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Stony smooth land, limestone. This land has many outcrops of limestons. The soil
material between the outcrops is sticky and plastic. The soil is suited only to pasture and forest. The
surface layer Is a reddish-brown to yellowish-brown silty clay. The subsoil is yellowish-brown to red
clay. The only occurrence of this soil within the project area was in the southwest portion between
the existing runway and Buck Island Road.

Rockland, limestone. This land has many limesione outcrops and boulders making
cultivation impractical. The surface layer between outcrops is nearly black. The subsoil is yellowish-
brown clay. This soil was only encountered in the southwest portion of the project area between the
existing runway and Buck Island Road.

Lindside silt loam, loca! alluvium phase. The soil consists of moderately weil drained to
poorly drained soils derived from material washed from higher lying soils of the limestone valleys.
These soils occur in depressions and along drainageways. Areas associated with this soil are likely
to be ponded or flooded. The soil profile consists of 0-20 centimeters of dark reddish-brown silt loam,
overlying a dark brown to gray silty clay loam subsoil. The soil was encountered along the drainages
within the project area.

FIELD METHODS

Between January 20, 2003 and January 23, 2003 a four-person archaeological team from
PELA conducted a Phase | cultural resource survey of the area of proposed construction of
improvements at the Guntersville Municipal Airport. The survey was conducted in accordance with
procedural standards set by the Alabama Historical Commission. A pedestrian walkover was
performed as the primary method of survey for areas with low site probability as dictated either by
previous survey experience in this region, or by the present conditien of the land under investigation.
These areas include drainages, roadcuts and associated pushpiles, and areas where obvious and
extensive erosion has exposed the subsoil. Complete land coverage requirements were achieved by
physically walking and visually examining the project area. A standard 30 meter (m) interval transect
pattern was employed over landforms otherwise considered to have a higher site probability and did
not exhibit subsoil on the ground surface (Figure 1). FEroded areas were traversed at a 90 meter
interval to determine the extent of erosion. Shovel tests were excavated at 30 m intervals along
transects where subsoll or disturbances did not preclude excavation. The tests consisted of standard
30 centimeter {(cm) diameter cylindrical holes excavated to the top of the underlying subsoil. Shovel
test soils were passed through a 1/4" wire mesh screen to recover any cultural materials, which may
have been present. Shovel test locations labeled as “no test performed” were situated along a
transect where ground surface conditions, such as erosion, slope, or ground visibility, precluded the
need for shovel testing. Shovel tests were excavated at 10 meter intervals in cardinal directions
around positive shovel tests and/for surface finds to determine the vertical and horizontal extent of the
sites.

The labeling of shovel test locations consisted of a trinomial representing the area number,
iransect number, and shovel test number, respectively. Drainages, roads, and other features were
used as physical boundaries to facilitate the placement and orientation of transects. The numerous
dirt roads throughout the project area were traversed to examine the surface and roadsides for
cuitural material or features.

SURVEY RESULTS

A total of three sites were recorded during the course of the field investigations. No historic
standing structures were present within the project area. A vehicular survey of the portions of Buck
Island outside of the project area did not locate any historic standing structures in the vicinity of the
project area.

PE. LaMoreawx & Assoclates —
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The survey began in the northwest and southeast portions of the project area. Transects
were fraversed in a north to south direction using dirt roads and a drainage as boundaries. Recent
logging had littered the area with debris from felled trees. Shovel tests in this portion of the project
area that were labeled as ‘no test performed” were done so dus to disturbances from logging, road
construction, and standing water in the case of shovel tests near the fakeshore. A grass field located
in the southeast portion of the project area exhibifed erosion of the surface layer in some places
(Figure 6). A small area along Buck Island Reoad was not tested due to fenced yards for two
residences.

As the shovel testing moved to the west, transecis were traversed from Buck Island Road
to the lakeshore In a north to south direction. Evidence of logging continued into this portion of the
project area. At the end of a logging road, in a wide-open area, a surface scatter of historic material
was encountered. This location was recorded as 1MS460.

Site 1MS460. This site (Figures 7 and 8) is comprised of a surface scatter of plain whiteware
ceramics (n=6), clear glass (n=7), and one clear glass machine-made bottleneck. In addition to
nearby fransect shovel tests, eight additional shovel tests were excavated in cardinal directions
around the surface finds with no additional cultural material recovered. The general soil profile from
delineation shovel tests consisted of 0-14 centimeters of dark brown (7.5YR3/2) silt loam, overlying
strong brown (7.5YR5/8) clay subsoil. A structure appears on the Mt. Carmel topographic quadrangle
1o the south of this site (Figure 1). No evidence of the structure at its’ mapped location was observed
in the field. It is likely that these artifacts are related to that structure and were deposited here when
the structure was removed. This find is not considered significant and no further cultural resource
investigations are recommended.

The central portion of the project area to the northwest of the water treatiment pond was less
disturbed than other areas. Transects were traversed from Buck lsiand Road north to the lakeshore.
A small number of houses were present cast of the water treatment pond. As the fieldwork
progressed toward the treatment pond, it was evident that the area had been logged and planted in
pines. The open fields south and west of the treatment pond were eroded. Transects were traversed
across the fislds to make sure that any non-disturbed areas were shovel tested. it was realized that
at each shovel test location the subsoil was present on the ground surface. The adjacent area
southwest and south of the field was forested in planted pines. NMorth of the treatment pond, recent
logging had resulted in many felled trees across the landscape.

The area southeast of the field around the treatment pond had been partially logged. Along
one of the transects in this area, foundation stones were located near a small drainage. These
structural remains were recorded as Site 1MS461.

Site 1MS461. A stone foundation (Figures 9 and 10) was observed between shovel tesis 1-
60-2 and 1-60-3. The southwest comer of the foundation consisted of four stacked stones
approximately 60 centimeters high. The remaining 4 meter by 6 meter foundation consisted of a
stack of one or two stones in a rectangular form. Some stones were missing or misplaced along the
foundation outline. A total of ten shovel tests were excavated to delineate the site. Two shovel tests
were positive and consisted of one piece of plain whiteware, a piece of amethyst glass, and one
round nail. Based on the presence of the amethyst glass, a date prior to 1916 is possuble for the site.

The general soil profile within the site consisted of 0-12 centimeters of dark brown silty loam
{(7.5YR3/2) overlying strong brown (7.5YR5/8) and yellow (10YR7/8} sticky clay subsoil. The absence
of any other cultural material or further evidence of structural remains indicates that this site is not
significant and does not warrant further invastigation.

The remaindsr of the surveyed area consisted of the grass field (Figure 11} adjacent to the
existing runway and wooded areas between the runway and a small drainage. Some standing water
was present in the grass field. Limestone outcrops were present in the southwest portion of the
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project area between Buck Island Road and the runway. Fines dominated the wooded areas in this
portion of the project area (Figure 12). Pine planting has taken place in the last 20 years as the
current treeline east of the runway (Figure 1) is different from what is shown on the Mti. Carmel
topographic map (USGS 1983).

An aftampt was made to relocate a structure that was mapped in a clearing on the ML
Carmel topographic map north of Buck Island Road and west of a small drainage. Although a short
road led to the mapped structure location, no evidence of a structure was found. Several large felied
trees were lying where the siructure was mapped. A thick grass covered the clearing and standing
water was encountered in many areas. No cultural material was recovered from ground surface
inspections or shovel testing around the mapped structure location.

In the southwest portion of Section 25, another structurs was mapped on the Mt. Carmel
topographic map, however, standing structural remains were not present. Since historic artifacts
were present on the ground surface, this location was recorded as Site 1MS462.

