the nation in both 1970 and 1971.

Because it is impossible to predict the location and severity of this form
of pollution, it appears that the best way to combat it is with an action pian.

The maintenance operations section of the Alabama Highway Uepartment has
jmplemented a program to aid its maintenance people in the identifica%ion and
reporting of hazardous materials. Their maintenance wanuals supplemented by regular
training sessions give field personnel the following information related to spills:

(1) Minimization of hazards to people from exposure to hazardous materials
spills, '

(2) Fast and accurate reporting of accidental spills to proper authorities.

{3) Confinement of the effects of the immediate incident by guarding against
its extension or the occurrence of secondary incidents,.

To assist in identification of any chemicals spilled and their possible
hazardous properties, a national chemical association has formed special
erganization that can be readily reached at any time for assistance, by a "toll
free" telephone call,

The Manufacturing Chemist Association (M.C.A.) has organized the Chemical
Transportation Emergency Center, known as Chemtrec, an cutgrowth of the Chem-Card
program, It consists of a 24-hour communications center in Washington, U0.C., where
the operator has, at his fingertips, emergency information on more than 1,000
hazardous materials indexed by chemical name and common name. lhen cailed the
operator at the center will give the caller initial emergency action information
and put him in touch with the shipper's experts.

The "toll free" telephone number for this chemical association is inciuded
in the new maintenance manual mentioned above,
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Another area of concern with the cperation of highway, is the use of various
types of pesticides, principally herbicides but including insecticides, rodenticides
and fungicides are used at various locations within the highway right-of-way to
.control vegetation and pest infestations. The impact of these pesticides is
considered negligible due to the strict observance of controls on metheds,
application rates and spray locations by the Highway Department personnel.

If this Bureau can be of any further assistance concerning this matter,
please do not hesitate to ask,

Yours very truly,

S

Edward Eiland
Materials & Tests Engineer
Lh/sw
cCs: _
Mr, Pat -McCartha
Project File
File

Attachments
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STATE OF ALADAMA i

—»

YWATER ElviDBUV ’”L:H’NT £G ‘riidf‘"iﬁﬁ DN

. Ira L. Myars, $4. O
- Chairman
State Heatth Gificer

- Clavde D). Kebey
Vica Chairrmtan

Coinmmissigner, Departmant of
Conservation and Natural flesources

Barry Hilh Gifice Park
3815 interstate Court

Mr. Edward Eiland

Materials and Tests Engineer
Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, AL 36130

Dear Mr. Eiland:

Commrision hMamnbara:
PAaivin G, Bergling, Farhope
Gir, Roberl L. Basher, Mabiie
Charles Q. Carvgile, Husylowa
Louis Srobenstedesr, Muntsvidie

e tlailing address:
Siata OFfice Badhing
tiontjaimery, Al 368130

James W, Ware
Chief Administrative Offiger

Montgomary, Ata_bnma 26109 Telephona 20573771830

August 9, 1976

~ -

RE: Pretiminary Review of Project APD-355(4)
Franklin County

A preliminary review of the above-referenced project has been completed.
From our limited review of the materials rece1ved the enly body of water

.

affected appears to be (lear Branch.

Clear Branch in the area of this project has a water use classification,
established by this agency, of Fish and Wildlife as . a goal.

Precautions should be taken to insure that state turbidity standards are
not violated. Dikes and grassing should be empioyed where necessary to pre-
vent excessive runoff and sedimentation into the creeks. PetroTeum products,
such as oils, tars, asphalts, etc. should be handied with care and prevented
from enter1ng any bodies of water.

We hape this information is sufficient for you to proceed with the plan-
ning of this project and if you should require any additional information or

assistance, please let us know.

Thc:me

Sincere]y yaurs,

C"
T]ﬂ McCart a, Biologist
Technical Staff
Water Improvement Conmission
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AN INTENSIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF THE
STATE OF ALABAMA HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT PROJECT APD-355 (4}
IM FRANKLIN COUNTY, ALABAMA

BY
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

725 Monroe Street
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

With

W. Warner Floyd, Executive Director
Bascom Mack Brooms, Principal Archaeologist

October 25, 1876
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AN INTENSIVE ARCHAECLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF THE
STATE OF ALABAMA HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT PROJECT AFD 355(4)
IN FRANKLIN COUNTY, ALABAMA.

At the reqﬁest of the State of Alabamz Highway Department
an archaeological and historical survey was completed on
Project APD 355(4) in Franklin County, Alabama. The project
involves highway construction from the Mississippi state line
to Russellville, Alabama and will include reconstruction along
portions of Alabama Highway 24 and new construction near the
old route of this road.

The survey included an on the site field reconnaissance
and a thorough literary search of the National Register of
Historic Places, the Alabama Inventory, and state historical and
archaeological files and documents.

Natural Setting

The Highway Department Project in Franklin County is
located on its western side in the East Gulf Coastal Plain and
on its eastern side in the Moulton Valley District of the
Cumberland Flateau, The Coastal Plain is a youthful to mature
area of undulating low relief. The Moulton Valley is a rolling,
open lowland of low relief whose altitude is between 575 and 650
feet above sea level, Tn the vicinity of Russellville, a thin
veneer of gravel, sand, and clay of the Coastal Plain covers
the valley floor.

The soils of the area include the Yellow Podzolic Soils
of the Appalachian Valleys, the Regosols of the Inner Coastal
Pizain and the Yellow Podzolic soils of the Cumberland Plateau.
Podzolic soils are formed in a humid climate with a short or
no dry period during the year. They have a layer, or "horizon®
of clay accumulation which is low in organic material. Regosols
are formed on recent materials such as coastal sands, and are
termed azonal,



These soils support both a primarily Oak-Hickory Forest
in some parts of Franklin County and an Qak-Hickory~Fine Forest
in others. The Oak-Hickory Forest is usually characteristic of
relatively dry sites and, in Alabama, 1s poorer in species than
the areas surrounding it. The dominant species include white
oak, red oak, southern red oak, black oak, shagbark hickory, .
mockernut, and pignut. Immediately south of the ocak-hickory
forest, the vegetation beccmes diverse and intergrades falrly
rapidly with a mixed pine-hardwood forest which covers a large
portion of the State, In its undisturbed state this forest is
thought to have consisted primarily of hardwoods with single or
small clusters of pines Sntermixed. But with disturbances such
as fire and cultivation, these pine stands have become more
prevalent. The dominant species of this Qak-Hickory~FPine Forest
include bitternut, mockernut, pignut hickories, white oak,
post oak, northern and southern red oak, and loblolly and short-
leaf pine.

