























Chapter 4

Figure 4-4. Recreation Sites Within the Muscle Shoals Reservation Study Area
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Sheffield and across the river into the Florence community, such actions would also trigger
cumulative negative impacts on nonmotorized recreation and transportation systems within
a multicity and multicounty area. To reduce the potential for adverse effects to recreational
opportunities or facilities such as those outlined above, the following measures could be
employed under any of the Action Alternatives (i.e., Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F).

1. The 1-mile segment of paved trail located on the south side of Reservation Road,
including the corridor of native vegetative plantings along each side of the trail,
(a) may be preserved and maintained in TVA ownership for its current recreational
usage or, with the concurrence of ALDOT and FHWA, (b) could be preserved and
managed for public recreation use under an agreement (e.g., easement) between
TVA and the new landowner or other responsible party for the development area, or
(c) upon agreement with ALDOT and FHWA, could be relocated to the north side of
Reservation Road if the area on the south side is needed for other purposes under
any of the Action Alternatives. Option (c) would eliminate the two existing crossings
of Reservation Road by the trail and, thus, enhance public safety. However,
because this alignment would require construction of a bridge over Pond Creek, this
approach could involve considerable expense.

2. The 900-foot section of paved trail, including a protective corridor, on the
Multipurpose Building parcel could be (a) retained by TVA, (b) preserved and
managed for public recreation use under an agreement (e.g., easement) between
TVA and a new landowner, or (c) relocated to skirt the boundaries of the
Multipurpose Building parcel.

3. Development of the phosphate slag storage area as part of a utility corridor to the
Tennessee River could also include potential impacts to the Rockpile Hiking Trail
and the paved trail complex along Reservation Road. Impacts of severing these
trails could be temporary, and mitigated through rerouting the trail, or permanent
causing a loss of future recreational use opportunity. Depending on the nature of
utility corridor facilities construction, efforts would be made to avoid trail closure or
reduce effects of trail usage through planning or other design features (such as
reconstruction of segments of the disrupted trail and/or revegetation of the trail
corridor). This could help to maintain the integrity and character of the trail and trail
environs.

The future availability of land within the MSR study area for potential recreational use could
be integrated into plans for open green space (e.g., parks) depending on the land use
allocations resulting from the Master Plan development process.

4.16.1 Alternative A

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would continue to use the 1996 Plan to manage the
MSR study area for program purposes and economic development. Under this alternative,
there would be essentially no foreseeable change in current access to recreation facilities
or the availability of these facilities. Thus, recreational availability, quality, and activity
patterns are not expected to change. Use opportunities on trails and other recreation
facilities along with informal use of some of the MSR properties both north and south of the
Reservation Road would likely continue. According to Alabama’s Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, demand for access to trails to accommodate
walking, hiking, and bicycling is likely to increase statewide.
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4.16.2 Alternative B

Development following the implementation of Alternative B, conservation and LID, would
likely have a positive effect on recreational use on the MSR study area. Implementation of
this alternative would make the MSR study area available for protecting and enhancing the
natural character of the area, which is a key factor in its attraction as an outdoor recreation
resource. Adoption of Alternative B could also result in additional recreation enhancement
to supplement recreation facilities north of Reservation Road and help meet future
recreation needs in the area. This could occur in association with continuation of volunteer
programs and establishment of new or expansion of existing public parks or other green
spaces.

Implementation of this alternative would also likely result in preservation and/or
improvement of areas of the MSR that currently receive informal recreation use such as
walking, jogging, and nature observation. Likewise, the types and levels of development
such as green energy research, education, and ecotourism envisioned under this
alternative would be less impacting than some other types of development expected to
occur under the other Action Alternatives. Thus, implementing Alternative B would likely
preserve or increase the overall amount of open space and areas in a relatively natural
character across the area.

Although adoption of Alternative B could enhance recreational use of the MSR overall,
there is some potential for negative impacts on recreational use areas and facilities that are
located within the proposed MSR study area boundaries. The recreational trail located
north of Reservation Road that continues south of the road onto the northeast corner of the
property as well as the trail along the river near the phosphate slag storage area could both
be affected. Although the use of the phosphate slag storage area for a utility corridor is
unlikely under this alternative, these potential impacts could include those described above
(Section 4.16) involving the 1-mile segment of the National Recreation Trail Complex and a
shore segment of the Rockpile Hiking Trail along the Tennessee River (see Figure 3-30).
TVA would obtain approval from ALDOT and FHWA prior to selling land associated with the
trail complex and, to the extent practicable, avoid or reduce construction and operational
impacts on the Rockpile Hiking Trail and the 900-foot section of the paved trail that passes
through the Multipurpose Building portion of the proposed redevelopment area.

All three of these trail segments could remain unaffected or potentially enhanced through
consideration of local recreational needs and use values through the Master Plan
development process. Within the context of the recreation resources protection efforts
outlined above, the cumulative effect of adopting this alternative on recreation would likely
be positive.

4.16.3 Alternative C

Development of the MSR study area for commercial, retail, and residential use as required
under Alternative C could cause significant negative impacts on public recreational use of
the area. Such effects would be greater than those anticipated under Alternative B.
Potential development associated with Alternative C would likely change the character of
the MSR study area from open space and areas in a relatively natural character to
developed, resulting in the area being less attractive for recreation. Increases in traffic
levels and associated traffic noise could also make the area less suitable for outdoor
recreation and could increase the potential for conflicts between trail users and vehicular
traffic, especially at the two points where the paved trail crosses Reservation Road.
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The three potential recreation-related impacts outlined under the discussion of Alternative B
(i.e., potential effects associated with the development of the phosphate slag storage area
as a utility corridor and the two segments of the Reservation Road trail within the MSR
study area) would also apply to this alternative.

A third potential effect under this alternative relates to recreation use that currently occurs
within the southwestern section of the MSR (see description under Sections 3.14 and 3.16).
Modifications within this area resulting in the loss of existing vegetative cover or old road
networks could have a negative effect on joggers and walkers that regularly use this area
and a significant adverse effect on seasonal (e.g., spring and fall) bird-watching
opportunities.

Implementation of the following measure, through execution of the Master Plan, could
substantially reduce the potentially most adverse impacts on recreational use of the MSR
study area:

¢ Informal trail networks within the southwestern portion of the MSR study area that
are eliminated due to implementation of Alternative C could be replaced with trails
that offer similar recreation opportunities at suitable locations north of Reservation
Road or at other public parks or natural areas in the vicinity.

¢ Some recreational activities, such as fall bird watching, may not be available on
other sections of the MSR study area due to the unique character of the
southwestern area of the proposed redevelopment area and the unique population
of bird species that are present in this area during the fall.

4.16.4 Alternative D

The potential impacts of future development under Alternative D are expected to be greater
than those under Alternative B and similar to those under Alternative C. However, some
types of industrial development and operations could produce additional noise or other
environmental emissions that might result in some additional adverse impacts on nearby
recreational areas as compared to Alternative C. The implementation of the mitigation
measures described previously could substantially reduce the potential direct and indirect
impact of this alternative on recreational opportunities and the quality of the experience.
However, depending on the nature and extent of potential industrial development under this
alternative, there could be significant negative impacts on the open space character and
public recreation use of the MSR study area under Alternative D.

The potential recreation-related impacts outlined under Alternative C and the corresponding
commitments would also apply to Alternative D. These commitments would reduce the
potential direct impacts of this alternative. However, the expected reduction in open space
areas; potential loss of areas currently managed for and available to the public for informal
recreation, including the birding area on the southwestern portion of the property; increase
in motorized traffic flows on area roads as well as on additional road networks that could be
constructed; and increased noise levels would result in low to moderate adverse impacts on
recreation. This could increase the potential for negative cumulative effects compared to
Alternatives A and B.

4.16.5 Alternative E

The potential for more balanced development and conservation efforts envisioned under
Alternative E would likely result in continued maintenance and protection of existing
recreation facilities and activities and could also result in maintaining areas currently used
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for informal recreation and other low-impact activities available to and considered important
to the public. However, development of commercial/retail, residential, and industrial areas
could also likely have moderate negative impacts on recreational users due to the overall
increase in development and associated increases in traffic and noise that would likely take
place within the MSR study area. Depending on the intensity and location of residential,
commercial, and industrial use areas, loss of open space and loss of areas currently
managed to accommodate informal recreation use could also occur. Green spaces and
buffer zones of vegetation, barriers, and effective use of juxtaposition and spacing of
development and infrastructure could help reduce visual and noise effects.

The potential impacts of adopting and implementing Alternative E are expected to be
greater than those anticipated under Alternative B and similar to those expected under
Alternative C or D. The potential recreation-related impacts outlined under Alternative C
and the corresponding commitments would also apply to Alternative E. As previously
indicated under Alternative D, these commitments would reduce the potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of this alternative.

4.16.6 Alternative F

The potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts to recreation resources
under Alternative F would likely be similar to those expected under Alternative E. As
indicated above, some land set aside for conservation in the Master Plan could minimize
effects on recreation under Alternative F. The potential environmental effects from such
development would likely be similar to those described under Alternative E and bounded by
the analysis under Action Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

417 Transportation

In a letter dated August 18, 2009 (Brown 2009), ALDOT notified TVA of two projects under
study its long range planning that could affect TVA land in the vicinity of the MSR study
area. Only one verifiable project is noted in the study area, which is the widening of
Second Street from four to five lanes (effectively constructing a center turn lane) between
Hatch Boulevard and Wilson Dam Road. As this project does not add capacity (because
turn lanes already exist at the major intersections on Second Street except Firestone
Avenue), it has limited applicability to the transportation impact analysis. This project is
referenced as Project #5 in the Shoals Area 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (Skipper
Consulting Inc. 2005).