Site 1MS462. The site area (Figures 13 and 14) had been recently logged with many felled
trees still on the ground. A small dirt road was present along the southern edge of the site. Ample
ground surface visibility allowed a thorough inspection for surface artifacts. In addition to nearby
transect shovel tests, eight additional shovel tests were excavated in cardinal directions around the
surface finds with no additional cultural material recovered. The general soil profile from defineation
shovel tests consisted of 0-21 centimeters of dark brown (7.5YR3/2) silt loam, overlying brownish-
yellow {(10YR6/8) clay subsoil. Large amounts of limestone were present on the ground surface and
in shovel tests.

The material collection from the site consisted of plain whiteware {n=4), amber glass (n=1),
clear glass (n=3), a brick fragment (n=1}, and stoneware (n=1). The artifacts do not reflect a specific
time period, so dating the occupation of the site is difficult. Since the structure did not appear on any
maps prior to 1911, it is assumed that the site is more recent. The absence of any further cultural
material or evidence of structural remains suggests that this site Is not significant and does not
warrant further investigation.

SURVEY INTERPRETATION, EVALUATION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

P.E. LaMoreaux & Associates, Inc. (PELA) conducted this cultural resource for BWSC, Inc. in
compliance with Federal and State regulations. During the investigations, three historic sites were
recorded. Two of the sites, 1MS460 and 1MS462, consisted of low-density surface scatiers of non-
diagnostic historic material. Site 1MS481 was comprised of a partial stone foundation and a small
amount of historic material.

The overall condition of the project area was disturbed due to sxtensive logging and the
construction of a water treatment pond. The characteristics of the heavy, plastic and sticky clay
encountered in the project area has limited historlcal use to pasture and woodland. The histaric maps
of the area reviewed for this project indicated limited occupation of the area since at least 1811. The
primary location of previously recorded prehistoric sites in the vicinity of the project area were along
the original banks of the Tennessee River now inundated by construction and flooding of the
Guntersville Reservoir. With the exception of 1MS46 and 1MS47, the prehistoric sites within the
vicinily of the project area are now inundated. ¢

The historic sites recorded during the course of the field investigations are not considered
significant. It is PELA’s opinion that no sites eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP are located
within the project area, therefore, the proposed construction of improvement to the Guntersville
Municipal Airport should be cleared from further culfural resource congcerns.

PE. LaMoreaux & Associates —
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Figure 1. Project Area Showing Survey Coverage and Site Locations {Mt. Carmel 1883 7.5 USGS Quadrangie).
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Figure 3. View of Logging Disturbance Facing North.

PELA—

PE. LaMoreaux & Associates —



PELA—-

Figure 4. View of the Water Treatment Pond Facing North.

Figure 5. View of the Area Around the Water Treatment Pond Facing West,
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Figure 8. Grass Field in the Eastern Portion of the Project Area Facing
Northwest.

Figure 7. View of Site 1MS460 Facing North.
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Figure 10. View of Site 1MS481 Facing East.

Figure 11. View of the Field Parallel to the Existing Runway Facing South.
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Figure 12. General View of Pine Forest in the Westem Portion of the
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Figure 13. Plan View of Site TMS462.
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Figure 14. View of Site 1MS482 Facing North.
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ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
Botanical Review for the presence or absence of Federally Listed Plant
Species

Tennessee Yellow-eyed Grass (Xyris tennesseensis)
Green Pitcher Plant (Sarracenia oreophilia)
Eggert’s Sunflower (Helianthus eggertil)
Prices Potato-bean (dpios priceana)

In association with the proposed Guatersville Airfield Runway Expansion
Marshall County, Alabama

Ptepared for:

BWSC
5960 Carmichael Place
Montgomery, Alabama 36117
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SUMMARY

The firm Wetand Sciences Inc. (WSI) performed an ecological assessment
associated with the proposed Guatersviile airport expansion project located within Section
25, Township 7 South, Range 3 East and 4 East, Marshall County Alabama. Prior to the
initiation of the ecological assessment, representatives of Barge Waggoner Sumner and
Cannon, Inc. (BWSC) received verbal notification from the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS} tepresentative, Mr, Rob Hurt, stating that the green pitcher plant (Seraeenia
oreophilia), Tennessee yelloweyed grass (Xynis fennessesensss), Price’s potatoe bean (Apios
priceana), and eggerts sunflower (Helianthus sgpersii) may be present within the proposed project
vicinity. These species are federally listed 2s endangered and each maintein habitat
preferences that tange from bogs, cteeks, mesic hardwood, and somewhat altered upland
habitats. Wetland Sciences Inc., and Barge Waggoner Sumner & Cannon, Ine. personnel
evaluated potential locations from May 31-June 2, 2005 , duting which time staff
environmental scientists and botanists petformed pedestrian surveys within and immediately
adjacent to the proposed airport expassion project with particular emphasis within habitats
described as preferable for each particular species. The botanical sutvey noted dissimilar
habitats existing throughout a majority of the study site. A small area of bog and open
treeless area was found which did not support Sarracenia or Helianthus,  Specifically the
project site did not maintain, fens, crecks, stream bottoms, sinks, or flatwood habitars, thus
greatly reducing the chances of confirming the presence of Sarawnia oreophilia, Xyris
fenmesseennsis, and Apios priceana. H. gggertii habitat preferences include scrub forest, praitie, and
semi open barrens, of which the small area of treeless grassland that was investigated did not
maintain H. eggerti.  In conclusion the project as proposed is not expected to affect any
populations of the listed Federally protected species.




INTRODUCTION

Wetland Sciences, Inc. was contracted to examine the habitat and evaluate the
potential environmental impacts associated with a proposed airport expansion in the vicinity
of Gunrersville, Alabama. All aspects of the airfield expansion project were assessed relative
to the potential environmental impact to endangered species, and wetlands.  Field efforts
were undertaken by staff of Wetland Sciences Incorporated (WSI) during March 19 through
Aprl 16, 2003 and May 31-June 2, 2005,

In toal the proposed project area basically encompasses nearly 172 acres located
north of the City of Guntersville which is located within the central portion of Marshall
Couaty, Alabama (Appendix A). Eggert’s sunflower has only been recorded in Blount
County Alabama, and the yellow eyed grass has not been found in Marshall County.
Price’s potato bean has been histocically found in Marshall County and the most recent
recorded occurrence was in 1991 on private property, The green pitcher plant is recorded
within five Counties in northeastern Alabama, including Marshall County.

ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERIZATION
Five general habitats were encountered within the project vicinity during the

investigation:

1. Silvacultural

2. lntermittent Drainageways
3. Impoundment

4. Mature Hardwood

5. Cleared Uplands

Most field identification efforts were focused within the edges of the Lake and
within the ineact mature hardwood components of the project. A majority of the project site
was clear cut within two years and 2 very aggressive occurrence of dewberry (Rubar sp.),
pevit (Lygustrum sp), preenbriar {(Smrlax ) and honeysuckle (Loniera spp)) have become
established within the lower clearcut regions of the project. The previous land disturbance
coupled with the opportunistic aggressive re-growth is not typically found in association with
any of the listed species.

"The exception to limited tolerances to land disturbance is the eggerts sunflower, and
the green pitcher plant, which prefer periodic fire to maintain a sporadic undetstory and
semi-open canopy to persist and thrive,




ENDANGERED &THREATENED SPECIES REVIEW

This portion of the docutment details and summarizes the results of 2 survey that was
conducted to determine the status of threatened and endangered flom associated with a
proposed airfield expansion. This report also discusses methodologies and findings

associated with the survey.

Classification System

This section defines the classification systems, teviews the federal, state, and local
regulations established for the protection and preservation of threatened and endangered
species, discusses the potendal presence of any such species, and finally lists other species
encountered during the field surveys.