Eistorical Background

Franklin County, in the northwestern part of Alabama,
pecame a county on February 4, 1818. Russellville was the
County seat until 1849 when it was moved to Frankfort where
it remained until 1879, when Belgreen was chosen as the County
seat. In 1891 it was removed to its preéent.location of
Russellville. '

Place names in the County do not suggest Indian origin.
However, in the vicinity of Belgreen, there are three aboriginal
sites. Near Cedar Creek, about five miles north of the town
there is an extensive village site which has not been identified.
Sheep's Bluff Shelter (Rollin's Shelter) has been dated back
to the Dalton Culture. About one hundred yards from Belgreen
there was an aboriginal burial site. In the Russellville area
are one unidentified mound, and three stone mounds belisved to
e burial mounds for the Middle Woodland Culture.
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Since Franklin County was settled relatively early and
extensively, only the historic buildings within one mile gither
side of the right-of-way will be mentioned., They will also be
mentioned in order of leocation from west to. east. Just south
of Red Bay is the Felton Gober Place (1910), built of heart
pine. The John D, Dempsey Home (1909) is east of Red Bay and
immediately west of the right-of-way. West of Halltown are
two prehistoric sites, 1 Fr 4 and 1 Fr § which will be discussed
later, In Halltown is the Fowler Place {e. 1900) built by
Wilson Hall in the dogtrot style. East of Burntout is Jordon's
Mill on Little Bear Creek, just gouth of the right-of-way.

Around Dempsey and Guinn Cross Roads are several old
structures., They include the Will Bentley Place (19th Century),
the John D. LeMay Home (1920), the Bob Jones Home {e., 1900),
+the Clark Wilson Home (1910), the Garrison Ezzell Place (1905},
the Evan Wilson Home (1925), the Jimmy Dobbs House (extremely
old dogtrot), the 0ld Hester Place (1918), the Chess Hester
Place (1850's), the Red Jim Ezzell House (1897), and the Andy
McCollister Place (1870's)., Of these the omes directly next
+o the right-of-way are the Bob Jones Home, originally a one
room log cabin; the Evan Wilson Homes. and the Garrison Ezzell
Place, built of pine board lumber. :

Belgreen alsc has a considerable number of old structures.
They include the Dec Britton Home (e. 1900), *the W.R. Petree
Home (ec. 1880), Mart Barber Mill (1943), the Mart Barber Home
(1870*'s), Belgreen Methodist Church (1928), and the Cld
Sandlin Place (1880). Of these, the only one directly on the
right-of-way is the Belgreen Methodist Church, which was
organized in 1866,

Botn Gaines Road and Jackson's Military Road to New Crleans
of 1815 run through Franklin County. However they run to the
east of the area under consideration, During the Civil War
General John T.kCroxton, General James H. Wilson, and Col. Abel
B, Streight came through Franklin County on raids, Croxton and

Wilson were there in the Srping of 1865, and Streight in the
Spring of 1863. Also of note is +the fact that Hood's pontoon



train was burned at Belgreen during this time.

There are no National Register listings for Franklin
Ceounty, but nﬁmerous'klébama inventory listings were found.
The only ones of concern as to their destruction, are the
Dempsey Home in Red Bay built of twelve inch board and batten,
now used for hay storage; the Bob Jones Home in Dempsey which
was originally a log cabin, now expanded and covered with
twelve inch board and batten; and the Garrison Ezzell Home
which is white frame and very well kept. These houses should
not be destroyed as they are all on the Alabama Inventory.

Frehistory of Alabama

The Indian cultures which existed in Alabama in the past
nave been classified into four general cultural reriods: Faleo-
Indian, Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian. The chrenology
of these cultures has been established by stratigraphic archaeo-
‘logical excavations, observation of the relationship beiween
archaeological and geclogical remains, dendrochronology, and
radioccarbon dating,

- The cultural characteristics did no% change abruptly from
one period to another, as there was a time of transition between
each major stage. The utilization of new techniques and practices
often developed at different rates in different parts of the
state with many variations, However, certain basic changes
did occur throughout the state some time during the progression
of the cultures.

Paleo-Indian Culture Period - Before 8000 B.C.

The first inhabitants of Alabama came here over a2 long
period of time. They traveled in small bands and lived a
nomadic 1ife. Existence was 2 constant struggle against the
elements of the enviromment. They wandered continuously in
searéh of food,‘and made camp in convenient caves and bluff
shelters. Subsistence was vased on large game collectively

killed along sireams or lakes. Sometimes the animals were
trapped at passes or vluffs, where they were more easily takesn.

A-54



The Paleo-Indian diet was supplemented with berries, nuts,
park, and fruit. Evidence of food storage has not been found
and they probably ate only plant foods in season.

The lithiec material discovered indicates that the Faleo=-
Indian. tool assemblage consisted of points, scrapers, gravers,
kxnives, and choppers. Most of the projectile points were
excellently made. They were chipped and had such features as
concave basesi ground basal edges, 1o prevent cutting the thongs
used in hafting; and central fluting, for blood letting and '
ease in hafting.

Archaiec Culture Period - 8000 to 1000 B.C.