ALDOT has indicated plans to widen US 72 (Hatch Boulevard) between Jackson Highway
and Second Street to six lanes if warranted by traffic growth. A specific timeline has not
been determined for this project. Additionally, there are long-term plans possibly to provide
an interstate facility from Memphis, Tennessee, to Atlanta, Georgia, using an alignment on
or similar to US 72. Implementation of this project was not assumed primarily because its
timeline and likelihood are not defined. However, if such a project were to move forward, it
could affect traffic flow on surface streets in the Muscle Shoals area. Some of the regional
through traffic on Hatch Boulevard, Second Street, and Wilson Dam Road would likely
divert to such a facility.

Future conditions were analyzed for the year 2035, a conceptual year in which the
proposed MSR redevelopment would likely be complete. Future traffic volumes were
estimated. To estimate the traffic that would likely occur whether the MSR study area is
redeveloped or not (also known as “background traffic”), a 1.90 percent linear annual
growth rate was utilized (see Section 3.17.1). To estimate the traffic volumes that would be
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generated by the MSR study area redevelopment alternatives (i.e., “project traffic”), land
use and certain nonbinding assumptions for each alternative were made. All trips
estimated to be generated in each alternative are considered “new” project trips. The
assumptions were then utilized to conduct a trip generation analysis based on the rates and
equations published in the standard Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (2008) reference
Trip Generation User’s Guide. The estimated trips under each Action Alternative are
presented in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4. Trip Generation Under Alternatives B Through E

Project Trips on External Roadway
Alternative A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Enter Exit Enter Exit
Alternative B 3,626 591 876 3,779
Alternative C 2,151 1,353 2,130 2,986
Alternative D 3,054 1,596 783 3,832
Alternative E 3,526 1,089 1,677 4,367

The resulting estimated new project trips for each alternative were assigned to the local
roadway network utilizing existing traffic distribution patterns to estimate the total
(background + project) number of peak-hour vehicles at each intersection in the year 2035,
which were then analyzed to determine future LOS.

4.17.1 Alternative A

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would continue to use the 1996 Plan to manage the
MSR study area for program purposes and economic development. The existing
intersection LOS for Alternative A is shown in Table 4-5

Table 4-5. 2035 Alternative A Intersection Level of Service

Location A.M. LOS P.M. LOS

Hatch Boulevard at Jackson Highway
Hatch Boulevard at Reservation Road

Hatch Boulevard at Second Street
Second Street at Firestone Avenue

Second Street at Wilson Dam Road

Wilson Dam Road at MSR Access
(unsignalized, eastbound approach)

Wilson Dam Road at Access Road
Access Road at River Road

Access Road at Reservation Road B
Bolded letters representing LOS mean that improvements to the roadways are needed.
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The results indicate that the existing roadway network, even without redevelopment of the
MSR study area, cannot accommodate the estimated increases in traffic over the next 25
years at several locations. To determine whether new land uses would have an adverse
impact, the estimated traffic levels under the Action Alternatives were compared to those
anticipated under Alternative A. In order to compare the Action Alternatives to Alternative A
in the year 2035, potential roadway improvements were identified that could improve LOS
conditions under Alternative A. The potential improvements are depicted in Table 4-6. At
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the intersection of Wilson Dam Road and the MSR Access Road, the LOS failure indicated
by the analysis is likely due to the limitations in the analysis, and no improvements were
recommended. As shown in Table 4-7, these improvements would improve conditions to
LOS D or better and, to the degree feasible, should be considered in the future as
necessary.

Table 4-6. Transportation Improvements Under Alternative A
Location Improvements
e Dedicated eastbound right-turn lane
Second Street at Wilson Dam Road e Dedicated westbound right-turn lane

e Additional westbound left-turn lane

Wilson Dam Road at Access Road e Additional southbound left-turn lane

e Additional southbound left-turn lane (would
require widening Hatch Boulevard
southbound to three lanes south of the
intersection)

Hatch Boulevard at Jackson Highway

Table 4-7. Intersection Level of Service Under Alternative A With Suggested
Improvements*

Location A.M. LOS P.M. LOS

Hatch Boulevard at Jackson Highway

Hatch Boulevard at Reservation Road

Hatch Boulevard at Second Street

Second Street at Firestone Avenue

Second Street at Wilson Dam Road

Wilson Dam Road at MSR Access
(unsignalized, eastbound approach)

Wilson Dam Road at Access Road

Access Road at River Road

W W|(>»| M O@Ol>0
O|0|0| m |O|lm|O|w|O

Access Road at Reservation Road

*Expected in 2035
Bolded letters representing LOS mean that improvements to the roadways are needed.

4.17.2 Action Alternatives

Using the total trip volumes for Alternatives B through E, a LOS analysis was provided for
each of the five Action Alternatives. To accommodate the new trips, three additional
signalized access points to the MSR study area (one each on Wilson Dam Road, Hatch
Boulevard, and at the intersection of Second Street at Firestone Avenue) were assumed for
the analysis. In addition, redevelopment of the MSR study area was assumed to include
upgrading the current access point to the MSR on Wilson Dam Road to include
signalization. A signal warrant analysis and permit approval by ALDOT and/or any
appropriate review agencies would be needed at the time of the MSR redevelopment.

In addition, to compare to the No Action Alternative with LOS D or better conditions, the
improvements identified in Table 4-6 were assumed to be implemented by state or local
agencies by the year 2035. The intersection LOS for Alternatives B through E is shown in
Table 4-8.
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Table 4-8. Intersection Level of Service Under Alternatives B, C, D, and E*
Location Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.

Hatch Boult_evard at Jackson F F F F F F F F

Highway
Hatch Boulevard at
Reservation Road F F F F F F F F
Hatch Boulevgrd at Access B c B c c c C D
Point
Hatch Boulevard at Second E F E F F F E F
Street

Second Street at Firestone B c B c c c D c
Avenue

Second Street at Wilson D D D D D D D D

Dam Road

Wilson Dam Road at MSR A B A A B B B A
Access

Wilson Dam Road at A B A A B B A B

Access Road
Access Road at River Road B D B C D D B C
Access Road at
Reservation Road B B ¢ B ¢ c ¢ c

*Expected in 2035
Bolded letters representing LOS mean that improvements to the roadways are needed.

The results indicate LOS failure under all the Action Alternatives at three intersections all
along Hatch Boulevard corridor. In particular, the LOS failures along Hatch Boulevard at
Jackson Highway and Reservation Road are severe, based on the observed average
delays of over 200 seconds, despite the assumed improvement of triple southbound
left-turn lanes at Hatch Boulevard and Jackson Highway. In effect, the analysis indicates
that the combination of the “background traffic” (including the large number of vehicles that
have to turn left or right to stay on the US 43/72 route designation at Hatch Boulevard and
Jackson Highway) and the estimated new trips associated with the MSR study area would
severely impact the Hatch Boulevard corridor. Overall, the transportation impacts of
redevelopment of the MSR study area from Alternatives C and E would be greater
compared to Alternatives B and D because these alternatives would likely generate more
trips to and from the MSR study area.

Under Alternative F, the MSR study area would be developed with no restrictions on the
types of future land uses that could occur. As described in Sections 2.1.6 and 4.2.6, the
reasonably likely future uses of the property under Alternative F are those described in
Action Alternatives B, C, D, and E and would, therefore, result in a mixture of one or more
of those uses or a mixed use reflected in Alternative E. Therefore, impacts of development
under Alternative F on transportation are likely to be similar to those described under
Alternative E and within the range of effects bounded by those described under Action
Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

4.17.3 Potential Mitigation Strategy

Based on the results of the Alternative B, C, D, and E analysis, a determination was made
that the LOS failures at Hatch Boulevard at Second Street could likely be mitigated with the
strategic addition of turn lanes. However, the LOS failures on Hatch Boulevard would
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require more comprehensive solutions. Two overall potential mitigation approaches were

developed:

Option 1: Realign the US 43/72 designation through Hatch Boulevard and relocate
Jackson Boulevard to Birmingham Road (Table 4-9).

Option 2: Incorporate an additional access point to the MSR between the Tennessee River
and Hatch Boulevard and construct grade-separated flyover for southbound US 43/72
through traffic at Hatch Boulevard (Table 4-10).

Table 4-9. Mitigation Option 1 for the MSR Study Area
Location Improvements
Hatch Boulevard at Dedicated westbound left-turn lane.
2" Street Dedicated eastbound right-turn lane.

Hatch Boulevard at
Jackson Highway

Realign US 43/72 approaches to major north-south movement
forming a new T-intersection with Hatch Boulevard on the
eastbound approach. Jackson Highway would be relocated
to utilize Birmingham Street to intersect with US 43.

Three through lanes for northbound and southbound approaches
to US 43/72. Would require widening Hatch Boulevard to six
lanes south of the intersection.

Northbound and westbound dual left-turn lanes.

Hatch Boulevard at
Reservation Road

Realign Jackson Highway to intersect with Hatch Boulevard on
the eastbound approach (currently Birmingham Street).

Eastbound triple left-turn lanes. Would require widening Hatch
Boulevard to six lanes north of the intersection.

New eastbound through lane.

Dedicated eastbound right-turn lane.

Additional westbound and southbound right-turn lanes to provide
dual-turn lanes.

Dual dedicated southbound right-turn lanes with free-flow
conditions (would require three receiving westbound lanes on
Birmingham Street that would likely merge into two lanes).

Table 4-10. Mitigation Option 2 for the MSR Study Area
Location Improvements
Hatch Boulevard at Dedicated westbound left-turn lane.
2" Street Dedicated eastbound right-turn lane.