Certain federal regulatory departments have the authority to protect rare, threatened
and endangered flora and fauna that occur in Alabama. The United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) maintains a list as authorized by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
USC 1531), and which enumerates the endangered and threatened wildlife and plants, 50
CFR 17.11-12 (Appendix B). The current list was provided by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service Threatened and Endangered Species System (TESS) as of March 15, 2001.

Listed species are either classified as endangered (E), threatened (I}, of special
concern (35C), or considered (C) for such listing. Endangered species include those
threatened with extinction if deletedious factors continue to impact their populations. These
include species whose numbers have already declined to a critically low number or whose
habitats have been so critically reduced or degraded that some assistanice is necessaty to
ensure their survival.

Threatened species populations, although not as critically stressed as endangered
species, are also jeopardized. Species of special concern ate those that warrant special
attention. due to similarity in appearance to other species, commercial exploitation,
environmental changes, and/or trends that indicate long-term population declines. Spedies
listed within this category may also have potential impact on endsngered or threatened
populations of other species.




Methodology |

The current study was initiated with reviews of federal and state laws. Results of
these reviews were then used to develop a comprehensive list of threatened and endangered
species, or species of special concern, that may occur within the project site.

Botanical reviews of the listed species, as well as reviews of the appropriate recovery
plans for cach species as devised by the United Smtes Fish and Wildlife Service, Through
evaluation of the classified land uses agd vegetation types, as well as those citing habitat
preferences for rare, threatened and species of special concern, specific areas of the project
site were identified that could possibly support listed species.

On-site field verificaion of land use, associated vegetation types and the
comprehensive terrestrial and aquatic evaluation was conducted over the petiod extending
from March 19- April 17, 2003 and May 31-June 2 2005. This evaluation focused on
habitats that could potentially support the federally listed species.  The survey was
performed within both wetland and upland habitats in which the proposed project is
expected to occur. The survey efforts had the sole aim of determining habitat status and
existenice. Sutveys were based on visual detection methodologies, focusing identification
efforts based on knowledge of the particular genera (Sarracenia, Xytis, Apios, and, Helianthus)
and particular charcteristics apt to be visible. .

Results

The botanical survey was initiated and completed by botanists and field biologists
that mainezin a keen familiarity with the Serraania, Kyris, Apios, and, Helianthus genera.

Prior to the field efforts the appropriate USFWS Recovery Plans were acquired and
reviewed. Specific occurrences and habitat preferences including expected plant associations
and habits were of particular interest. This information was utilized to formulate the field
identification procedute. Habitat preferences for each individual species formed the basis of
the study. The entire subject arez was surveyed and concentrated field investigations relaed
to the potential accurrence of the listed species was evaluated. The initial site review was

focused on evaluating potential supporting habitats.




This effort revealed that a considerable area within (60%) the subject parcel was
clearcut in the recent past and maintained a high percentage of opportunistic and exotic
vegetation such as Ligustrum 1p., Rubus spp, Lonicera sp. and Smlax.gp. ‘These floristic
conditions were not conducive to the occugrence of any of the listed species and botanical
review efforts were directed at poteatially more favorable habitats within the survey site.

A portion of the Northeast section of the ptoject area maintained a natural intact
mesic/bottomland forest, and pedestrian survey transects were established searching for
Apiss priceana, which has been described to occur in such hardwood sands. Generally, it was
found that the intact canopy, and high groundwater levels in the intact forested area was not
conducive to this species habitat preferences. This species was not observed or expected to
occur within the project site.

Considerable effort was undertaken along the shoteline of Lake Guntersville, in
assoctation with locating potential habirats that would support the Xris fenmesseensis.
Transects were established along the shoreline and extending into the intermittent drainage
features that enter the Lake. The habitat encountered did not prove to be conducive to the
maintenance of the tennessee yellow eyed grass. Specifically, the open (sunny) areas were
extensively colonized by wild rice (Ziganiz aguatioa) maintaining rich well developed organic
solum. Due to these habitat dissimlarities, no Xyris fennesseensis was observed or expected to
be found within the subject property.

During the site walkover, a small (less than 2 acres) depressional bog area was
identified that could potentially support the Sarraceniz oreaphilia or the Xyris tennessensis. Due
to the size of the bog area a complete assessment was undertaken and peither listed species
was present. Suitable habitat such as bogs, flatwoods, and sandy strambanks, generally are
absent from the subject parcel. The only area considered to potentally support this species
was thoroughly examined and no Sarmaceniz were present. Therefore, it is expected that this
species would not be present within the subject parcel.

The bog system as described above also maintained an area (3+/-acres) of a fairly
open treeless habitat that maintained some grasses that are knows to occur with H, eppertii
such as Andropagan spp., Scbinachyrinn seoparsure, and Panicum virgaturs. The specific review for

. eggertii yielded no evidence that this species was present.




In summaty, the field investigation yielded very little habitat that was suspected to
support any of the four species examined for. The areas that maintained habitat that could
support any of the listed species was thoroughly reviewed and no listed species were

encountered, or were expected to be found.

Conclusions

In summaty, the botanical evaluation considered the habitat preferences of the four
species described. Although, no specific habitat typology described for the four species was
noted in previous field investigations, further efforts were concentrated within the lake shore
ateas, a cleared area supporting bog communities, adjacent cleared grass areas, and the intact
mesic bottomland forest along the northeastern side of the proposed airport expansion.
None of these areas were found to support the listed species. It is therefore concluded that
the Federally listed plants do not reside within the project boundaries and therefore none
will be affected as a result of the proposed aitport expansion activities,
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USFWS MARSHALL COUNTY LISTING




Table

determinations wera made,

1. Species and critical habitat evaluated for effects and those where “not fikely to be adverely affectad”

EVALUATED
SPECIES SPECIES ’:%Féﬁ;gg?t LIKELY TO iig’.fﬁ"
COMMON SCIENTIFIC ' ADVERSELY DESIGNATED/
NAME NAME ANDIOR arFecT | &
CUMULATIVE AFFECTED
EFFECTS
Myolis
Gary hat arisescens YES NO NO
Indiana bat Myotis sodalis YES NO NO
Red-cockaded Picoides
woodnecker borealls YES NO NO
Malineatus
Bald sagle leucocephalus YES NO NG
Flattened musk| Stemotherus .
turtle denressus YES NO NO
Snail darter | Parcing tanasi YES NO NO
Pink mucket Lampsilis
pearty mussel abrupta YES NO NO
Shiny pigloe | Fusconaia cor
iy mussel (edgariana) YES NQ NO
Fins-rayed Fusconaig
_pigtoe mussel cuneoius YES NO NO
Orange-footed
pimpleback fii mﬁ:ﬁgj YES NO NO
mussel pe
Rough pigioe | Pleurobema
musssl plenum YES NO NO
p”“‘;: Potato | ypios priceana YES NO NO
Graen pilcher Sarracenia
plant areophifa YES NO NO
Egnerts Helianthus
surfiower aggerti YES NO NO
Slabside pearly| Lexingtonia
mussel dolabelioides YES NO NO
Tennessee ,
Yellow-Eyed | ;@ eis YES NO NO
Grass )
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Mupicipal Airport Project #2003-083

‘. Photograph 1. Photo of tributary located at northeast corner of property.