The primary subsistence of Early Archaic peoples was
hunting and gathering, but supplemented with mussels from
the river shoals and bivalves from the bays and coastal areas.
Most Archaic sites are located along the rivers in Alabama and
large mussel shell heaps attest to centuries of habitation at
the same locales., Archaeological evidence, such as post molds
and fire pits, lined with large river pebbles, indicates that
the Archaic people erested huts and cooked atop the shell mounds,

During the time archaeclogists call Middle Archaic, flint
workshops occur., An abundance of flakes, spalls, cores, broken
pointg, and rejects have peen discovered at these workshops
as well as the hammerstones and anvil stones used to manufacture
the tools. New chipped toocls such as celts and drills appeared
during this period along with new variations of points, knives,
and scrapers. Fecked, gfound, and polished lithic tools were
also added to the Archaic artifact assemblage. Many gorgets,
axes, throwing stick weights, net sinkers, tubular pipes, stone
bowls, pestles, mortars, grinding stones, and nutting stones
attest to this. The use of bone and antler for awls, needles,
flakers, projectile points, fishooks, scrapers, pins, and
combs alsoc sprang up. Wooden powls and baskets made from
vines, canes, ruéhes, and barks were developed for the use

of gathering and storing food,
The many new and different artifacts found on Archaic
sites indicate that specialization in craftsmanship developed



during this pericd. This probably began an intensive bartering
system in Alabama and the recovery of artifacts made from
foreign materials indicates long-distance trade. Artifacts
show that the major weapons were the throwing stick and spear,
Body adormment and ceremonial activities played a more impor-
tant part in the lives of Archaic people than it had in past
cultures,

Woodland Culture Period - 1000 B.C. %o 800-A.D.

During this period of Alabama's prehistory, populations
grew and the people began inhabiting the banks of streams
and creeks. The secluded villages were often small, but
compact. Small, conical-shaped burial mounds were built
nearby. These mounds held anywhere from one to several dozen
burials and a distinct characteristic was the placement of
ornaments and tools with the bedies,

The tools and ornaments of the Woodland people were
similar to the Archaic peoples, but they were more varied
and often showed finer workmanship. The chipped tools in-
cluded celts, scrapers, knives, drills, axes, and smaller
projectile points. A new chipped tool, added to the assemblage,
was the spade made from either flint, limestone, or greenstone.
& variety of pecked, ground, and polished stone tools 1nc1uded
elbow, platform, and zoomorphic pipes, medicine tubes, expandlng
center gorgets, and effigies., Copper was used to make chisels,
celts, ear spools, grogets, beads, and_bracelets. Galena, mica,
hematite, tar, red ochre, and asphalt have also been found in
Woodland graves. Many varieties of shell, including conch,
were used as beads, dippers, body ornaments, and other tools.
Evidence of fiber mats and baskeis hag been discovered as well
as wooden house foundatlons.

Pottery was the major innovation during the Woodland Period.
There were several methods of vessel manufacturing and numerous
styles. Designs were only as limited as the creative ability
of an individual. The introduction of pottery enabled the
Woodlarid people to cook in pots, haul water, and store food.
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Mississippian Culture Period - 800 to 1600 4.D,

The Mississippian Period reflected a revolutionary change
in lifestyle from past cultures. It was a period of political
and religious organization, sedentary agricultural villages,
and city planning.

The use of earth mounds was changed from burial to cere=-
monial. Usually, these mounds are found in groups of one o
ten and from five to thirty feet high, but on some sites as
many as forty have been discovered with heights of fifty to
seventy-five feet. Their placement and gradation in size appear
to have been part of the village plan, Corn agriculture enabled
them to live a sedentary way of life which resulted in the
construction of permanent houses made of log covered in wattle
and daub with thatched roofs.

The use of designs on Mississippian artifacts indicates
the importance of symbolism to their society. The most popular
gymbols were the hand, eye, gkull, arm cross, sun, star, arrow,
human, bird, serpent, and spider. Their social structure in-
cluded animal-named clans who worshipped a Sun God. Authority
was divided between chiefs, medicine men, priests, warriors,

and council men.,

Many elaborate shapes and designs were imposed on their
pottery vessels., More eccentric forms of the shell-tempered
pottery were used in ceremonies and burials. Fottery pipes,
ornaments and game disks were also manufactured. Mississippian
people used many pecked, ground, polished and drilled stone
objects. Among them were axes, celts, adzes, chisels, pestles,
pipes, game stones, monolithic axes, effigies, spatulate forms,
paint palettes, ear spools, beads, and pendants. Many of the
Woodland Pericd chipped tools were continued, but small pro-
jectile points, triangular in shape, replaced the larger ones.
Ceremonial knives, axes, and batons were added to the c¢hipped
1ithic assemblage. Copper was utilized extensively for manu-
facturing ceremonial and ornamental artifacts.

Frequent hostilities and restlessness among the tribes
were evident during the early European explorations in the



16th century. The Mississippian Period had reached its peak
about 100 years before and was on the decline. This periocd

of discontent and decline in quality of craftsmanship and
social structure has been labeled the Late Mississippian or
Proto-Historic Periocd., In Historic times or after the arrival
of Europeans, conditions continued to get worse.

Archaeological Background

The State of Alabama Highway Department Project AFD 355(4)
stretches from the Mississippi State Line near Red Bay, Alabama,
to Russellville, Alabama, in Franklin County. The project will
cross both Upper Bear and Little Bear Creeks, the locations of
two major archaeological investigations in the past ten years.