Hatch Boulevard at
Jackson Highway

Construct a two-lane flyover over the intersection for southbound
US 43/72 traffic, which would merge with a single lane
carrying eastbound through (from Hatch Boulevard) and
northbound right (Jackson Highway) traffic south of the
intersection to create three lanes on Hatch Boulevard
southbound toward Reservation Road.

Widening of Hatch Boulevard to six lanes between Jackson
Highway and Reservation Road.

Provide an additional westbound left-turn lane.

Hatch Boulevard at
Reservation Road

Reconfigure the westbound right-turn channelized movement into
a free flow (which would tie into a six-lane Hatch Boulevard
north toward Jackson Highway).
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Location Improvements

o New signalized access to the MSR on US 43/72 between Hatch
Boulevard and the Tennessee River.

e Provide dual westbound left-turn lanes.

US 43/72 at New | ¢ Dedicated channelized free-flow westbound right-turn lane.

MSR Access e Three through lanes northbound and southbound (north of the
intersection, this would need to, along with the receiving lane
from the westbound right turn lane, taper into two lanes
northbound and southbound to tie into the O’Neal Bridge).

e Provide dual southbound left-turn lanes.

Access improvement to the MSR study area for Alternative A, as shown in Table 4-6, were
assumed to occur along with the mitigation options. These two mitigation strategies were
tested using transportation analysis software. The results of utilizing these improvements
for Alternatives B through E are provided in Tables 4-11 and 4-12. In addition, these
improvements would require diversion of traffic volumes under each of the alternatives,
including Alternative F.

Table 4-11. Mitigation Option 1 Intersection Level of Service Under
Alternatives B, C, D, and E*
Location Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
AM. | PM. | AM. | PM. | AM. | PM. | AM. | P.M.
Hatch Boulgvard at B B B B B B B B
Jackson Highway
Hatch Boulevard at
Reservation Road F F F F F F F F
Hatch Boulevard_ at New B c B C B C B D
Access Point
Hatch Boulevard at
Second Street c c ¢ D C D C D
S_econd Street at B B B C c C B C
Firestone Avenue
Second Street at Wilson D C D D D D D D
Dam Road
Wilson Dam Roaq at New B A A A A B A B
Access Point
Wilson Dam Road at MSR A B A A A B A B
Access
Wilson Dam Road at A C A c A C A c
Access Road
Access Road at River B B B B B B B c
Road
Access Road at
Reservation Road B B B B C B B B

*Expected in 2035
Bolded letters representing LOS mean that improvements to the roadways are needed.
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Table 4-12. Mitigation Option 2 Intersection Level of Service Under Alternatives B,

C,D, and E*
. Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
Location
AM. | PM. | AM. P.M. A.M. P.M. | AM. P.M.
US 43/72 at New Access Point B A A B B A B A
Hatch Boult_evard at Jackson B B B B B B B B
Highway
Hatch Boulevard at Reservation c o B c C c c D
Road
Hatch Boulevard_ at New A A A A A A A B
Access Point
Hatch Boulevard at Second c D c D c D c D
Street
Second Street at Firestone B B B B B B B B
Avenue
Second Street at Wilson Dam D c c c D c D c
Road
Wilson Dam Roaq at New A A A A A A A A
Access Point
Wilson Dam Road at MSR B A A A A A A B
Access
Wilson Dam Road at Access A c A c A c A c
Road
Access Road at River Road B B B B B B B B
Access Road at Reservation B B B B B B B B
Road

*Expected in 2035

The modeling results for Option 1 indicate that these improvements would upgrade all of
the intersections on US 43/72 considerably, including improving Hatch Boulevard at
Jackson Highway to a LOS B. However, the intersection of Hatch Boulevard and
Reservation Road would continue to operate at LOS F, despite significant reductions in
average delay.

In contrast, the modeling results for Option 2 indicate that the improvements tested would
mitigate all observations of LOS E or F in the vicinity of the site. Therefore, this option is
recommended over the improvements in Option 1. However, given a variety of unknowns
(e.g., alternative selection, the feasibility of particular improvements in terms of cost and
engineering, community preferences, etc.), both options should be considered as potential
mitigation strategies by transportation officials at Colbert County or ALDOT. TVA would
rely on local and state authorities to consider these strategies or others ways for minimizing
future development effects on traffic and would not be responsible for implementing or
funding any particular strategy. Anticipated changes in traffic levels and volume would also
be taken into account in the development of the Master Plan.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Because of the volumes of new traffic potentially generated by the year 2035 under any of
the alternatives, but more so under Alternatives C, D, E or F, TVA anticipates that indirect
and cumulative effects on the local transportation network within a mile or so from the MSR
study area could also be significant. However, because of current improvements to Wilson
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Dam Road, including its likely future widening from East Avalon south to US 72/20
(Alternate), as well as unscheduled but planned local ALDOT projects, local cumulative
impacts are expected to be more moderate within a few miles from the site. At this distance
along maijor routes, the influence of traffic associated with the redevelopment site could be
assumed to return to normal volumes at those locations. If the major interstate (Memphis —
Atlanta) becomes a reality, it could affect traffic flow on surface streets in the Muscle Shoals
area. Thus, traffic-related congestion could be minimized and further reduce long-term
cumulative effects of the potential redevelopment. Transportation impacts from this
redevelopment proposal would likely cause insignificant impacts within Colbert County and
the multicounty region, regardless of the adopted alternative.

418 Scenic Resources

Potential impacts to scenic resources were examined based on anticipated changes likely
to occur on the existing landscape and the landscape character after alteration. Identifying
these changes in the landscape character was based on commonly held perceptions of
landscape beauty and the aesthetic sense of place.

The slope and vegetation patterns of a landscape can be determining factors in the relative
ability of a particular landscape to accept human alteration with varying impacts to the
scenic attractiveness and scenic integrity. For example, a landscape that is relatively level
(i.e., flat) and densely forested has a much greater capacity to absorb change than does a
landscape that is steeply sloping and sparsely vegetated or vegetated with lower-growing
herbaceous vegetation. These characteristics are expressed in the general landscape
character of the MSR study area where the topography is flat to gently sloping and
vegetation types and patterns are diverse yet dense to sparse.

The 1996 Plan recommended the establishment of certain visual buffers, which continue to
serve their visual management and protection purpose, along Reservation Road and the
length of all transportation corridors surrounding the MSR (see Figure 2-1). Similarly, the
Master Plan would likely involve the establishment of appropriate buffers to separate
various land uses and to reduce potential impacts associated with scenic resources and
noise. In addition, given current land use and urban landscape character over much of the
interior of the site observable from Reservation Road, as well as recommended buffer
zones, the extent and magnitude of visual alteration to the existing landscape from
implementing any of the Action Alternatives would not change the scenic value class
beyond the threshold of significance.

Creation or supplementation (i.e., additional plantings) of existing vegetative buffers would
not be required. However, existing vegetation included within the buffer areas as shown in
Figure 4-5, which should be considered in the Master Plan, could remain or be allowed to
mature. The retention of these vegetative buffers, as identified below and in Section 2.3, in
combination with limiting new roadway intersections (i.e., curb cuts) could reduce the
potential for disturbance and maintain the park-like setting for viewers using TVA land and
facilities along, and north of, Reservation Road. See a photograph of a segment of the
maintained right-of-way along both sides of Reservation Road in Figure 3-35.
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The measures described below could be used to reduce the potential for adverse effects to
visual resources under the Action Alternatives and would be considered in development of
the Master Plan.

o Except where maintained within the existing road right-of-way, a vegetative
buffer, measured 150 feet from the edge of the pavement, shall be maintained
along both sides of Reservation Road within the MSR study area from the
intersection of Hatch Boulevard to the Wilson Dam Road overpass (Figure 4-5).

o Except where maintained within the existing road right-of-way, a vegetative
buffer, measured 150 feet from the edge of the pavement, shall be maintained
along Hatch Boulevard from the intersection of Reservation Road, southward for
a distance of 500 feet (see Figure 4-5).

o Except where maintained within the existing road right-of-way, a vegetative
buffer, measured 150 feet from the edge of the pavement, shall be maintained
along Wilson Dam Road from the Reservation Road overpass, southward for a
distance of 2,000 feet (see Figure 4-5).

¢ No more than four additional curb cuts (i.e., new roadway entrances onto the
area) shall be made along Reservation Road.

4.18.1 Alternative A

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would continue to use the 1996 Plan to manage the
MSR study area for program purposes and economic development. Potential effects to
scenic resources associated with the adoption and implementation of this alternative were
previously addressed in the 1996 Plan. No additional foreseeable actions that could have
visual effects beyond those considered in the 1996 Plan are anticipated under the No
Action Alternative.

4.18.2 Alternative B

Requiring the MSR study area land to be used for resource conservation and sustainable
LID under Alternative B could result in enhanced opportunities for public use of the MSR
property while maintaining or enhancing the landscape character. Any low-impact
development occurring on the area under Alternative B is expected to adhere to the
standards established in the Master Plan regarding visual buffers to mitigate potential
adverse effects to scenic resources. Because the visual quality of the area would likely be
increased, adoption of this alternative would likely result in a beneficial effect on scenic
resources within the MSR study area. Although visual buffering would occur, potential
development under Alternative B could result in similar or slightly greater visual impacts
than those likely under Alternative A. However, actions under Alternative B would likely
result in a less discernable impact to existing scenic resources and landscape character
compared to development under Alternatives C, D, E, and F.
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4.18.3 Alternative C

The MSR study area would be required to be used for commercial, retail, and residential
land uses under Alternative C. This could result in a discernable change in the existing
landscape character, depending on the location, density, context sensitivity, and phasing of
development. Proposed development could take place over nearly the entire MSR study
area. These types of development could affect areas of rural, pastoral, and naturally
appearing landscape character. Vegetation would likely be removed or reduced to allow for
development and the expansion of infrastructure associated with this alternative. The
topography within the MSR study area could be uniformly graded to facilitate construction
and expansion of utilities and services within the site. The measures identified above or in
the Master Plan standards, applicable to Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F, if implemented,
could mitigate impacts to scenic resources. With such mitigation, implementation of this
alternative would not likely result in a significant impact to scenic resources. Eventual
development activities under Alternative C would likely result in a more discernable impact
to existing scenic resources and landscape character as compared to Alternatives A and B.
However, with the implementation of appropriate standards, development under this
alternative would result in impacts similar to those associated to Alternatives D, E, and F.