Pho:agrﬁph 3. Photo of lake's edge lovking north
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Phatograph 3. Photo of vegetation located on the interior of the property,

Photograph 4. Photo of Zizania marsh located on property.
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 5. Phote of Arisaema

Photograph 6. Typical photo of intermittent drainage system
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersvitle Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photagraph 8. Reference Point 8 on Aerial Photo

Page 4 of 10




Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 9. Reference Point 9 on Aerial Photo

Photograph 10. Reference Point 18 o Aerial Photo
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2063-083

Photograph 11. Reference Point 11 on Aerial Photo

Photograph 12. Reference Point 12 on Aerial Photo
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 13. Bog area located within the central portion of the project area.

Photograph 14. Remaining young pine plantation
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Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 1S, Edge between clearcut ares and previously depicted pine plantation

Photograph 16. Shoreline transition exhibiting Zizaniz population.

Page 8 of 10




Site Photographic Essay
Guntersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 17. Within the shallow zones adjacent {o the emergeat marsh,
Alternantha sp. dominated the shallow zones

Photograph 18. Typical re-growth condition of much of the clear-cat areas,
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Site Photographic Essay
Guatersville Municipal Airport Project #2003-083

Photograph 19. View westward through clear cuf area.

Photograph 20. Typical condition of intermittent drainageway located
within cleared section of the pareel,
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Wetland Delineation Report
and Preliminary Mitigation Plan




February 26, 2003

Mr. Fraok Mills

Barge, Waggoner, Sumner & Cannon Inc.
5960 Carmichael Place

Montgomey, Alabama 36117

Re: Non-binding wetland jurisdictional determinarion associared with the Guatersville Airport.

Dear Frank,

Werland Sciences Incorporated (WSI) has completed the field assessment of properties associared
with the proposed Guotersville Municipal Airport expansion within Section 25, Township 75, Range
5E Marshall County, Alabama. The area investigated consists of a series of upland ridges separated
by seepage slope forested wetlands associated with intermittent drainage features.

Feld jurisdictional efforts were concentrated on areas as outlined within project documents
provided. Following is a report derailing the non-hinding werland jurisdicrional derermination on
the above-cited project.

Wetlands were identified according to methods outlined in the US Army Corps of Engineer’s 1987
“Cimps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual” (Waterways Experiment Station Technical Report Y-
87-1, Janary, 1987). This method of wetland identification is the method most commonly used by
wetland regulatory officials. This assessment included an analysis of plant commuanities, soils, and
indirect hydrologic indicators. During this determination, Wetland Scences, Inc. idemified a
wetland complex within the subject parcel. The upland/wetland boundary was fagged with pink
surveyors tape and labeled alphanumenically 1o aide regulatory review during subsequent field
efforts.

The two wetland systems located on the southeastern side of the site exist in associarion with
inrerrittent drainage fearures thar apparemtly enter into Guntersville Lake during periods of heavy
or prolonged precipitation. These wedands exist in a somewhar disturbed state having been clear-
cut and colonized by Privit (Ligusenen sp)). Vegetation within the wetland areas consist of loblolly
(Poruas taela), shortleaved (Pims ehinata), waser oak (Quercs nigna) hickory (Carya ouata) and sweer, gum
(Liquidambar strycifbuz) are found throughowr the wetland. The groundcover existing within these
open portions of the wetland was largely dominated by various species of broomsedge (Andropgn

SPP.)-

Soils within the wetlands are classified as Robertsville silty loarn. High water table and poer
permeability characterize tis soil type. These sols as exarmined with this specific wetland typology
displayed many of the hydric soil characteristics including, mouling, redoximorphic features, and
saturation crerion, This soil typology is listed within the National Mydric sofl list




[ have submitted the required information for a site review 1o the Nashville USACOE Districe. This
formal determinarion will finalize the regularory jurisdiction, associared with the above described

wetlands.

If any questions arise, please feel free 1o contact me at either the below-listed letterhead address or
by telephone ar (350) 433-1499.

Sincerely,
WETLAND SCIENCES, INC,

A

Craig D. Martin
Sr. Sciearist

Ce: Forrest McDaniel, USACOE




February 26, 2003

Mr. Forrest McDaniel

Untted States Army Corps of Engineers
Nashville District Regularory Branch
2042 Beltline Rd. SW. *

Building C, Suite 415

Decater, Alabama 35601 -

Re: Guntersville Airport binding jurisdictional request.
Dear Mr. McDaniel,

During January 2003, Wetland Sciences conducted non-binding jurisdictional determinations on
the parcel of land located in association with the Gumtersville Murnicipal Alrport located in
Marshall County, Al

This effort was accomplished by the staff of WSI on Januarv10, 2003 and did reveal the presence
of wetlands within the subject area. The findings of the jurisdictional examination are detailed
within the enclosed report.

Please review the associated report, data sheets, and associated topo quad and schedule the
review at your earliest convenience.

Representatives of WSI, would Tike to accompany you during the investigation, so please cail in advsnce
to schedule a time and date.

If any questions arise, please feel free to contact either Keith Johnson at {850) 433-1499,

Thank vou for your consideration

Zﬁm,
Craig D. Martin |
St. Scientist

Wetland Sciences, Inc.

Ce: Mr, Frank Mills, BWSC
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DATA FORM
ROUTENE WETLAND DETERMINATION
{1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site; Gungersville Airfleld

Date:2/252063

Appiicant/Owner: Wetlmd Sciences, Inc.

County: Marshall

Investigator: CDM/KTH

Srate: Alabama

Do Normul Cirenmastances exist on the site? Mo Community [D: FwSwamp
Is the site significantly disttirbed (Atypical Situation)? Y3 o) | Tramsect(D: X
iz the area a potential Probiem Area? Yes  {Ng FlotID: 1
T ket
VEGETATION
Dominent Plagt Speetes Stratem  Indicater | Dorinan Plant Species oty Indicator 7
i I, Pirs ecltinaya Capopy  FACW 9. Lirindindron pdinifern ; {angpy FAC
A_dcer rubrion Cangpy  FACW H(
3. Quarays bicolor Canopy.  FACW 14 _
4. Qercus ywilorn Canopv FACW 1z
5. Safix nigro Canopy _ FACW i3.
& Ligustruen oo Sub canony FAC 14,
7. _Spuwhrum sop Harb  OBL 15.
8.  Llzania aowativa Herb OBL i6.
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
{excluding FACY 100%
Resnurks: Hardwood swarmp o in vecamt past. Opportunistic species suth as Ligustrurm becoming dominawt sob canogy vegemtion,
e et S et s}

HYDROLOGY
{71 Recorded Data {Deseribe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
7] Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:

{"] Aerial Photographs
[ Other
<] No Recorded Data Available

Field Observations:

Depth of Surface Water: ag {in}
Depth to Free Water fn Pit: 6 (in.
Depth to Saturated Soil: 2{iny

Inundated

B Saturated in Upper 12 Inches

{73 Water Marks

[ Dhift Lines

) Sedintent Deposits

{1 Drainage Patiemns in Wetlands
Secondary Indicators {2 or more requires)

B Oxidized Koot Channels in Upper 12 Inches

] Water-Stained Leaves

Local Seil Survey Dain

(%) FAC-MNemrai Test

M Other (Explain in Remarks)

proxXimity 0 drainiage ways originating from

Remarks: Clearcut forest few herbs present during time of investigation- hydrology dictated to the sites

Buek Mountain

-




)

SOILS
Map Unit Name .
{Series and Phase: Robertsville Sty Caly Leam Drainage Class: 2D
Field Olservations
Taxonomy (Subgroup): Typic Fragiaquaif Confirm Map Tvpe Yes  No
Profile Description:
Depth Matrix Color  Mottle Colors  Mottle Texture, Concretions,
(Inchesy Horizon  (Munsell Maist)  (Munsell Moist)  Abumdance/Contrase Structure, e,
L o2 10YR 477 clay loam
412 Al 10¥R 572 - mottesiconc.
12+ A2 [OYR 6/1 Clayey plastic 1
Hydric Soi} Indicators:
[] Histosol {X] Concretions
(] Histic Epipedon [} High Org Content in Surface Layer i Sandy Soils
Suifidic Odor [ ] Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
Agnic Moisture Regime { ] Listed on Local Hydrie Soil List
(] Reducing Conditions (<} Listed on National Hydrie List
Gleyed or Low-Chromo Colors {1 Other {Explain in Remarks)