Initial research began on both the Little and Upper
Bear Creek Tennessee Valley Authority reservoir projects in
1967. The preliminary surface survey was followed by a series
of excavations from 1968 until the completion of the final
report by Mr. Jerry Nielsen in i97l. The project was sponsored
by the National Fark Service and was conducted by the Department
of Anthropology at the University of Alabama. In 1972, the
Tennessee Valley Authority sponscored an intensive archaeclogical
survey of the Bear, Little Bear and Cedar Creek proposed
reservoirs. The research was conducted by the Office of Archaeo-
logical Research at the University of Alabama and led to the
excavation of twelve prehistoric sites in the Little Bear Creek
reservoir during 1972 and the Summer of 1973. Since that time,
excavations have continued in the Cedar Creek reservoir, but a
final report has not been completed at the present time,

Investizations of the above mentioned regervolrs have
led to the discovery of prehistoric man in the vicinity of the
highway project from Archaic through Mississippian times.
mhnegse excavations have enlightened us as to the gettlement
patterns utilized by the early inhabitants as well as their

hunting practices, food preparation, pottery and lithic toeol
manufacturing techniques and burial customs,



An archaeological prbject of direct significance %o the
Alabama Highway Department Froject AFD 255(4) was conducted in
March and April of 1975'by_the University of Alabama. It involved
the preliminary investigation of two prehistoric sites, 1 Fr b
and 1 Fr 5. Both of these sites will be destroyed by the
propoesed highway construction. However, the investigators
did not recommend further investigations upon the completion
of their excavations. Their opinion was based upon the severe
destruction of the site caused by past road construction,
intense plowing, and natural erosion. The cultural evaluation
of both sites suggested that occupation was greatest during
the Early Archaic Period. Sporadic cccupations by other groups
during the Late Archaic, Early Woodland, and Mississippian
Periods were also evident and suggest that the two sites were
utilized as intermittent hunting camps.

Pield Reconnaissance

The field reconnaissance was conducted by an on the surface
survey. It also included a test pit investigation in probable
areas within the project boundaries for the location of sites.
As a result of this survey, six previously unknown prehistoric
gites were recorded, two documented archaeological sites were
re—examined, and six nistorically and architecturally important
structures were visited. All of the above mentioned will be
‘degtroyed or threatened by the proposed highway project.

During the field reccnnaissance it was learned from the

Highway Department surveylng team that an alternate route from
the Mississippi State line to Bear Creek was proposed. This
alternate route is not shown on the map on Page 10 of this
report, but it was investigated. It is south of the route
mapped and runs through 1 Fr 6,

The highway project will cross through the floodplain of

three major creeks and several smaller creeks and branches in
Franklin County. Although some of these floodplain areas did
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not contain prehistoric sites, the eight that will be destroyed
were located in this type of terrain. No habitational locales,
burial mounds, or other type of archeological sites were dis-
covered on the ridges or on their normally steep slopes;, the
type of terrain through which much of the project will cross.

Prehistoric Sites

1 Fr 4 and 1 Fr 5 - These are the two sites upon which
preliminary excavations were conducted by the University of
Alabama in 1975, Both are located on top of small ercded knolls
within the broad floodplain of Bear Creek in the northeast
quarter of the northwest quarter of Section 23, Township 7
South, Range 15 West. The artifacts from the siftes suggest
a major occupation during the Early Archaic Peried and sporadic
occupation by later groups during the Late Archaic to Early
Woodland Period and also during the Mississippian Period.
Cultivation, past road construction, and natural erosion have
severely damaged both sites to the point that further excava-
tions are not warranted. However, during road construction
an archaeologist should be present in the event that burials,
storage pits, or other features should be revealed once the
topsoil is removed.

1 Fr 6 - This site is located on a gentle slope on the
west bank of Clear Branch in the southwest quarter of the
southeast quarter of Section 30, Township 7 South, Range 15
West., 1 Fr 6 is in the path of the newly staked alternate
route which is not shown on the report maps. Artifacis
recovered were biface knife fragments, a projéctile point
distal end, and lithic debris of pink chert. They suggest
that the locale was used as a small camp site during the Late
Arechaic Period. 1 Fr 6 is currently in pasture and is badly
eroded. The disturbed nature of this very sparsely scattered
lithic site negates the need for further investigation.

1 Fr 7 - This site is in the vicinity of 1L Fr 4 and 1 Fr 5
along the broad floodplain of Bear Creek. It is legally
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located in the southwest guarter of the northeast quarter of
Section 22, Township 7 South, Range 15 West. 1 Fr 7 is not
on a prominent knell, but rather in an area that probably
floods a great deal, The artifacts suggest an Early to Late
Archaic Period occupation and may have been inhabited only
sporadically as a camp site. The cultural material has been
disturbed by extensive cultivation for so many years that it
is impossible to tell if this is one large site or several
mixed together. The vastly scattered nature of the site makes
extensive excavation impractical. Controlled test squares
should, however, be excavated on the site along the area to
be disturbed. by road construction.

1 Fr 8 - This site is located on the west bank of Little
Bear Creek in the northwest quarter of the northwest quarter
of Section 15, Township 7 South, Range 14 West near Jordan's
Mill. It has been disturbed due to erosicn, cultivation, the
construction of a house and a mill, and it is also the location
of a hog parlor. Lithic material was sparsely scattered, but
suggested the site was inhabited during the Late Archaic
Period. Further investigations are not recommended for 1 Fr 8.

1 Fr 9 and 1 Fr 10 - Located near the confluence of Lick
Creek and Burr Branch, 1 Fr 9 is situated at the base of a
ridge. The legal location is Township 7 South, Range 13 West,
the northeast guarter of the northwest quarter of Section 3.
1 Fr 9 is not situated on the lower terrace along Lick Creek
as 1 Fr 10 is, but rather on the terrace above which is about
three feet higher. Cultural material is not visible on the
surface of either site, but artifacts were located through
test pitting. This makes the determination of size and signi-
ficance of the sites difficult, but the evidence from the test
pit investigation indicated that 1 Fr 9 may be salvageable.
Artifacts consisted of biface knife fragments, choppers, one
triangular biface knife, and lithic debris. The material

suggests an Archaic component. The use of controlled test

trenching is necessary to evaluate the exact impact of the
‘highway project on the site, 1 Fr 10 is probably an extension
of 1 Fr 9, but is smaller and appears less significant.
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1 Fr 11 - This is a small Late Archalc site located on
the east bank of Cedar Creek in the northwest quarter of the
southeast quarter of Secticn 32, Township 6 South, Range 12
West., Artifacts were sparsely scattered due to extensive
cultivation. The small amount of widely scattered material
suggests that the site has either bBeen almost totally destroyed
due to cultivation and erosion, or that it served only as a
small, occcasionally used camp site. 1 Fr 11 does not warrant
excavation or further testing.