4.18.4 Alternative D

Adoption of Alternative D would require that the property be used for industrial purposes.
Depending on the type of industry that could locate on site, development under this
alternative could result in adverse effects to existing scenic resources within the MSR study
area. Removal of existing trees and extensive site grading and surfacing could affect the
scenic integrity of portions of the MSR study area having a rural, pastoral, or naturally
appearing landscape character. Discharges, emissions, smoke or vapor plumes, odors,
noise, and/or waste light could also be generated, depending on the size and type of
industry located on the MSR study area.

The measures and potential Master Plan standards identified above, which are applicable
to Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F, could mitigate impacts to scenic resources. Thus,
implementation of this alternative would not necessarily result in a significant impact to
scenic resources. Site development under Alternative D would likely result in greater
impacts compared to those expected under Alternatives A, B, E, and F. However, with the
implementation of appropriate measures, potential effects under Alternative D would be
similar to those likely under Alternative C.

4.18.5 Alternative E

Under Alternative E, TVA would require that the MSR study area be used for a mixture of
commercial, retail, residential, and industrial land uses. Depending on the composition of
land uses as well as their size, density, and location, implementation of Alternative E could
result in the partial removal of existing woody vegetation and moderate site grading.
Conversely, adoption of this alternative could result in the protection or enhancement of
areas expressing a rural or naturally appearing landscape character potentially associated
with desirable conservation, retention of forests, parks development, or other green space
initiatives.

The measures or potential Master Plan standards mentioned above could mitigate adverse
impacts to scenic resources. With the appropriate implementation of these measures,
development under this alternative would not result in a significant impact to scenic
resources. Implementation of Alternative E would likely result in a more discernable impact
to scenic resources as compared to Alternatives A and B. However, with mitigation,
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proposed actions subsequent to the adoption of this alternative would result in impacts
similar to those likely under Alternatives C, D, and F.

4.18.6 Alternative F

The potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts to scenic resources under
Alternative F would likely be similar to those expected under Alternative E. As indicated
above, some land set aside for conservation or vegetative buffers in the Master Plan could
minimize effects on scenic resources under Alternative F. The potential environmental
effects from such development would likely be similar to those described under Alternative
E and bounded by the analysis under Action Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Implementation of any of the Action Alternatives would result in increased development
within the MSR study area. This increase would likely vary by alternative. Implementation
of Alternative B or C would likely result in low- to moderate-density development, whereas
development under Alternatives D, E, and F would likely result in more moderate- to high-
density development. Although roadways are presently heavily traveled, these variable
intensities of development could result in associated varying degrees of discernable future
increases in traffic on the roadways that bound the property. The amount of on-site traffic,
particularly on Reservation Road, and disturbance is expected to increase over time under
all the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative (see Section 4.17.1). With
mitigation, these increases could likely be absorbed into traffic densities, transportation
improvements, and travel patterns over time and would not significantly cumulatively affect
scenic resources.

Similar to the incremental increase in traffic associated with the Action Alternatives,
increases in discernable levels of night sky brightness could occur with heavier levels of
development. While this potential exists, incremental increases in night sky brightness
associated with these alternatives would not significantly indirectly or cumulatively affect
scenic resources due to the existing levels of night sky brightness created by the four
neighboring cities.

419 Navigation

As indicated in Section 3.19, the Florence-Lauderdale County Port Authority’s barge
terminal, the major navigation channel, and Wilson Dam Lock are located on the right-
descending (north) riverbank opposite the MSR study area. Potential river navigation
effects could be a concern primarily along the left-descending (south) shoreline, particularly
in the vicinity of the utility corridor (across the slag storage area).

The five Action Alternatives (particularly Alternatives D, E, and F) involve the potential use
of land in the study area for a utility corridor to the Tennessee River. Future use of this
property has the potential to interfere with commercial and recreational navigation if it
involves the placement of structures in or on the Tennessee River. Such structures could
likely include water or sewage outfalls, water intakes, or other types of pipelines. The
likelihood of needing such water access or water use facilities would vary by the nature of
potential development under each of the Action Alternatives.

Any proposed facility or shoreline alteration on the Tennessee River would be subject to
state and federal authorization, including TVA review and approval under Section 26a.
Because of environmental and reservoir operations constraints along the left-descending
(south) shoreline of the Tennessee River in the vicinity of the utility corridor, TVA would not
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approve a barge terminal, commercial dock, or other similar shoreline facility. However, the
Florence-Lauderdale County Port Authority, a major multimodal port, is located at

TRM 256.5 on the right-descending (north) riverbank opposite the MSR study area site.
The Wilson Dam lock is also on the north riverbank. Depending on the type and extent of
future development on the MSR property, materials, goods, and products shipped to or
from the site would contribute to an increase in commercial barge traffic on the north bank.

The Tennessee River channel between the dam and O’Neal Bridge, in the vicinity of the
south bank, is unsuitable for commercial navigation for the following reasons:

o The shoreline in this area and any potential water use facilities would be
susceptible to high flows that are produced when Wilson Hydro Plant is
generating or spilling during flood control operations, as well as fluctuations in
water surface elevations that result from hydro units being turned on and off.

o Wave wash or prop wash from passing vessels can cause damage to shoreline
facilities.

e Existing structures over the river including O’Neal Bridge at TRM 256.4 (US
72/43 or North Jackson Highway) and particularly the old Southern Railroad
trestle at TRM 256.5, toward the river’s south side, would pose hazards to any
increased number or size of vessels motoring upstream to the area of the utility
corridor site (see Figure 4-6).

o Water depths at this location may be too shallow for certain types of operations
without dredging or excavation.

4.19.1 Alternative A

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would continue to use the 1996 Plan to manage the
MSR study area for program purposes and economic development. Development of the
utility corridor or along Tennessee River shoreline at the site of the phosphate slag storage
area would not likely occur under this alternative. Thus, no additional effects to navigation
are anticipated under this alternative and use of the utility corridor to the river is unlikely.

4.19.2 Alternative B

Sustainable, low-impact development as required under Alternative B is unlikely to require
use of the utility corridor or to affect the Tennessee River. Thus, there are no foreseeable
impacts to navigation under Alternative B. However, in the unlikely event that some water
access or development on the riverfront is necessary under Alternative B, TVA would
review such future requests under Section 26a on a case-by-case basis. Approval of these
requests would likely be contingent on the implementation of necessary measures to
reduce the potential for adverse effects to navigation.

4.19.3 Alternative C

The need for shoreline alterations or water use facilities associated with commercial, retail,
and residential development under this alternative is unlikely. Thus, potential navigation-
related effects are unlikely. The potential for high flows, fluctuating water surface
elevations, and increased commercial or recreational boating traffic may require restrictions
or limitations to be placed on the type or size of shoreline facilities allowed, if any, under
this alternative. All such requests would require independent review and Section 26a
approval by TVA.

Final Environmental Impact Statement 235



Muscle Shoals Reservation Redevelopment

Y. -

1,740.000

LL BAKERZ

\
Né

F

.

i 1 :

. SHEFFIELGR .

Figure 4-6. Existing O’Neal Bridge and the Old Southern Railroad
Trestle

4.19.4 Alternative D

Industrial use of the MSR study area under Alternative D would increase the likelihood that
the utility corridor and supporting infrastructure development would be needed. The
potential for adverse navigation impacts associated with shoreline alterations or water use
facilities that may be requested to support the industrial uses of the property, such as a
pipeline or intakes, are greatest under Alternative D compared to Alternative A, B, C, E, or
F. These potential effects are related to the extent of potential industrial development that
could occur south of Reservation Road given that the MSR study area would not be
available for other types of land uses. All requests for such uses at this location along the
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Tennessee River would require independent review and Section 26a approval by TVA as
described in Alternatives B and C. As previously mentioned, TVA would not allow
development of a barge terminal, commercial dock, or other similar shoreline facility along
this shoreline of the Tennessee River (see Section 4.19). Under this alternative, an
increase in navigation traffic could occur at nearby port facilities.

4.19.5 Alternative E

Under Alternative E, shoreline development or water use facilities such as a pipeline or
intakes could be requested to support mixed use development of the MSR study area.
Such water use facilities could adversely impact navigation, and the potential for effects is
similar to or slightly less than those under Alternative D. All requests for shoreline
alterations or water use facilities at this location would be subjected to independent review
and Section 26a approval by TVA as described above. As mentioned in Alternative D, the
river shoreline in the vicinity of the utility corridor would not be approved for water use
facilities such as a commercial dock or barge terminal (also see Section 2.1.6). Under this
alternative, an increase in navigation traffic could occur at nearby port facilities.