Temarks: samrated . -

. WETJ_I._@"«‘E) VEGETATION

{Circle)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes  No (Circle)
Ts this sampling point within 2 wetland? @ No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes  No
Hydric Soils Present? Yez No




DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

ST e e S T et remrar
Project/Site; Guntergville Alrfield Date: 272572003
ApplicantOwner: Wetland Sciences, Inc. County:Marshall
Investigator: KDIJ/CDM State: Alabama
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? No Comemunity I
the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Sitarion)? e Transee: [D: {J
Is ths area a potentaj Problem Area? Yes Plot I» ]

VEGETATION

Dominant Plant Spesier Suatum  Indicstor | Domipant Speciey Stamm  [ndiesor
1. Porus tooda Coopy FACU 7.

3. _Quercus yaflow Conopy  FAC 5.

3. Querens ks Canopy  FACU EA

4, Faguz grasclifolfia Canopy  FACU 10,

S Carwr oveta Canepy  FACU 11

S. _Polmedium polypoidss Herb FACU

| Parcent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
(exchuding FACS)

16%

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Mmum%mﬁmmmw“wmﬁ%mm“ 3

WWWMN

(] Recorded Data (Describe in Remaris): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

[] Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicaiors:

{ "} Aerial Photographs {7 tumdared

(] Other {_] Satwrated in Upper 12 Inches
No Recorded Data Available [} Water Marks

: [} Drift Lines
"] Sediment Deposits

{7] Drainage Pattesns n Wetlands

I!

Fieid Obs ons: Secendary Indicatars (2 or more requires)
Depth of Surface Water: >18" {n. ] Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
A s Water-Stained [.egves
Depth 1o Free Water in Pit: NA {in) [%3 Lazt:ErSSeiI Survey Data
Depth to Samrated Soil; >18" (in, [ PAC-Neugrai Test
" 248 fin) [ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: §
S~ y— e — st w




SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase: _Captina siltv loam

Drainage Clags: MWD

Field Observations
Confivm Mep Type Yes  No

Taxonomy (Subgroup):
Profile Description:
Depth Matrix Color  Mottle Colors  Mounle Texture, Concretions,
{laches) Horizon (Munsell Moist}  (Mumsell Moist)  Abndance/Contrast Structure, ez,
0- 4 A3 16YR 472 sitty loam/ Weak crumbly
4.3-16 AZ IDYR /5 Silty clay Mottles
Hydric Soil Indicarors:
(7] Histosol {7} Concretions
{"] Histic Epipedon {_] High Org Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
] Sulfidic Odor [} Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
[] Aguic Moisture Regime { ] Listed on Local Hydric Soil List
{ ] Reducing Conditions (L] Listed on National Hydric List

[} Gleyed or Low-Chrome Colors

Remarks: No hydric soil indicators present within

WETLAND VEG ETATI_%_Z_)N

{7} Other (Explain in Remarks)

the areas distinguished as uplands

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Seils Present? Yes I

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presem?  Ves {Circled (Chrcle

I5 this sampling point within 2 wedand? Yes

Remarks:

|
|
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Introduction

A joint U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 permit and Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) 26(a) permit will be sought to allow for the relocation of the existing runway
and the construction of a parallel taxiway in association with the existing Guntersville Municipal
— Joe Starnes Field facility to comply with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) design
standards. The preliminary mitigation plan narrative is being provided here to discuss details

associated with the proposed compensatory mitigation and to provide project justification.

In an attempt to provide a comprehensive wetland impaét analysis, Barge Waggoner Sumner &
Cannon, Inc. (BWSC) evaluated the long-term (10yrs) -p_rojected design requirements of the
project in relation to consistency with FAA airport design guidelines. The need for the relocation
of the existing runway was documented in a Runway Justification Study approved by the FAA
on May 30, 2002. The Runway Justification Study demonstrated an existing and additional
aviation demand that exceeds the FAA criteria for relocating a ninway at the airport from its
existing location, to a new runway orientation and ultimate length of 5,500 feet. The
performance characteristics of the turbojet aircraft expected to utilize the airport necessitates the

construction of a new runway for enhanced operational safety.

Based on these design projections, the Guntersville Municipal — Joe Starnes Field expansion
project will require 40.28 acres of long-term permanent impacts to wetlands. The following
Preliminary Mitigation Plan and its attachments have been prepared utilizing the “Guidelines for
Developing Freshwater Wetlands Mitigation Plans and Proposals”, March 1994 and the “Model
Compensatory Mitigation Plan Checklist for Aquatic Resource Impacts under the Corps
Regulatory Frogram Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the

Rivers and Harbors Act. ™
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Section 1:  Executive Summary and Mitigation Plan Checklist

A total of 82.54 acres of Jurisdictional Wetlands have been identified at the location of the
proposed airport improvements. The 82.54 acres of wetlands were identified during the wetland
delineation conducted in February 2003 by Wetland Sciences, Inc. and Barge Waggoner Sumner
and Cannon, Inc. There are 40.28 acres of directly impacted wetlands associated with the
proposed airport improvements. The 40.28 acres of directly impacted wetlands are located

adjacent to and east of the existing Guntersville Municipal — Joe Starnes Field, Guntersville,

Marshall County, Alabama.

The proposed airport improvements include the initial construction of a 5,000 foot long runway
with a parallel taxiway. In addition, aircraft hangars, a terminal building and support facilities
will be located in the area immediately south of the proposed runway and taxiway. The 40.28
acres of identified wetlands are proposed to be filled to facilitate the construction of the 5,000
foot long runway, the parallel taxiway, aircraft parking apron, and associated connectors between

the runway and the taxiway.

The 40.28 acres of impacted Jurisdictional Wetlands consist of approximately 22.40 acres of
forested wetlands and approximately 17.88 acres of scrub shrub wetlands, based on the
Cowardin classification. In addition to the identified wetlands, there were a total of seven (7)
drainage ways (one perennial stream, one intermittent stream and five ephemeral streams)

identified within the airport area.

A Mitigation Plan Checklist is included as Table 1 of the Executive Summary indicating the
arcas addressed and included within the Preliminary Mitigation Plan.
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Table 1
. ' MITIGATION PLAN CHECKLIST
%] Executive summary *
Project description
1X] Project location, maps *
X} Responsible parties *
X1 Description of Project *
X1 Impacts and extent of disturbance to wetlands *
[X] Existing and proposed land uses *
[X] Wetland delineation * -

Ecological assessment of impact site N

[X] [] Existing vegetation
[X] [1 Existing water regime
(X1 [ ] Existing soils
3 [] Existing fauna
iX] (] Functions and values
[X] [] Water quality
[X] [] Buffers
[X] [] Wetland rating
[} Position of wetland in landscape

. [X]

Mitigation goals, objectives & performance standards

1X] , Mitigation sequencing followed *

IX] Goals (wetlands functions to be restored, created, enhanced) *
Objectives

[X] [ 1 Water regime to be restored

{X] [ ] Vegetation structure to be restored, created, enhanced

iX] [] Habitat attributes to be restored, created, enhanced

[X] [] Performance standards to assess each objective
Proposed mitigation site

(X} Site description (location, size, maps) *

[X}] Ownership *

f] [X] Rational for choice

1 (X] Ecological assessment of mitigation site

[ [X] Site constraints
Preliminary site plan

X] [ ] Changes in topography

[X] ] Hydrologic stmctures

(X] [ ] Sails

[X] [ ] Vegetation distributions

[X] [] Habitat attributes

() X] [1 | Buffers
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

. [] Section drawings showing relationship of topography to vegetation
Monitoring Plan
[X] [] Vegetation
[X] f] Water regime
[X] [ ] Soils
IX] [] Fauna
X1 [1] Functions and values
[X] [] Development of habitat structure
xi [] Water quality
[X] [] Buffers
X [ | Site protection *
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Guatersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Section 2:  Project Description

2.1 Project Location

The Guntersville Municipal — Joe Starnes Field site is located on 7.5 minute USGS topographic
quadrangle, Mt. Carmel, Alabama, in Sections 25 and 30, Township 7 South and Ranges 3 East
and 4 East and is illustrated on Figure 1, Area Vicinity Map.