Conclusiong and Recommendations

The "Historical Background” section of this report notes
numerous early architectural sites near the highway project
boundary. Three of these Alabama Inventory sites are within
or just outside of the right-of-way of the highway project
and should not be destroyed. They are the Bob Jones and
Garrison Ezzell Homes in Dempsey, and the Dempsey Home in
Red Bay. All three are shown on the maps on Pages 10 and 15
of this report,. Although the actual road bed and right-of-way
may miss these structures by a few feet, other construction
activities should be planned to avoid damage to the houses,
Three other structures should be mentioned here although
they are even further off the proposed right-of-way. They
are the Belgreen Methodist Church and cemetery, the Cld
Sandlin Place in Belgraén, and Jordan's Mill. The present
structure at Jordan's Mill was built in the 1960's after the
original one burned. Although the building itself has no
historic significance, the mill continues to operate and is
a rare example of an almost forgotten Alabama livelyhood.

If it is determined that any of these structures mentioned
above will be destroyed or damaged, then plans should be
made to move the structures out of the right-of-way or remove
them to a historical park such as the one in the plarming

stages in the City of Russellville., The Alabama Historical
Commission can advise the Alabama Highway Department as to
locations where such historic structures are wanted,
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Of the eight archaeological sites to be affected by the
highway project, four do not warrant further 'investiga*t:ions.
These are 1 Fr 6, 1L Fr 8, 1 Fr 10, and 1 Pr 11. 1 Fr 4 and
1 Fr 5 have been investigated by the University of Alabama
- and are not recommended for further investigations. These
two sites should be carefully abserved for subsurface features
during the period of construction by a trained archaeolog:.st.
1 Pr 7 and 1 Fr 9 need further investigation through the use |
of" systema:&n.a ‘test trenches and squares. This ‘work should
not take more than a menth at a cost of approximately  $3800.00.
In addition, 1 Fr 7 and )} Fr ¢ should be observed by an
archaeologist the day these sites are initially graded off.

. If subsurface £ea_;tures are discovered on 1L Fr 4, 1 Pr 5,
1 Fr 7, and 1 Fr 9, work can be —executed gquickly in order to
map the features and excavaie them so that construction would
not be held up. ]

_ The Alabama. Historical Commission concurs with the con-
struction plans in all other areas of the proposed project, |
APD 355(4). Assistance concerning the recommendations of
this report will be furnished to the State of Alabama nghway
Department upon request R
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

Fi% MOCNRCE STREET

MONTGOMERY. ALABAMA 326104

"7 TELEPHONE NUMBER

L. - 83246621

W WARNER FLOYD -
EXECUTIVE DINECTOR

November 9, 1976

4 Feglion

T T
e R H I

GHWAY LomARTMEMT,

Mr. Paul G. Stough

State of Alabama Highway Department
Environmental Review Section
Mentgomery, Alabama 36104

Re:r An Amendment to the Recommendation for the State of
Alabama Highway Department Project APD 355 (4) In
Franklin County, Alabama

Dear Paul:

The following is an amendment to the recommendation set forth in the
survey report entitled "An Intensive Archaeological and Historical Survey
of the State of Alabama Highway Department Project APD 355(4) In Franklin
County, Alabama,” October 25, 1976. This amendment is a result of a
meeting between you and archaeologist, Mack Broom, on November 8, 19876.
On this date, Alabama Highway Department maps showing the location of the
project right-of-way boundaries were studied in order to determine the exact
cultural resources which would be destroyed by the project. Historic structures
in the project boundaries include the Bob Jomes and Garrison Ezzell Homes in
Dempsey, the Dempsey Home in Red Bay, and the Old Sandlin Place in Belgreen.
If it is satisfactory with the property owners, the State of Alabama Highway
Department should move their structires to nearby safe areas. If the property
owners do not wish to preserve their structures, the Highway Department should
present the Alabama Historical Cammission the opportumity to relocate the
structures to a historic park or other place of safety.

Four prehistoric sites warrant further investigation. 1Fr9, near Lick
Creek, should be tested prior to road construction. The site is not visible
on the surface and can only be properly evaluated by a systemic test trench
investigation.

1Fr4, 5, and 7 alsa warrant investigations. These three sites are all
within the floodplain of Bear Creek. 1Fr4 and 5 have previously been investi-
gated by the University of Alabama. 1Fr7 is large but badly eroded site with
no evidence of undisturbed strata. Although cultivation and erosion have
destroyed the occupational 1evels of these three sites, storage pits, fire
hearths, and burials may still remain undisturbed beneath the surface. There-
fore, it is recommended that the plan zone extending along the project area
from Bear Creek to 1FrS be removed in thin layers with machinery under an
archaeologist's supervision. 1f subsurface features are exposed, the archaeo-
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logist can proceed to map and excavate them without extreme delay. For
economically practical reasons, this work can be conducted at the time
construction in the vicinity of the sites has begun and a road grader is

available.
Sincerely,
Tt
W. Warner Floyd
WWE/pjs

ce: Mack Brooms




STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

‘728 MONROE STREET

MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36104

TELEFMONE NUMBER

October 27, 1878

e e 832-6621
. i E .y
Mr. J. F. Freeman, Engineer - .
Bureau of Surveys and Plans fff-» - e eam
State Highway Department : %ﬁﬁ@g_;ir~ L g
State Highway Building ey .
Montgomery, Alabama 36130 345

RE: Project APD—335
Franklin County

Dear Mr. Freemanrs

Based on the report submitted by Bascom Mack Brooms covering the
above referenced project, it is the opinion of the state

historic preservation cofficer that the development of this project
will not effect any cultural rescurces listed or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. ' '

Sincerely,
Milo B. Howard, Jr.
State Historic Preservaticon Officer

MBH/jeb/gmt

Attachment o “
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MISSISSIPPI STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT i<
FIRST DISTRICT B

VL -i:j; - =T
i L. G. Summerford o0, Box 170 0
District Engineer Tupelo, Mississippi J88G1

February 8,. 1977

Mr. J. F. Freeman, Engineer

Bureau of Surveys and Plans

State of Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Dear Mr. Freeman:
* Re: APD Highway Location

Mississippi~Alabama State Line g&ﬁ}
Ko -
Reference is made to copy of Mr. Jack F. Caraway's memorandum to the §EVQ

files dated January 25, 1977, wherein he repcorted on the meeting of
personnel of the Alabama and Mississippi Highway Departments held .
on January 18, 1977, to discuss the referenced subject.