4.19.6 Alternative F

The potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts to navigation traffic under
Alternative F would likely be similar to those expected under Alternative E. Even under a
likely mix of alternative land uses (unrestricted), some use of the utility corridor would likely
be needed to support an industrial development component on the MSR study area.
Similar use as described under Alternative D would minimize effects on navigation under
Alternative F. The potential environmental effects from such development would likely be
similar to those described under Alternative E and bounded by the analysis under Action
Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects

In regard to potential indirect or cumulative effects on navigation, TVA expects such effects
to be none or inconsequential. Because the main river channel and Wilson Lock access
are on the opposite side (right-descending or north bank) of the Tennessee River,
commercial navigation traffic and patterns under the action alternative (Alternatives B
through F) are not expected to change. As described above, the Florence Port, located
opposite the MSR study area site, would serve the needs of developers to move materials,
goods, and products by barge to or from the site. Commercial barge traffic could increase
and likely be accommodated with existing facilities. Therefore, no adverse indirect or
cumulative effects on commercial navigation are expected. Because much of the left-
descending shoreline would remain allocated to Public Recreation and Open Space and
industrial development of the MSR study area would likely be less under Alternative A, no
indirect or cumulative effects on commercial navigation are expected.

Construction and operation of industrial support infrastructure, such as a pipeline or intake,
could adversely affect recreational navigation in the immediate area, so under any of the
Action Alternatives (particularly Alternative D, E, or F), effects on recreational navigation are
expected to be cumulatively minor and regionally insignificant. Such future proposals for
shoreline infrastructure development would be independently reviewed under Section 26a
and approved only with mitigation, as appropriate.

Final Environmental Impact Statement 237



Muscle Shoals Reservation Redevelopment

4.20 Noise

Generally, noise refers to unwanted sound, especially sound that creates an annoyance or
disruption of normal activities. Typical noise sources include construction activities,
equipment operation, and vehicular traffic. The amount of noise at a particular location can
be reduced by the use of strategically placed physical barriers, vegetation screens,
separation of the source and the receptor by distance, and enclosing the noise source. The
noise effects on a particular receptor are a function of the location (i.e., perspective) of the
noise source, both of which can be subject to change.

4.20.1 Alternative A

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would continue to use the 1996 Plan to manage the
MSR study area for program purposes and economic development. Therefore, the
foreseeable level of new external noise generated is not expected to change as a result of
this proposal.

4.20.2 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, TVA would require the new owner(s) of the MSR study area to use the
property for conservation and sustainable LID uses. Development under both Alternatives
A and B would largely retain or resemble the reservation’s current environmental state and
recreational opportunities without introducing substantial additional noise generation
sources to the environment. Therefore, implementation of Alternative B would add little or
no contribution to the noise levels currently existing on the proposed MSR redevelopment
study area and would not likely negatively affect TVA employees, wildlife, or the
recreational users and other visitors (i.e., receptors) to the area.

4.20.3 Alternative C

Adoption of Alternative C would require that the MSR study area be used for commercial,
retail, and residential uses. Depending upon the nature, location, and intensity of these
developments, implementation of Alternative C could introduce additional noise from such
sources as increased traffic flow, construction noise, and increased residential population
noise. These impacts could disturb internal noise receptors (i.e., TVA employees and other
workers) on the property as well as recreational users nearby and wildlife and their
communication and breeding habits. Recent studies on birds nesting along roads and
highways found that increased traffic noise could hamper detection of songs by birds of the
same species, making it more difficult for birds to establish and maintain territories, attract
mates, and maintain pair bonds, and possibly leading to reduced breeding success in noisy
habitats (Parris and Schneider 2008). In some less common instances, birds demonstrate
a high tolerance for environmental noise that poses no threat. However, based on the
current level of background noise along major roadways around the property and any likely
future expansion and substantive traffic increases, these impacts on people and wildlife are
not expected to be significant.

During its peak use between 1977 and 1980, the MSR property was typically occupied by
approximately 950 TVA employees. Currently, the number of TVA employees commuting
by vehicle to the Reservation is approximately 600 to 700. Given the drop in vehicular
traffic from reduced employment, the noise impacts associated with the additional people
and traffic from development under Alternative C would probably not be significant.
Because of normal daytime background noise levels and the presence of existing
commercial development, particularly along Hatch Boulevard and portions of Second
Street, external receptors around the area would not likely be exposed to a significant
increase in the overall level of new noise generated. These multiple use businesses and
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dwellings represent the closest sensitive receptors bordering the MSR study area that
would be exposed to noise generated from the site (i.e., external noise receptors).

Most noise caused by new commercial development would likely occur during daylight
hours. Because of the distance between generators and sensitive residential receptors
along other portions and south of Second Street, noise from new commercial development
would not cause a significant level of annoyance. Existing daytime background noise levels
around the property averaged nearly 80 dBA measured during the morning hours between
May 20, 2010, and May 28, 2010 (see Section 3.20 Noise). The resulting DNL noise levels,
including noise generated from new sources, would probably remain at or near the 1977
average levels of 55 dBA daytime and 45 dBA nighttime. Development under Alternative C
would likely have greater potential noise effects compared to Alternatives A and B,
potentially less than Alternative D and possibly similar impacts compared to those likely
under Alternative E or F.

4.20.4 Alternative D

The MSR study area would be used for industrial purposes under Alternative D. Noise level
increases of 5 to 20 dBA DNL are conceivable during plant construction and operations,
depending on the type of industrial development ultimately locating on the site. Under
Alternative D, heavier types of industry (e.g., metal factories, mills, other production
facilities) that could occupy the site, along with the heavier truck or rail traffic and machinery
operations associated with these industries, would pose the greatest risk of significantly
increased noise impacts from the redevelopment project.

The study area already contains several potential development locations bordered by
evergreen and deciduous forests. If these forested areas were left intact and if the
proposed industrial developments were located with noise abatement in mind, these forests
and strips of vegetation would tend to reduce the noise anticipated under Alternative D.
Vegetation buffers potentially addressed in the Master Plan to reduce the effects of noise
could be the same as those intended to maintain or enhance scenic values on the property
(also see Section 4.18). Additionally, maintaining a noise-reduction zone between the
industrial developments and the potentially impacted wildlife on the reservation would
reduce the potential for disturbance or harm to these resources. A calculated noise-
reduction zone (see Section 3.20) and the retention of the previously mentioned forests
could reduce noise associated with Alternatives C, E, and F and, even more so, with
Alternative D. Other potentially acceptable mitigation measures include strategically
positioned or constructed physical sound barriers or enclosures for the heavy construction
equipment and production machinery, proper interior acoustics, and the muffler sound
suppression systems for trucks and other heavy equipment. Development under
Alternative D would likely have greater potential noise effects compared to Alternatives C,
E, and F and substantially greater impacts compared to those likely under Alternative A or
B.

4.20.5 Alternative E

Mixed use development required under Alternative E would potentially introduce additional
noise sources, including traffic, residential noise, and industrial noise compared to the
current condition. However, because the amount of industrial use would likely be less,
adoption of this alternative is less likely to introduce the same level of noise as development
under Alternative D. The previously discussed mitigating factors of the forests, the use of
modern technology such as enclosures or barriers, and a calculated noise-reduction zone
could be implemented under Alternative E. If these measures were in place, development
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under this alternative would not likely cause significant noise-related effects on interior or
exterior receptors.

Development under Alternative E would likely have less noise effects compared to
Alternative D, probably about the same as Alternative C, and potentially greater impacts
compared to Alternative B.

4.20.6 Alternative F

The potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts from noise under
Alternative F would likely be similar to those expected under Alternative E. Even under a
likely unrestricted land uses scenario, other described land use components would also
likely occur in lesser proportions on the MSR study area. Similar measures as described
under Alternatives D and E would minimize effects of noise under Alternative F. The
potential environmental effects from such development would likely be similar to those
described under Alternative E and bounded by the analysis under Action Alternatives B, C,
D, and E.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Likely on-site impacts from noise associated with the alternative future uses of the MSR
study area are expected to be minor to moderately significant during any short-term
commercial or residential construction and long-term operation of heavy industrial plants or
facilities. The impacts depend on the type of sensitive interior or external noise receptors in
the project development areas, such as people and wildlife, and the proximity of the new
construction location(s), such as residential, on the MSR.

Noise would be a minor impact during operation under all the alternatives at the nearest
receptor locations off site (external). Moderate, short-term direct impacts are expected at
the proposed operating sites. Daytime background noise from existing commercial and
industrial development would contribute to the overall levels experienced by nearby
receptors. Potential indirect impacts or cumulative DNL noise effects over the long term,
particularly under Alternatives C and D and potentially under Alternative E or F, would be
minor with the incorporation of noise mitigating strategies such as distance, barriers,
enclosures, and modern technological noise reducers. Such effects could have a greater
effect on nearer residential communities south of Second Street but less effect on
commercial areas west of the MSR study area. Use of noise-reduction measures could be
taken into account during the Master Plan development process.

4.21 Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Unavoidable adverse impacts on some resources are expected to potentially occur as a
result of transferring the TVA property to nonfederal ownership and implementation of the
preferred development alternative. Depending upon the type, nature, and extent of
development, these resources could include historic and archaeological resources,
groundwater, surface water quality, wetlands, nonendangered aquatic life, terrestrial plants
and wildlife, recreation, transportation, and scenic resources. These effects could result
from land use changes, including vegetation clearing and related site disturbance and
construction, increased surface water runoff, loss of recreation opportunities, increased
concentrated human use and facility operation, increases in noise and land-based traffic,
and improvements to existing and new road and utilities construction. Some of these
adverse effects could be reduced through implementing mitigation measures described in
Sections 2.1 and 2.3.
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Adverse effects on public health from exposure to groundwater affected by regulated
remnant contaminants could be unavoidable. TVA will prohibit use of groundwater for
drinking water from any location on the MSR study area property. Monitored SWMU areas
and the phosphate slag storage area would be retained in federal ownership. Parts of the
MSR study area, i.e., zones, differentiated by potential amounts and types of remaining
contaminants, if any, require restrictions on development and use based on levels of
exposure determined to protect human health. For example, Zone A, an approximately
300-acre area, of which it was determined that about 17 acres were cleaned up to industrial
screening levels, could be made available for appropriate industrial development without
additional remediation. Zone B, the phosphate slag storage area, would be restricted from
development and not sold in fee, but access to the property for certain uses, such as utility
rights-of-way, could be considered under specific use agreements (e.g., easements). Zone
C, about 1,000 acres not known to have been contaminated, could accommodate a variety
of types of development. Zone D, a small 100-foot-by-100-foot fenced area of buried low-
level radioactive waste, might also be used for a variety of types of development if the fill
material (i.e., the soil cap) over the site is not disturbed by excavation or trenching. As
required by law, TVA would warrant in the sale deed that the property has been cleaned up
to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment and that the U.S. will
perform any cleanup that becomes necessary in the future.