2.2 Responsible Parties

~ The City of Guntersville maintains the ultimate responsibility for the development and

coordination of the airport improvement program at the Guntersville Municipal — Joe Starnes
Field. The City of Guntersville has selected Barge Waggoner Sumner & Cannon, Inc. as their
airport consultant to assist with the overall airport planning, design, and construction of the

proposed airport improvements.

City of Guntersville

341 Gunter Avenue
Guntersville, AL 35976
(256) 571-7565

James D. Townson, Mayor

City of Guntersville

Department of Economic Development
341 Gunter Avenue

Guntersville, AL 35976

(256) 571-7560

Luanne Hayes, Director

Barge Waggoner Sumner & Cannon, Inc.

5960 Carmichael Place

Montgomery, AL 36117

(334) 409-2972

Gary K. Behrens, Manager, Environmental Planning
(Preliminary Mitigation Plan Development)

Jason Hare, Aviation Planner

(Airport Layout Plan)
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Barge Waggoner Sumner & Cannon, Inc.

200 Clinton Avenue, Suite 800

Huntsville, AL 35801

(256) 533-1561

Harry M. Wilson, P.E. & Joff Redmill, P.E.
(Hydrologic Study & Conceptual Drainage Design)

Wetland Sciences, Inc.

5022 West Fairfield Drive, Suite A
Pensacola, FL 32505

(850) 433-1499

Craig D. Martin, M.S.

- (Wetland Delineation & Ecological / Functional Assessment)

2.3 Description of Overall Project )
The proposed airport expansion program at the Guntersville Municipal - Joe Starnes Field will
consist of the following airport improvements:

¢ Acquire approximately 172 acres of land

Construct a new 5,000 foot by 100 foot runway and install runway lights

Improve the Runway Safety Area (RSA) for the proposed runway. The RSA is a graded,
grassed overrun that will be 150 feet wide and extend 300 feet beyond each runway end
Construct a full-length parallel taxiway to serve the proposed runway and install lighting
Construct a new terminal building

Construct a new access road and automobile parking area

Construct T-hangars and corporate or private hangars

Relocate the fuel farm

Install Automated Weather Observing System (AWOS)

Install perimeter fencing

& ® 0 © & & @&

BWSC anticipates that the proposed airport improvements at Guntersville Municipal — Joe
Starnes Field will be implemented over a three to five year period beginning in 2005. The timing
and phasing of the proposed airport improvements will be contingent upon the availability of
funding assistance from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Alabama
Department of Transportaﬁon (ALDOT), Bureau of Aeronautics.

Based on the proposed 40.28 acres of direct wetland impact and a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for off-
site compensatory mitigation, BWSC is proposing to mitigate the impacts with a total of 80.56
credits. BWSC proposes to mitigate the wetland impacts off-site through the use of USACE
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

approved wetland mitigation banks or compensatory mitigation sites. BWSC has identified the
Flint Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank and the Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site as
potential for compensatory mitigation options for the proposed impacts at the Guntersville

Mumnicipal Airport — Joe Starnes Field

24  Wetland Delineation of Impact Area

The wetland delineation of the proposed impact area was conducted in February 2003 by BWSC
and Wetland Sciences, Inc. personnel. The wetland delineation initially identified a total of
approximately 83.54 acres of wetlands on the proposed airport improvement site. Of the 83.54
acres. of total wetlands, BWSC projects a direct’ impact to 40.28 acres of wetlands and a

temporary impact to 3.17 acres of wetlands.

The identified wetlands consisted of forested bottomland and scrub shrub wetlands. In addition,
there were seven (7) drainage ways identified in the area of proposed impact. In March 2003, a
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers representative from the Decatur, Alabama Field Office conducted
a Jurisdictional Determination of the proposed impact site. Based on correspondence received
from the USACE, they are in concurrence with the total wetland acreage identified and
delineated by the BWSC and WSI team. The USACE has determined that the wetlands
identified on the proposed site are considered Jurisdictional Wetlands and are therefore “waters

of the United States,” requiring a Joint USACE / TVA Section 404 and 26 (a) permits.

2.5 Analysis of Culverts and Detention Pord Design

BWSC transportation engineers performed a detailed hydraulic analysis of the watersheds which
comprise the hydrologic regime of the wetlands identified on the proposed project site. The
information obtained from the hydraulic modeling study was utilized to determine the most cost
efficient means of directing the drainage from each of the existing streams beneath the proposed
runway and insure that the necessary hydrologic conditions are maintained to support the

existing wetlands located on the north side of the proposed project site.

The “rational method” was determined to be the method of choice for the estimation of flows to

be used in the design of the drainage structures to be located beneath the proposed runway. The
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Guntersville Municipal Airport 7 Guatersville, Alabama

rational method is the preferred method of runoff calculation used by the Alabama Department
. of Transportation (ALDOT) for small watersheds less than 200 acres.

The detailed study is included in Appendix C, Hydraulic Analysis and Conceptual Design of
Drainage Structures for Runway 6/24.
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Section 3: Ecological Assessment of Impact Site

3.1 Existing Vegetation

During the Wetland Delineation of the proposed project site in February 2003, representatives
from BWSC and Wetland Sciences, Inc. identified a palustrine forested, wetland represented by
poplar, maple, hickory, sweet gum, willow, and black gum, with a dense coverage of Japanese
privet (Ligustrum sp.). Few herbaceous plants were noted within the groundcover, likely
resulting from the opportunistic privet. Dominant species within the uplands section of the

subject parcel included loblolly pine (Pinus faeda), southern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana),

oaks (Quercus spp.), and American beech (Fagus grandifolia).

3.2 Existing Water Regime .

The watersheds for the area of the proposed airport improvements were identified using the
USGS topographic quadrangle, Mount Carmel, Alabama (1948, photo revised 1983). There
were seven (7) drainage basins identified in the project area, two of which are blue line streams
as identified on the USGS quadrangle. Each of the basins drains from the southeast to the
northwest from higher elevation of Buck Island to the relatively flat areas along the shoreline of
Lake Guntersville. The delineated watersheds are noted on Figure 6 (I assume we have

referenced Figures 1 ~ 5 earlier in the text) Watershed Map.

3.3  Exsting Soils

The soil types identified in the area of the proposed airport improvements were evaluated

. utilizing the Soil Survey of Marshall County, Alabama, June 1959 by the United States

Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. There were several different soil types
identified within the project area. The primary soil types identified on the project site are

summarized, as follows:

Lowlands:
CaB2Z Captina Silt Loam:  composed primarily of clay and silt loam,
moderately well drained, surface runoff is medium to moderately

rapid.
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Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

TaB2 Taft Silt Loam: clay and silt loam, somewhat poorly drained, runoff is slow to
. moderately rapid.
TdB2 Tellico and Upshur Soils:  clay and silt loam, generally well drained, runoff is
' rapid.
CcB  Captina-Colbert Soils: clay and silt loam, moderately well drained, runoff
is rapid.