Please be advised that this cffice concurs in the report and can
satisfactorily connect to either the '"red" or "blue" line as shown on
the map depending upon the line you select to best accomplish Ala-
bama's objective immediately east of the State line.

This will be our tentative approval of the general State line crossing
point as outlined pending clearance of additional formal studies and
public hearing requirements. !

Sincerely

7 o

3
J. L. Palmer o ‘ £
Dist. Counst. fngineer : -

W

JLP/jwl
ce:  Asst. Chief Engr. - Planning & Design
{Attachment)
Mr. L. G. Summerford

b g T L LA
T g e g0l
RS o g T2
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ATLANTA, GEORGEA 30309

September 15, 1976

Mr. J. ¥F. Freecman

Bureau of Surveys and Plans
Alabama State Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Dear Mr. Freeman:

We have reviewed the Advance Information on Project APC-355(4)

in Franklin County, Alabama, and do not believe it will cause any
major problems. However, we note at least one stream crossing

on the map,. and the Corps of Engineers should be contacted as to
 possible 404 permit requirements. The route will have the usual
erosion control problems and measures outlined in the U. S. Depart-
ment of Transportation's Transmittals 67 and 75 should be used.

in addition, noise abatement procedures for use during land clearing
and construction phases of the project should be specified, and
noise generated should not be in violation of any municipal or State
noige regulaticn.

If we can be of further assistance in any way, please let us know.
ancerely yours,

/

John E. Hagan, E 1
' Chief, EIS Braunch

ey .
RS
P R =l » e
1 ;. _:
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United States Department of the Interior iy e g5 &/

d
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE !, Burcaq &f Jurveya oz IRELY
Post Office Box 837 él:pangay3rwnnanT:ﬁsxT

Decatur, Alabama 35602 f&iﬁ?ﬁiilﬁ?t&}%gx
- /’n’:;ﬁ 2! (““’a;j

28 1975

June 25, 1976

Mr. J. F. Freeman AND rau'gﬂ'-—"&x‘;.
Bureau of Survey and Plans LOCATION

Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama

Dear Mr. Freeman:

In accordance with the “Interagency Working Agreement” we are responding to
two requests for statements on projects that could involve Section 10 and/or
404 permits. These letters were addressed to the Regional Director, Fish
and Witdlife Service and are listed as follows:

1. Letter 6/22/76 - Project No. APD-235(27) corridor from east end
of 4-lane on Scottsboro By-pass te US-72, Jackson
County, Alabama

2. Lletter 6/23/76 - Project No. APD-355(4) improvement on Alabama State

Route 24 - Franklim County, Alabama

w - ,._‘_‘7 B
A cursory review of your map coverage and project déscription does not~indi-
cate that that the Service will offer sericus objections at the permit stage.
Hopefuily, our funding and manpower will allow an on-site investigation at
that time if your final plans show this to be necessary. It should be pointed
out that we are highly interested in the corridor of which Project No. APD-
235(27) is assumed to be a part. Specifically, we refer to the crossing of
Mud Creek in this area. Our interests on all projects, however, are directed
toward the impacts on wetlands and associated fish and wildlife resources.
We hold the position that precautions should be taken to prevent the destruc-
tion or degradation of wetland areas. To this end, we often recommend (1)
that bridge Tengths be increased (2) that pilings be used in lieu of solid
£i11 causeways (3) that alteration of stream channels be avoided and (4)
that measures be included to reduce siltation. We also suggest that fisher-
man use may be enhanced by providing access where feasible.

If a permit is required, high priority will be given to the recognition and
protection of any endangered species.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on these projects.

Sincerei ours
CONSERVE erety y s

. \AMERICA'S I
: ENERGY y JQ«> Z{, EgﬁdéitJ

c: Ala.Dept.of Cons.& JOHN M. HESTER L
- Nat. Resources Field Supervisor Coegiies Vel Div

pte Sugevviswerglisnd You Wversifyridliss. = ’:‘}& ha

| A-76



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE A LD 18R
REGIGN IV

Farae - .
50 7TH STREET M E. ivcpn of Soapver. o

ATLANTA, GEORGIA  303E3

August 9, 1976 T e e

Of F1CE OF THE ‘
REGIONAL DIRECTOR Bt
Lo o
O
e ’/_” i; o+
- \,", i ’ i 1o
J.F. Freeman, Engineer ‘ o : "
Bureau of Survey and Flans J ' ' B FETL
State of Alabama ' ' ﬁfﬁs
Highway Department ' §§$ﬁ
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 ) ' s
Subject: Project APD-355(4) Franklin County
A Portion of the Appalachian Development Highway
System from the Alabama-Mississippi State Line
to a Point on Existing Alabama State Route 24 .
in East Red Bay- ' .
e
Dear Mr. Freeman: e
pe . o
We have received your letter of July 30, 1976 with attachment. The
preliminary data submitted has been reviewed and we find that 1t
_does.not address this Department's responsibilities. Information on
community -facilities, services, and economics are vitally necessary
for a proper evaluation. Some of these items are schools, heqlth,
welfare, relocation of persons, fire departments, police departments, T
minorities, ete. If the project does not impact these items, & state- beg
ment to this effect will expedite this office’'s review. ) ?31:
: _ _ s
We appreciate the oppertunity to review this preliminary statement. g:;
Sincerely yours, : Lﬂ*
( SN ;
A 1 INF T ek 2 ;‘

“Philip ¥. Shyre '/
Regional Environmental Officer
DHEW - Region IV

\
]

- r__%,;i;r. :
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" Mr. J. P, Freeman
Bureau of Surveys and Plans -
Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 3610k

Dear Mr. Freeman:
PROJECT NO. APDQ355{Q) - FRANKLIN COUNTY

This responds to your June 23 letter requesting IVA's comments
cn the proposed project.