Because portions of the approximately 1,400-acre MSR study area contain streams or lie
within the limits of the 100-year floodplain or wetland areas, some additional future project-
specific environmental reviews associated with actions requiring approval from TVA under
Section 26a would be conducted prior to implementation of development plans by new
property owners. The extent of the floodplain near prime development sites (e.g., Second
Street and Wilson Dam Road) could be considered avoidable yet such area are very likely
to be proposed for development (with mitigation) if there is no practicable alternative. Such
planned land uses would reflect the customs and values of the local people and would be
guided by the local governments through a comprehensive Master Plan along with other
applicable local regulations, laws, and ordinances. Such development would only occur
consistent with EO 11988.

Development under any of the five Action Alternatives (B, C, D, E, or F) would also be
accomplished in accordance with transfer deed restrictions or other commitments to avoid,
reduce, rectify, minimize, compensate, or mitigate adverse impacts to human health or the
environment. Unavoidable adverse impacts on historic properties (i.e., buildings and
structures), groundwater, and transportation could likely continue under Alternative A, No
Action. Some potential adverse resource impacts such as those to surface water quality,
floodplains, prime farmland, aquatic and terrestrial life, prime farmland, recreation, scenic
resources, and navigation would be less likely under Alternative B. Mitigation measures
would be designed and implemented to avoid further degradation of water quality in Pond
Creek. Overall, implementation of the Master Plan will help strategically minimize
potentially unavoidable adverse effects by guiding land use away from environmental
conflicts and resources that are more sensitive.

Because of the extent and intensity of existing commercial, business, recreation, and
residential development among the adjoining municipalities surrounding the MSR study
area, implementation of any of the five Action Alternatives is not expected to significantly
cumulatively adversely affect any resources evaluated during this study.
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4.22 Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity
NEPA requires consideration of the “relationship between short-term uses of man’s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity” (40 CFR

§ 1502.16). For the redevelopment of the MSR study area, short-term uses generally are
those that are expected to occur within a 20-year plus build-out period, while long term
refers to later decades (e.g., 30 to 50 years). Productivity is the capability of the land to
provide market and amenity outputs and values for future generations. The capability of the
land to sustain productivity is one factor that influences the quality of life for future
generations.

Once the MSR study area is sold and transferred, it would be subject to development and
changes in land use likely by private interests. In the short term, such development is
anticipated to be consistent with the alternative that TVA selects. Planned development
would also ultimately be implemented in accordance with a Master Plan prepared by TVA,
local governments, and the Shoals communities. Such development would also be in
compliance with other applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances,
as well as consistent with any special commitments, restrictions, or mitigation measures
required by TVA to protect public health or the environment.

Sale or transfer of the land for developed uses (e.g., industrial, commercial, retail,
residential, and some types of mixed use development) has the potential to decrease the
productivity of land for agriculture, forestry, wildlife, some recreational activities, and
management of other natural resources. The current licensing of 182 acres of agricultural
land would cease prior to transfer of any of the affected property. Along with this licensed
acreage, some prime farmland soils would likely be converted to nonagricultural uses.
Additional potential development over the approximately 1,400-acre landscape, including
access roads, parking lots, commercial, retail, and other business, as well as residential,
industrial, and even certain less intensive LID, would convert and reduce the acreage of
existing productive open land, fields, and forests. Although provisions to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate losses of natural functions and values associated with wetlands and floodplains
would be developed, some development on such land and associated losses of productivity
would likely occur in the short term.

Although some, but probably a lesser amount, of land in green spaces is expected to be
retained under Alternatives C, D, E, and F, development subsequent to the adoption of
these alternatives would result in short- and long-term overall losses in productivity.
Development under Alternatives C, E, and F would also likely have less but similar effects
on long-term productivity of land not built upon (i.e., outside the direct footprint of buildings,
pavement, and supporting facilities). Because of the potential from more direct intensive
development as well as indirect off-site and cumulative effects, adoption of Alternative D
would likely have the greatest comparative short- and long-term effects. Conversely,
adoption of Alternative B would increase the likelihood of maintaining greater long-term
productivity of land and sustainability of development within the MSR study area due to the
anticipated conservation of natural resources including forest, fields, wetlands, and wildlife
habitats. From a conservation perspective, creation or maintenance of more natural land
cover would also reduce runoff, increase buffer, maintain terrestrial plants and wildlife, and
protect water quality and aquatic life, thus contributing to the site’s long-term productivity.
Therefore, long-term productivity of the land is expected to be greatest under Alternative B.

Continued regional development trends on private lands in the surrounding counties,
particularly east toward Huntsville, Alabama, could continue to contribute to a long-term
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gradual loss of some wetland types and the degradation of aquatic and terrestrial habitats
regardless of the alternative selected.

4.23 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

A commitment of resources is irreversible when options are lost to future generations. An
irreversible commitment of resources suggests that a permanent or long-term—over 50
years—commitment of environmental resources would result from implementing the
proposed action. Irreversible commitments of resources also generally occur from the use
of nonrenewable resources, such as minerals, cultural resources, and fossil fuels, which
have few or no alternative uses at the termination of the proposed action. Other factors are
also considered such as resources like soils where productivity is renewable only over long
time spans. Conversely, an irretrievable commitment of resources suggests that a short-
term—Iless than 50-year—commitment of resources would result in the lost production or
elimination of renewable resources such as timber, agricultural land, or wildlife habitat.
Opportunities for use of these resources are foregone for the period of the proposed action,
but these decisions are reversible. The use of opportunities foregone is irretrievable.

The disposal of land from the MSR study area under all the Action Alternatives would result
in direct impacts to the environment. Once the land is transferred from federal ownership, it
is expected that it would be developed. Construction and operation activities on this land
would result in an irretrievable and irreversible commitment of natural, physical, and cultural
resources.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no foreseeable changes of land use within
the MSR study area. Thus, adoption of Alternative A would preclude any irreversible or
irretrievable commitments of land resources resulting from the proposed disposal or
transfer action. Adoption of Alternative B would result in some compatible LID and likely
fewer irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources. This would include the need
for less raw and manufactured materials and conservation and maintenance of renewable
natural resources on the site. Depending upon the nature and extent of development,
construction of commercial, retail, and residential structures, facilities, and supporting
infrastructure under Alternative C, E, or F would involve irreversible commitment of fuel,
energy, and building materials. Similar amounts of irretrievable natural resources would
likely be directly lost to site development under Alternative C, E, or F. The greatest loss of
irreversible and irretrievable resources has the potential to occur under Alternative D,
industrial land use.

4.24 Energy Resources and Conservation Potential

The potential for energy use and conservation savings would be similar under Alternative A
or B. Depending on the nature and extent of development associated with Alternatives C,
E, or F similar energy usage and potential resource conservation are expected. Greater
energy usage and less conservation are likely under Alternative D, industrial land use. Any
necessary mitigation of adverse effects would be imposed to minimize conservation losses
associated with all the Action Alternatives. The strategically developed Master Plan would
take into account the TVA selected alternative, consider establishing standards, and guide
future development decisions, thus conserving energy resources.
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Evaluation, and Environmental Impact Analysis and Review
Requirements

NEPA Compliance and Document Preparation

Contract Biologist

B.S., Biology

4 years in NEPA Compliance

NEPA Compliance and Document Preparation

Manager, NEPA Interface

Ph.D., Ecology and Evolutionary Biology; M.S., Wildlife
Management; B.S., Wildlife and Fisheries Science

33 years in Zoology, Endangered Species Studies, and NEPA
Compliance

NEPA Compliance

Contract Senior NEPA Specialist

Ph.D., Wildlife and Fisheries Sciences; M.S., Wildlife Ecology;
B.S., General Science/Zoology

10 years in Forest Management, Inventory, and Software
Development; 20 years in NEPA Compliance

NEPA Compliance and Document Preparation
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5.2

John (Bo) T. Baxter
Position:

Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

J. Markus Boggs
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Jacqueline G. Broder
Position:

Education:

Experience:

Involvement:

Michael F. Broder, P.E.
Position:

Education:

Experience:
Involvement:

W. Nannette Brodie, CPG
Position:

Education:

Experience:

Involvement:

J. Chris Buttram, P.E.
Position:

Education:

Experience:
Involvement:

Jennifer M. Call
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:
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Other Contributors

Specialist, Aquatic Endangered Species Act Permitting and
Compliance

M.S. and B.S., Zoology

22 years in Protected Aquatic Species Monitoring, Habitat
Assessment, and Recovery; 14 years in Environmental
Review

Aquatic Ecology/Threatened and Endangered Species

Hydrologist

M.S., Hydrology; B.S., Geophysics

38 years in Hydrologic Investigation and Analysis for
Environmental and Engineering Applications
Groundwater

Project Engineer

M.S., Agriculture

29 years in Project Management, Environmental Evaluations,
Technical Report Writing and Editing, and Proposal
Preparation

Wastewater

Engineer

M.S. and B.S., Agricultural Engineering

32 years in Agricultural and Environmental Engineering
Air Quality and Prime Farmland

Senior Environmental Scientist

B.S., Environmental Science; B.S., Geology

16 years in Environmental Analyses, Surface Water Quality,
and Groundwater Hydrology Evaluations
Groundwater/Surface Water

Senior Civil Engineer

B.S., Civil Engineering

12 years in Civil/Site, Structural, and Highway Engineering
Transportation

Meteorologist

M.S. and B.S., Meteorology/Geosciences

9 years in Meteorological Forecasting, Air Quality Monitoring,
Data Analysis, and Air Quality Research

Climate Change
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Patricia B. Cox
Position:
Education:

Experience:

Involvement:

James H. Eblen
Position:
Education:
Experience:
Involvement:

Patricia Bernard Ezzell
Position:
Education:

Experience:
Involvement:
Jerry G. Fouse
Position:

Education:
Experience:

Involvement:
Patricia A. Hamlett
Position:

Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Kelie H. Hammond, P.E.