CeB2 Colbert Silty Clay Loam: clay and silt loam, moderately well drained, runoff

is rapid.

Uplands:
TbD2 Tellico and Upshur Soils:  ¢lay and silt loam, wél_l drained, runoff is rapid.
CbB3 Captina Silty Clay Loam:  clay and silt loam, moderately well drained, runoff

is rapid.

The information contained in the soil survey was used to determine the primary soil group
classification. The soil types have been divided into four groups based on their minimum

. infiltration rates. The following is a listing of the soil groups and their definitions:

Group A Soils having a high infiltration rate. They are chiefly deep, well drained sands or
gravels, deep loess, or aggregated silts. They have a low runoff potential.

Group B Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. They are chiefly
moderately deep, well drained soils of moderately fine to moderately coarse

texture, such as loess and sandy loam.

Group C Soils having a slow infiltration rate when wet. They are soils with a layer that
impedes downward movement of water and soils of moderately fine to fine
texture, such as, clay loams, shallow sandy loam, soils low in organic content, and

sotls high in clay content.
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Group D Soils having a very slow infiltration rate. They are chiefly clay soil with a high
swelling potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a claypan at
or near the surface, shallow soils over nearly impervious material, heavy plastic

clays, and certain saline soils. They have a high runoff potential.

The soils within the project area are identified within Group C due to their high clay content and
rapid renoff potential.

" 34  Existing Fauna

Utilization of the subject wetlands by wildlife wzis the first variable assessed as part of the
ecological / fiunctional assessment. While there were no di-rgzct wildlife observations made during
the December 2002, March 2003, and June 2004 site visits, signs of wildlife presence (including
scat, tracks, rubs, and other indirect evidence) were evaluated. The presence of adjacent food
sources, suitable habitat, foraging ranges, nesting and roosting sites, and protective cover was
evaluated for potential wildlife utilization. From the indirect evidence, common mammals such
as whitetail deer (Odocoileus virginianus), raccoon (Procyon luter), and opossum (Didelphus
virginiana) certainly utilize the site. Diving, dabbling ducks, and wading birds utilize the open
water and marsh fringe in the project vicinity. Various reptiles and amphibians such as the
eastern box turtle (Termpeﬁe Carolina triunguis), leopard frog (Rana pipiens), and green tree
frog (Hyla sp.) which are cosmopolitan and adapted to the region are also expected to occur
within the project limits. Notably, there was no evidence of beaver use identified within any of
the noted stream channels. Aquatic species identified as the mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis)

and sunfish (Lepomis sp.) were noted along the shoreline of Guntersville Lake near the existing

approach end of RW 21.

3.5  Functions and Values

The wetlands within the parcel have generally been impacted by anthropomorphic actions such
as ditching and timbering activities over time. Most of the natural drainage courses have been
excavated and straightened, thus altering the hydrologic regimen favoring less water dependant

species. This is noted by the invasive privet, which has become a dominant component of the
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sub-canopy. The clearcut logging of portions of the site has also made conditions more

favorable for opportunistic species such as the privet to become established.

3.6 Water Quality

Water quality associated with the wetlands on-site is affected by a number of variables that
detract from the prescribed benefits associated with wetlands and water quality improvement.
Water quality associated with the drainageways is negatively impacted physically by the ditching
activities. The typical positive attributes which wetland areas provide in relation to water quality
include the storage of storm and flood waters with resultant moderation of flow extremes to

receiving waterways.

3.7 Buffers

Natural undeveloped buffers associated with the parcel are marginal except for the areas
immediately adjacent to Guntersville Lake. In general the site is bordered by low density
residential, scattered livestock grazing and the general aviation airport. The site maintains a 4-
acre facultative wastewater treatment lagoon in its central portion. The existing wastewater
treatment lagoon will be closed following the land acquisition process and the connection of

current customers of the treatrent lagoon to an alternative treatment facility.

3.8  Wetland Rating

The wetland areas were evaluated utilizing the Wetland Rapid Assessment Protocol (WRAP) a
widely accepted quantitative tool to assess the functionality of the natural wetlands and
mitigation activities (Miller and Gunsalus, 1997). The WRAP evaluates the basic wetland health
variables, including wildlife utilization, vegetative cover (overstory, shrub, and ground cover),
wetland hydrologic indicators, and basic water quality characteristics. A score is calculated
based on findings of the WRAP evaluation. A total WRAP score of 1.0 represents a wetland
system functioning at the highest possible level and a score of zero represents a system that is

severely impacted and exhibits only negligible attributes of a functioning wetland.

The WRAP was completed for the various components of the project and the results generally

indicated that many of the existing wetlands were functioning at between 35-50 percent of their
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functional capacity generally due to the continued alterations to a majority of the hydrologic and
floristic components of the systems. The wetlands associated with the northeast section of the
project scored in the 80 percent functional capacity due to the mature canopy and limited or
absent invasive species. Whereas the remainder of the wetlands scored generally low due to
historical and recent hydrologic alterations in the form of ditching, water quality degradation
from upgradient agricultural and municipal sources, clear-cut timber operations, and the

establishment of invasive and exotic species.

3.9  Position and Function of Wetland in the Landscape
The value and functions provided by an assessment érea to fish and wildlife are influenced by the
landscape position of the assessment area and its relationsﬁip with surrounding areas. While the
geographic location of the assessment area does not change, the ecological relationship between
the assessment areas and surrounding landscape may vary from the current condition to the “with
impact” and “‘with mitigation” conditions. Many species that nest, feed, or find cover in a
specific habitat or habitat type are also dependant, to varying degrees upon other habitats,
including upland, wetland, and other surface waters that are present within the regional

landscape.

In this case, the position of the wetlands in the landscape is sub-optimal due to the plant
composition consisting of invasive species, wildlife access is limited by surrounding

development, and the opportunity for the area to provide benefits to downstream areas is limited

- by hydrologic alterations. In this case the drainage features have been straightened, and a large

facultative lagoon was sited within the central portion of the wetland.
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Section 4:  Mitigation Approach

41 Mitigation Sequencing

Both a Federal permit issucd by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act and a TVA 26a permit will be required for any dredge-and-fill activity.
These separate permitting processes will require that the applicant address the following issues

during the regulatory review to receive favorable review of the dredge-and-fill application.

4.1.1  Avoidance/Minimization: This section is to satisfy the presumption that an alternative

exists that meets the aforementioned weighting criterion and which will have less environmental
impact to a special aquatic site. The applicant undertook an evaluation examining the
availability of parcels with the zoning that would allow for development of the proposed facility.
The applicant must successfully demonstrate to the satisfaction of the regulatory entities that
sufficient avoidance and minixﬁization to wetland impacts have been undertaken prior to
consideration of any mitigation to offset wetland impacts. This makes it difficult to justify the
elimination of all of the wetlands through dredge-and-fill activities located within any particular
parcel. Since there are no alternative sites that would sétisfy the project's purpose and would
result in less impact to special aquatic sites, the only criteria to satisfy prior to initiating
mitigation afe the strategies of avoidance and minimization within the parcel proposed for
development. Based upon the size and irregular shape of the total parcels, the avoidance and
minimization of wetland impacts was significantly limited. The avoidance and minimization of
the irpacted wetlands would have severely restricted the overall scope of aviation related

development at this location.