On the enclosed maps we have indicated the location of existing
transmission lines that could be affected by this project.

In order to pass flood flows on Bear (reek with less than one foot

- of heading-up, an opening of 2,600 square feet below elevation 523.5
for the SCG~year flow or 3,000 square feet below elevation $23.6 for
the 100-year flow will be required. On Little Bear Creek an opening
of 620 square feet below elevation 45,2 for the 50-year flow or
720 square feet below elevation 546.2 for the 10C-year flow will be
required to pass flood flows with less than one foot of heading-up. NN
Minimum vertical clearance should be at least 3 feet above the design : e
ficod you select. : T

Based on the information furnished, we believe that this highway e
project will have no significant environmental impacts related wy
to TVA program interests. Please submit findl plans for the )
bridges for approval pursuant to Section 26a of the TVA Act,

; 3
!

Sincerely, : L
S ot T "l
ey 7 N .
£of b - ,_/
> vl -~ « L7 A T g —-;/"

J.” Porter Taylor, Director
_~Division of Property and Services

Enclosures . : ;
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State of Alabema Highway
Department

ATTN: Mr., J, ¥. Freeman

Bureau of Surveys and Plans

Montgomery, Alabama 361ChH

Gentlemen:

Reference is made to your 23 June 1976 letter with accompanying location
maps concerning Project APD-355(L), a propesal to improve State Route 2L
from the Mississippi state line to approximately three miles east of
Belgreen in Franklin County, Alsbama.

We have reviewed the designated section of the proposed corridor as
shown on the above-~mentioned maps pursuant to Section LCh of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of Ig72. Cur review has revealed
that the proposed corridor will cross several small streams above their
hesdwaters (5 cofs) which is the upsiream limit of Corps jurisdiction to
regulste dredge and £ill activities. Consequently, a Department of the
Army Permit will not be required.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment., If we may be of further
assistance, please advise,

Sincerely yours,

7

" HOWARD BOATMAN
Chief, Operations Division

A-79
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DEPARTMENT OF TR/ NSPORTATION o
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION )

SOUTHERN REGION
P. 0. BOX 20638 ‘
ATLAMNTA, GEORGIA 30320

Jev el
pSRTaaa Rt ,\\I -

S x,.

August 9, 1976 o~ T
. ' )i a [
"‘f“./&:L.——(Z .
Mr. J. E.'Freeman,‘Engineer ’ o
Bureau of Surveys and Plans ‘IEWF‘*-ang
State of Alabama . R AR I
Highway Department P TIoN ”’3%
Montgomery , Alabama 36104 . _?éw
"ihe
Dear Mr. Fresman:
We have reviewed the following location maps with respect fo potential
environmental impact for which this agency has expertise:
Project APD-355(4) Franklin County A Portion of the Appalachian ‘
Development Highway System from *‘r
~ , the Alabama-Mississippi Statfe e
_ wling 1o a Point on Existing f"
” Alabama S¥ate-Route 24 in East
Red Bay -
Project APD~235(27) Scottsboro Segment begins approximateiy
Bypass, Jackson County 0.25 mile northeast of Alabama L
State Route 35 and ends neer ?g%k
U. S. Highway 72 _ B
g et
Our review indicates there will be no significant adverse effects fo the N
existing or planned air transpertation system as a result of thess e -
projects. =
Sincerely, , L
_ ‘ .
/‘% e o - ;0 T ! ;
PR P SR ISR N A )
, A P
BENNY C: FRAZIER
Chief, Planning and Appraisal Staff i
- e
N Lo,
o TR — Engm
| Lol ——
e e : A-80 —
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Mr. J. F. Freeman, Engineer
Bureau of Surveys and Plans
Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Dear Mr. Freeman:

Our Department is in receipt of your correspondence of recent date
concerning proposed project APD-355 (4) in Frankliin County Alabama.

We have no comments to offer on the location within the proposed
corridor at this time.

Sincerely,

K//J 13 L .

R eapd W (LT
Ralph H. Allen, Jr., Coordinator
Committee on Raod Construction”

RHA:1ab
{fg?" 4“1—5 . L - i /
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION .

725 MONROE STREET " Lur

oF +

X YPTeet o e e
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 3610477 5 L0 000 20l

- ——————

W WARNER FLOYD August 3, 1976 TELEPHONE NUMBER

EREC‘:JTW'E. DIRECTOR 832"’6621

’\A

Mr. J. F. Freeman, Engineer
Bureau of Surveys and Plans
Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Re: Project APD-355(4)
Franklin County

Dear Mr. Freeman:

In accordance with Public Laws B9-665, 91-190, 93-291, and
Executive Order 11593, the Alabama Historical Commission recomn-
mends a cultural resources assessment of all unimproved lands
to be acquired for use in the construction project.

The assessment should be conducted by a professionally-
trained archaeologist and a ¢opy of the final report submitted
to this office for our review and comments prior to any surface
disturbance activities.

Sincerely,

W. Warner Floyd

A-82



GEQRGE C. WALLACE

GOUERMNON

Mr. J. F. Freeman, Engineer
Bureau of Surveys and Plans

Highway Department

Montgomery, AL 36130

Dear Mr. Freeman

S5TATE OF ALABAMA

QFFICE QF HIGHWAY & TRAFFIC SAFETY
GOVERNQRS PARK OFFICE BUILDING
2600 E. SOUTH BLVD., SUITE Q0

MONTGOMERY 3863111

August 2. 1976
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Re: Project APD-335 (4) Franklin
County A Portion of the Appalachian

= Development Highway System from the
Alabama-Mississippe State Line to a

Point on Existing Alabama State Route

24 in tast Red Bay.

This office is not aware of any social, economic or environmental
factors which would effect the feasiblity of the referenced project.