Position:
Education:

Experience:
Involvement:

Heather M. Hart
Position:
Education:

Experience:

Involvement:
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Botanist, Specialist

Ph.D., Botany (Plant Taxonomy and Anatomy); M.S. and
B.S., Biology

31 years in Plant Taxonomy at the Academic Level; 8 years in
Environmental Assessment and NEPA Compliance
Threatened and Endangered Species Compliance, Invasive
Plant Species, and Terrestrial Ecology

Contract Economist

Ph.D., Economics; B.S., Business Administration
45 years in Economic Analysis and Research
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Program Manager, Tribal Liaison, and Corporate Historian
M.A., History with an emphasis in Historic Preservation;
B.A., Honors History

24 years in History, Historic Preservation, and Cultural
Resource Management; 9 years in tribal relations

Cultural Resources

Recreation Manager

M.B.A.; B.S., Forestry and Wildlife

38 years in Natural Resources — Recreation Planning and
Economic Development

Recreation

Senior Photo Interpretation Analyst

M.A., Geography

18 years Applying Remote Sensing and Geographic
Information System Technologies to Environmental Concerns
Land Use

Senior Manager, Operations Evaluations

M.S., Environmental Engineering, Specializing in Water
Resources; B.S., Civil Engineering

10 years in Navigation

Navigation

Natural Areas Biologist

M.S., Environmental and Soil Science; B.S., Plant and Soil
Science

9 years in Surface Water Quality, Soil and Groundwater
Investigations, and Environmental Reviews

Managed Areas
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Travis Hill Henry
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

A. Eric Howard
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Mary E. Jacobs
Position:
Education:
Experience:
Involvement:

Thomas O. Maher
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Robert A. Marker
Position:
Education:
Experience:
Involvement:

Wildlife Biologist Specialist

M.S., Zoology; B.S., Wildlife Biology

24 years in Zoology, Endangered Species, and NEPA
Compliance

Terrestrial Ecology, Threatened and Endangered Species

Federal Preservation Officer (Retired)

M.A., Anthropology

14 years in Cultural Resources Federal Compliance Laws;
16 years in Southeastern U.S. and Caribbean Archaeology
Historic and Archaeological Resources

Atmospheric Analyst

B.S., Mathematics

21 years in Air Quality Analysis
Air Resources

Senior Specialist, Cultural Resources

Ph.D., M.A., and B.A., Anthropology

32 years in Archaeology, Cultural Resource Management,
and Historic Preservation

Cultural Resources

Contract Recreation Planner

B.S., Outdoor Recreation Resources Management

41 years in Recreation Resources Planning and Management
Recreation Resources

Charles L. McEntyre, P.E.; CHMM

Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Mark S. McNeely
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:
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Senior Environmental Engineer

M.S., Environmental Engineering; B.A., Biology

32 years in Wastewater and Water Treatment, NPDES
Permitting and Compliance, Solid and Hazardous Waste
Treatment, and Waste Reduction

Surface Water, Wastewater, and Solid and Hazardous
Wastes

Program Administrator

M.S., Education; B.S., Biological Sciences

18 years in Resource Stewardship; 6 years in Environmental
Education

Document Layout and Publishing Coordinator
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D. Keith McPeters
Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Roger A. Milstead, P.E.

Position:
Education:
Experience:
Involvement:

Kim Pilarski
Position:
Education:
Experience:
Involvement:

Jon C. Riley, ASLA
Position:

Education:
Experience:

Involvement:

Damien J. Simbeck
Position:

Education:
Experience:

Involvement:
Hal M. Williams
Position:
Education:

Experience:

Involvement:

Matthew D. Williams, P.E.

Position:
Education:
Experience:

Involvement:
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Industrial Hygienist/Safety Specialist

M.S., Safety Management; B.S., Sociology

19 years in Occupational/Environmental Noise Assessments;
28 years in Industrial Hygiene and Safety

Noise Impacts Analysis

Program Manager, Flood Risk

B.S., Civil Engineering

35 years in Floodplain and Environmental Evaluations
Floodplains

Senior Wetlands Biologist

M.S., Geography, Minor Ecology

17 years in Wetlands Assessment and Delineation
Wetlands

Senior Landscape Architect

Bachelor of Landscape Architecture

12 years in Site Planning, Design, and Visual Resource
Management; 6 years in Architectural History and Historic
Preservation

Visual Resources and Historic Architectural Resources

Water Resources Representative

B.S., Professional Biology; M.S., Zoology

20 years in Water Quality and Aquatic Biology, 11 years in
Wildlife Management and Vertebrate Biology

Endangered Species, Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology,
Wetlands, and Recreation

Contract Environmental Scientist

B.S., Chemistry/Biology

19 years in RCRA Corrective Action, Human Health Risk
Assessment, and Solid and Hazardous Waste Management
Solid and Hazardous Waste

Environmental Engineer

M.S., Environmental Engineering; B.S., Civil Engineering
9 years in Hydrologic/Environmental Investigation and
Analysis for Environmental and Engineering Applications
Groundwater

Final Environmental Impact Statement 249



Page intentionally blank



Chapter 6

CHAPTER 6

6.0 DISTRIBUTION OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The following list of agencies, officials, tribes, individuals, and libraries received either a
published copy (printed copy or compact disc [CD]) of the final EIS or a Web link to an
active TVA Web site from which the document can be accessed.

Federal Agencies Receiving the Final EIS (Printed Copy or CD)

National Resources Conservation Service, Alabama State Conservationist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Daphne Field Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuge Office

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

State and Local Agencies Receiving the Final EIS (Printed Copy or CD)

Alabama Department of Agriculture and Industries
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs
Alabama Department of Environmental Management
Alabama Department of Labor

Alabama Department of Public Health

Alabama Department of Transportation

Alabama Forestry Commission

Alabama Historical Commission

Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments
Shoals Economic Development Authority

Top of Alabama Regional Council of Governments

Federally Recognized Tribes (E-Mail Notification of Availability)

Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town
Cherokee Nation

The Chickasaw Nation

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians
Kialegee Tribal Town

Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma
Poarch Band of Creek Indians
Seminole Tribe of Florida

Seminole Tribe of Oklahoma

Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
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Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma

Organizations Receiving the Final EIS or Notification of Availability

Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority Inc.

Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity Inc.
American Chestnut Foundation
Church of Christ, Tuscumbia

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority Inc.

First Baptist of Shoal City

Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity Inc.

Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
Omega Psi Phi Fraternity Inc.

Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity Inc.

Shoals Environmental Alliance

Zeta Phi Beta Sorority Inc.

Individuals Receiving Notification and Final EIS (Hard copy or CD)
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Henry Allen
Killen, Alabama

Barry Auchly
Florence, Alabama

Grady Batchelor
Haleyville, Alabama

Jane Beavers
Ocean Springs, Mississippi

B. Paul Bernauer
Florence, Alabama

Don Blazer
Tuscumbia, Alabama

James Bowles
Florence, Alabama

David Bradford
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Steve and Connie Carpenter

Tuscumbia, Alabama

Ed Castile
Montgomery, Alabama

Victor Dura
Rogersville, Alabama

Larry Gautney
Florence, Alabama

Alex Godwin
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Lynn Greer
Rogersville, Alabama

Brenda Griffith
Florence, Alabama

Mitch Hamm
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Quinton Hanson
Florence, Alabama

Gregory J. Harber
Birmingham, Alabama

Jackie Hendrix
Florence, Alabama

Steve Holt
Florence, Alabama
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Greg Jackson, M.D.
Birmingham, Alabama

Coy Johnson
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Michael Lansdell
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Jason Lard
Florence, Alabama

James Laurent
Alabaster, Alabama

Darin Liles
Courtland, Alabama

Jim Maddox
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Rex Mayfield
Russellville, Alabama

Vernon McGee
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Brandon Moore
Montgomery, Alabama

Stephanie Newland
Sheffield, Alabama

Jackie Norton
Sheffield, Alabama

Kathy Pigg
Pulaski, Tennessee

Tom Piper
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Jackie Posey
Town Creek, Alabama

Billy Quesenberry
Sheffield, Alabama

Edwin Quigley
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Holly S. Rene’
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Joel Retherford
Killen, Alabama

Tommy Riner
Cherokee, Alabama

Celia Rudolph
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Susan Ruffrage
Florence, Alabama

David W. Sample
Florence, Alabama

Sam Scarborough
Florence, Alabama

Rick Sharp
Florence, Alabama

Linda Sherk
Vandiver, Alabama

Bill Shoemaker
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Mayda Simone
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Paul Sisco
Asheville, North Carolina