4.1.2  Alternative Analysis: The USACE requires that a practicable alternative analysis be
accomplished in which the applicaﬁt must demonsirate that there does not exist alternative sites
that could meet the stated project purpose and that would result in less impacts to aquatic
resources such as wetlands. Certainly, the projects purpose will dictate certain weighting criteria
(i.e. geographical market area, impact to aquatic resources, and economic factors). Therefore, a
project purpose could be construed in a manner which only permits the use of the subject parcel

and eliminates the possibility of alternative sites. Alternative sites were evaluated as part of the
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Environmental Assessment process and it has been determined that the current proposed location
offers the least amount of impact with respect to environmental, financial, cultural, social and
historical issues. The Environmental Assessment for this proposed action was conducted and
completed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and FAA
5050.4A.

4.1.3  Compensatory Mitigation: Following the avoidance/minimization and alternative analysis

portions of the agency review have been satisfied, the applicant must provide some form of

" compensatory mitigation to offset wetland losses associated with the proposed dredge-and-fill

activity.  The mitigation efforts are proposed tb be compensated via the purchase of an
appropriate amount of credits from the Flint Creek Wetland Mitigation Bank located within the
service area, the Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site located within the same watershed as

the site or an alternate USACE approved mitigation bank, at a ratio of 2:1.

The FAA guidelines require that the land identified for the proposed project be purchased prior
to the execution of any contractual instrument for the purchase of offsite compensatory
mitigation credits. In the event that mitigation credits are not available at the Flint Creek
Wetland Mitigation Bank or the Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site an alternative offsite
mitigation site will be identified. BWSC anticipates that the purchase of the mitigation credits
will occur in 2007 following the Land Acquisition phase of the proposed project, scheduled for
2005-2006.

4.2  Goeals and Objectives
The goals and objectives of the off-site mitigation effort are to provide a net gain in overall
wetland function and area by the proper planning, implementation, and monitoring by the owners

of the mitigation banks.

| RASIN1506\Mitigation Plam\GUNTERSVILLE MITIGATION PLAN 2.?0§ April 2005




Guntersville Municipal Airport Guntersville, Alabama

Section S: Proposed Mitigation Site(s)

5.1 Site Description

BWSC is proposing to utilize the Flint Creek Wetlands Mitigation Bank (FCWMB) and the
Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site. The FCWMB is located within the Wheeler watershed
near Hartselle, Alabama and it consists of approximately 653 acres. The FCWMB consists of
farm/pasture land that has been converted back into a bottomland forest wetland habitat. The

Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site is located within the Guntersville watershed, near

Scotisboro, Alabama. The Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site consists of old catfish ponds

that have been drained and are being reforested with bottomland hardwood species.

5.2 Ownership ‘

The FCWMB is owned and managed by Robinsong Ecological Resources, Inc., with Ms.
Cynthia Robinson as CEO of the corporation. The Hembree Compensatory Mitigation Site is
owned and managed by Mr. Ed Hembree.

5.3  Rationale for Choice

The offsite mitigation option was selected for the Guntersville project site due to the high 3:1

mitigation ratio that was imposed on this site by the USACE for onsite creation and enhancement

of the proposed impacts. At a mitigation ratio of 3:1, the onsite mitigation option Was eliminated-

due to high construction cost and constraints to future airport improvements.

3.4  Ecological Assessment of Mitigation Site
Since the offsite mitigation option has been selected for the proposed impacts at the Guntersville
Municipal Airport an ecological assessment of the mitigation site is outside the scope of the

development of this Preliminary Mitigation Plan.

5.5 Constraints

Since the offsite mitigation option has been selected for the proposed impacts at the Guntersville
Municipal Airport an assessment of the constraints to performing onsite mitigation site is outside

the scope of the development of this Preliminary Mitigation Plan.
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Section 6: Preliminary Site Plan

6.1 Conceptual Design of Airport Drainage

The detailed conceptual design of the drainage patterns at the proposed runway and taxiway are
included in Appendix C, BWSC Hydrological Study and Drainage Design Report. The following
subsections highlight the overall design of the runway, taxiway, detention ponds as well as the

culverts,

6.1.1 Runway Typical Section
In order to develop an overall conceptual design of the drainage structures, it was necessary to

prepare a grading plan for the proposed runway and taxiway. As noted on the Airport Layout
Plan (ALP), the proposed runway will maintain a consistér_lt elevation of 605.00 feet above sea
level. The runway will be designed with a crown in the center and a cross slope of 1.0 percent.
In order to limit the overall impact to existing topography, the proposed taxiway will be situated
3 feet higher than the ranway at a constant elevation of 608.00 feet above sea level and will be
crowned with a 1.0 percent cross slope. Cross section details are included on Figure 3, Runway
6/24 and Parallel Taxiway Typical Section, of Appendix C, Hydraulic Analysis and Conceptual
Design of Drainage Structures for Runway 6/24.

6.1.2 Detention Ponds

- The use of detention ponds on the southwest side of Runway 6/24 was determined to be the most

effective means of reducing the volume of water which must be transmitted under the runway.
The use of detention basins allowed the use of culverts smaller than what would otherwise be
required. - Additionally, there were height concerns with the areas beneath the proposed runway
and the existing drainage features. These height limitations restricted the size of the drainage
structures to 24 inches or less. In the event that detention basins had not been specified in the
design, multiple arch pipe structures would be required at each stream crossing. The use of
detention basins also allows for enhanced benefit to the wetlands by slowing the flow of water
and allowing an increased resonance time. This will allow the wetlands to have a somewhat

metered flow during storm events which will serve to enhance the overall hydraulic regime.
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The location of the detention basins was determined both by topography and by future plans for
development as indicated on the ALP. It should be noted that stormwater detention was not
feasible at all locations due to constraints imposed by topography and future aviation
development. Detention pond details are included on Table 5, Detention Ponds, of Appendix C,

Hydraulic Analysis and Conceptual Design of Drainage Structures for Runway 6/24.

6.1.3 Culvert Design
Two culverts were designed at each stream crossing, one under the taxiway (Structure A) and

~one under the runway (Structure B). Structures 1A, 4A, 5A, and 6A were designed using

HydroFlow Hydrographs detention pond modeling, while Culverts 2A and 3A were designed
using Haestad Method’s Culvertmaster. The design assumed a maximum headwater elevation of

607.00 feet in order to prevent overtopping the proposed parallel taxiway.

In order to design the B structures, additional calculations were required to compensate for the
additional run-off collected between the centerline of the taxiway and the centerline of the
runway. This additional run-off was added to that from the A Structures in order to properly size
the B Structures. The additional flows are identified in Table 6, Runoff from Centerline of
Runway to Centerline of Taxiway, of Appendix C, BWSC Hydrological Study and Drainage
Design Report. Additionally, the B structures were designed using Haestad Method’s
Culvertmaster. The design assumed a maximum headwater elevation of 604.00 feet in order to

prevent overtopping the proposed runway.

The detailed profile drawings of each culvert crossing (Basins 1-6) are included in Appendix C,
Hydraulic Analysis and Conceptual Design of Drainage Structures for Runway 6/24. In
addition, Appendix C also includes a plan view showing the proposed contours for Runway 6/24

and the parallel taxiway as well as the proposed drainage structures and detention pond locations.
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Section 7: Mitigation Monitoring Plan

. Since the offsite mitigation option has been selected for the proposed impacts at the Guntersville
Municipal Airport a Mitigation Monitoring Plan of the mitigation site is outside the scope of the

development of this Preliminary Mitigation Plan.
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‘ Section 8: Site Protection

. Since the offsite mitigation option has been selected for the proposed impacts at the Guntersville
Municipal Airport the site protection of the mitigation site is outside the scope of the
development of this Preliminary Mitigation Plan.
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