Please advise if we can be of further assistance.

JEQmr

N P
—op-22 T

dames F. Quinn

Grants Administrator



State of Alabama

:.,:(: \’: '3 o “ ;‘;n N
:_“Q,:"' e M J’; oE r i L t.
i ‘\) Repartment of Fducation
%';\b}( A L 'R State Gflice Building
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o i

Wayne Teague
State Superintendent of Education
g gTe

Mr, J. F. Frecman, Engineer
Bureau of Surveys and Plansg

State of Alabama lUighway Department
Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Project APD-355(%) Franklin County

A Portion of the Appalachian Development
Highway System from the Alabama-Mississippi
State Line to a Point on Existing Alabama

State Route 24 in Fast Red Bay

RE;

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of July 30, 1976,
in regard to Project APD-355(4), Franklin County, a portion of the
Appalzehian Davelopment Highway System from the Alabama-Mississippi
State Line to a point on cxisting Alabama State Route 24 in Fast Red Bay.

It

We have di sed the above project with Mr. Norman Loper and
1

uE
Mr. Fraezan Johzson, our staff members assigned to vour committee,
is our opinion that the proposed project would improve the transportation

Jin this area of Franklin County. -

S

ress our appreciation to you and the Highway
this opportunity to work with vou on these

s
Z us

Sincerely yours,

1 -
(/./-'L-i f'b{. ../(]" /-'{C_Q

] / )

‘a;“%e Teague

ntendent of Rducation

State Supe
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August 5, 1976

Mr, J. F. Freeman

Engineer

Bureau of Surveys and Pians

Jtate of Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, Alabama

RE: Projects BRS-3009{(104) and APD-355(4) Alabama #24 Franklin County
Dear Sir,
Please refer to your letters dated July 30, 1976 on the above two projects.

We have reviewed the information provided and have no adverse comments
for either project as they pertain to social, economic or environmental aspects. -

Thank you for aliowing us to review these proposals.

Sincerely Yours,
-
{ecia

Richard A. Smaliwood %0/

Transportation Planuer

RAS: e

Unlty for Prograess A-85

Colbert  « Franklin « Louderdale o Marion e Winston



W, W. WEATHERFORD

JUDGE OF PROBATE
FRANKLIN COUNTY
RUSSELLVILLE, ALABAMA 356853

MRS, RUTH QOSBCRNE
COGHIEF GLEMK

August 26, 1976

Mr. J. F. Freeman -

Engineer, Bureau of Surveys and Plans
State of Alabama

Highway Department

Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Re: Project APD-355(4) Franklin County
A Portion of the Appalachian
Development Highway System from
the Alabama-Mississippi State
Line to a Point on Existing
Alabama State Route 24 in
East Red Bay

Dear Mr. Freeman:

The Franklin County Board of Commission is in receipt
of your letter of July 30, 1876, concerning the above descriped
project. The Board has considered the plans which vou have
submitted for the construction of Highway 24. The Board wants
t0 go on record as being wholeheartedly in faver of this project
and hopes that the Highway Department will move with speed in
completing it. We certainly have no objection to the route
that you have outlined or any other route that the Highway

Department and the Federal Highway Administration might feel
would be the best route to take.

il

i want to congratulate vou and the other members of the
Highway Department for recognizing the need for this road.

Sincerely,

AA fpr fo TS

W. W. Weatherford
s , N S Judge of Probate
'-!” ' o 'l Franklin County
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Mr. Jd. F, Freeman

Engineer

Bureay of Surveys & Plans
Alabama Highway Department
Montgomery, AL 36104

Dear Mr. Freeman:
SUBJECT: ROUTE FOR HIGHWAY SYSTEM - RED BAY, ALABAMA

Reference is made to your letter dated July 20, 1976 forwarding the
preliminary information concerning the proposed route for the Appalachian
Development Highway System south of Red Bay, Alabama. o

Although the I1linois Central GulIf is not in a position to comment
extensively upon the social or environmental effects of the proposai

we wish to offer assistance to the Alabama Highway Department in
developing any grade separation structure that may cross ocur facilities. -

J ~eive Attached for your future reference is a copy of our standard reguirements

u_ﬁfx”? for overhead highway bridge construction. Ordinarily from a construction

T and economic standpoint we prefer an overhead bridge to a subway carrying
railroad. traffic over the highway. We normally desire that the design of
any subway be done by our own staff or one of our consultant engineers
familiar with railroad design. ' '

When the proposal has been progressed sufficiently to the stage of
developing the railroad structure we will be pleased to Tend our assistance.

Very truly yours,

g ,\ 27 A7 / o
fRT<E: Skifiner

Engineer-Public Works
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
P. O, Drawer 1190
Daphne, Alabama 36526

March 20, 2001

Mr. Joe D. Wilkerson

Federal Highway Administration
500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
Montgomery, Alabama 36117

Dear Mr. Wilkersoa:

In your letter, dated January 25, 2001, you provided the results of a survey we requested on the
Red Bay Bypass, Project ADP-355(32), in Franklin County, Alabama. The following comments
are provided In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 U.8.C.
661-667e), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.5.C. 703, et seq.) and section 7 of the

. Endangered Spectes Act, as amended (16 U.5:C. 1531-1543).

We accept the stalements that no listed species occur in the project area. Therefore, no further
endangered species consultation will be required for this portion of the project unless: 1) the
identified actiont is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect on listed species or
a designated Critical Habitat; 2) new information reveals the identified action may affect
Federally protected spexies or designated Critical Habitat in a manner or to an extent not
previously considered; or 3) a new species is listed or Critical Habitat is designated under the
Endangered Species Act that may be affected by the identified action.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Mr. Bert W, Steen at
(334) 441-5181, ext, 38, Please refer to the reference number above.

E

E. Goldman
Field Supervisor

Sincerely,

Design Buread
Eqviroamental Sec.
Mt

www. fws.gov FAX: 334-441.6722
: 1208-B Main Straer, Daphne. Al 36526
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