Ronnie Smith
Huntsville, Alabama

William E. Smith
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Janet Spahn
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Tiffany Stonecipher
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Joseph Touchton
Auburn, Alabama
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Individuals Receiving Notification of Availability
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Don Walker
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Kenneth Warhurst
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Gary Warren
Haleyville, Alabama

Marilyn Watson
Florence, Alabama

Bonnie White
Auburn, Alabama

Martin Abroms
Florence, Alabama

Dr. John D. Agricola
Gadsden, Alabama

Robert B. Alderholt
Washington, DC

Tim Alford
No Address Given

Tommy Allen
Florence, Alabama

Billy Don Anderson
Sheffield, Alabama

Margie Anderton
Killen, Alabama

J. Andrews
No Address Given

Don Armstrong
Sheffield, Alabama

Stanley Ashe
Killen, Alabama

Colin Bagwell
Huntsville, Alabama

Solomon T. Bairai
Florence, Alabama

Victoria and William White
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Gary Dan Williams
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Kenneth Wills
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Jeff Wooten
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Betty Balch
Killen, Alabama

Steven W. Barnett
Monroeville, Alabama

Janice Barrett
Town Creek, Alabama

Thomas Beane
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Noel M. Beck
Florence, Alabama

James Bedsole
Sheffield, Alabama

Robert W. Bentley
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Andrew Bettertoa
Florence, Alabama

George Blanks
Sheffield, Alabama

Janet Blazer
Sheffield, Alabama

Susan and Chuck Bolton
Tuscumbia, Alabama
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Kim Boyd
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Debbie Bradford
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

J. Lawrence Brasher
Birmingham, Alabama

Amy Brown
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

James D. Brown
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Wil Bryant
Sheffield, Alabama

Bryan Burhans
Asheville, North Carolina

Rick Busbee
Florence, Alabama

Diane Butler
Hawaii National Park, Hawaii

Caroline Cahoon-Hauser
Oldsmair, Florida

Jeff Campbell
No Address Given

Connie Carmichael
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Denise Chupp
Florence, Alabama

Darby Clark
Prattville, Alabama

David Cline
Auburn, Alabama

Leo M. Cobb
Leighton, Alabama

Carl Cole
Florence, Alabama

Chapter 6

Jesse Coleman
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Annie Cooper
Tuscumbia, Alabama

David Cope
Florence, Alabama

David Craig
Knoxville, Tennessee

John P. Crowder
Florence, Alabama

Brenda Cummings
Florence, Alabama

Adam Daniel
Town Creek, Alabama

Paul Davison
Florence, Alabama

Lester Dean
Florence, Alabama

Dennis Deaton
Cherokee, Alabama

Lou A Demirjian
Hixson, Tennessee

Alison and Sammy Dodson
Florence, Alabama

Chris Dowdell
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania

Gary and Pam Doyle
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Carole Driskell
Sheffield, Alabama

Tom and Sheila Dugger
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Leslie Ecklund
Huntsville, Alabama
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Ana Everett
Stone Mountain, Georgia

Penny Fitzgerald
No Address Given

Jo Ann Fowler
St. Joseph, Tennessee

Robert Freeman
Rogersville, Alabama

Rhea Tays Fulmer
Killen, Alabama

Dru Gambrell
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Jim Gann
No Address Given

J. F. Garner
Madison, Alabama

Joe Gautney
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Kerry Gilbert
Russellville, Alabama

Louise Gorenflo
Crossville, Tennessee

Kathy Gotcher
Moulton, Alabama

Hermon Graham
Florence, Alabama

Gil Griggs
No Address Given

Mel Grimes
Waterlou, Alabama

Gary Gronek
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Tom Haggerty
Florence, Alabama

Rodney Hall
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Gene Hamby Jr.
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Savannah Handerson
Jacksonville, Florida

Susan Hardy
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Charles Harlan
Florence, Alabama

Malinda Harrison
Sheffield, Alabama

Robert C. Haynes
Nashville, Tennessee

Matthew Hea
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Eric Held
Ridgeland, Mississippi

Mildred Helsley
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

J. C. Hester
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Ginny Hill
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Robert Hodge
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Audrey M. Hogan
Killen, Alabama

James Holden
No Address Given

Randall Holm
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Joseph E. Holt
Muscle Shoals, Alabama
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Jerry Howard
Phil Campbell, Alabama

Allen Hughes
Sheffield, Alabama

Bobby Irons
Florence, Alabama

Gary Jarnigan
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Shirley L. Johnson
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Mark Johnston
Nauvoo, Alabama

John Lawrence Kanazawa Joley

Asheville, North Carolina

Keith Jones
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Mike Jordan
Millbrook, Alabama

Danny Killen
Florence, Alabama

Martin and Gail King
Sterrett, Alabama

Sadie King
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Alan Kinkead
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Paul Kittle
Florence, Alabama

James E. Lehe
Homewood, Alabama

Anthony L. Leigh
Montgomery, Alabama

Neil Letson
Montgomery, Alabama

Burton Lewis
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Brian Lindsey
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

William A. Lux
No Address Given

Paul Machtolff
Sheffield, Alabama

Jim Maddox
Tuscumbia, Alabama

David J. Malone
Nashville, Tennessee

Julie Martin
Soddy Daisy, Tennessee

Bill Matthews
Killen, Alabama

Joann Maxwell
Florence, Alabama

Greg Mays
No Address Given

Michael McCaughlin
Atlanta, Georgia
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Thomas and Bonita McCay

Sheffield, Alabama

Margaret M. McCloy
Florence, Alabama

Leslie McDonald
Semmes, Alabama

Stuart W. McGregor
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Jerome McGouyrk
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

William H. Mclntyre
No Address Given
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Patricia T. McMillion
Huntsville, Alabama

R.H. McNeece
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Jonathan Melton
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Matthew Miller
Nauvoo, Alabama

Dewey Mitchell
Florence, Alabama

Lisa M. Montgomery
Huntsville, Alabama

Chuck Morring
Florence, Alabama

Barry Morris
Florence, Alabama

David Morris
Birmingham, Alabama

Clark and Mary Ellen Mueller

Florence, Alabama

Thomas P. Murray
Florence, Alabama

Nancy Muse
Florence, Alabama

M. Nash
No Address Given

Clint Neel
Pegram, Tennessee

William Nelson
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

George W. Norris
Florence, Alabama

Lu Parberry
Florence, Alabama

Fay Parker
Waterloo, Alabama

Joan Parris
Tuscumbia, Alabama

John Paul Pearce
No Address Given

Jack Peck
Florence, Alabama

George M. Phillippi
Birmingham, Alabama

George Pillow
Killen, Alabama

Grant Posey
Town Creek, Alabama

Sharon Pullen
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

James Redwine
Vestavia Hills, Alabama

Tom Ress
Athens, Alabama

Darren Rhodes
Florence, Alabama

Amy Rhuland
Florence, Alabama

John C. Rist
Huntsville, Alabama

Katrina Robbins
Florence, Alabama

Susan Roessel
Rogersville, Alabama

Cecil Rose
Apex, North Carolina

Charles L. Rose
Sheffield, Alabama
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Amit Roy
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Don Ruggles
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

John Rusevlyan
Florence, Alabama

Mark Sandlin
Florence, Alabama

lan Sanford
Sheffield, Alabama

Martin Schulman
Birmingham, Alabama

Jim Sexton
Florence, Alabama

Roger Shelton
Rogersville, Alabama

Dennis Sherer
Florence, Alabama

John Shipp
No Address Given

Jeff Sibley
Auburn, Alabama

Jessica Naomi Smith
Sheffield, Alabama

Mary Etoile Smith
Sheffield, Alabama

Stephen Smith
Knoxville, Tennessee

John M. Soileau
Florence, Alabama

Michael J. and Myra M. Soroczak
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Sylvia Sorrelle
Muscle Shoals, Alabama
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Wimberly Springer
Florence, Alabama

Steve Stanely
Sheffield, Alabama

Mary Stevens
Sheffield, Alabama

Gene Tackett
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Roger L. Tanner
Florence, Alabama

A. J. Thompson
No Address Given

James R. Thornton
Hampton, Virginia

Rhonda Tinsley
Montevallo, Alabama

Jackie Tipper
Tom Creek, Alabama

Jesse E. Turner
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

William Turner
Auburn, Alabama

Myra L. Valente
No Address Given

Vincent Van Pelt
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Dallas P. Vaughn
Sheffield, Alabama

Dean and Lisa Vinson
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Mary Wakefield
Brandon, Mississippi

Bud Ward
Florence, Alabama
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Tom White
Florence, Alabama

William and Victoria White
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Joel Williams
Florence, Alabama

Ricky Williams
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Nathan Willingham
No Address Given

Neal Willis
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Becki Wilson
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Libraries

Athens-Limestone Public Library
Athens, Alabama

Decatur Public Library
Decatur, Alabama

Florence-Lauderdale Public Library
Florence, Alabama

Huntsville-Madison County Public Library
Huntsville, Alabama

Helen Keller Public Library
Tuscumbia, Alabama

Killen Public Library
Killen, Alabama

Margaret McRae Memorial Library
Tishomingo, Mississippi

Debbie Wilson
Florence, Alabama

Forrest Wright
No Address Given

Chuck Yarbrough
Sheffield, Alabama

Ida Young
Sheffield, Alabama

John Young
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Jud Young
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Leighton Public Library
Leighton, Alabama

Lexington Public Library
Lexington, Alabama

Muscle Shoals Public Library
Muscle Shoals, Alabama

Rogersville Public Library
Rogersville, Alabama

Russellville Public Library
Russellville, Alabama

Sheffield Public Library
Sheffield, Alabama
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