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Abstract: Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) proposes to sell approximately 1,400

acres of its Muscle Shoals Reservation in Colbert County, Alabama, for
potential redevelopment. In part, this responds to requests over the years
from local officials and developers for use of portions of the reservation,
while also helping to fulfill TVA’s economic development mission by
fostering economic development in the area and region. In addition,
because this nonreservoir property and associated buildings and facilities
are presently no longer needed to support TVA operations, sale of this
property would reduce TVA’s operations and maintenance costs and
environmental footprint in the area. In concert with this environmental
review, a comprehensive master plan is being developed in coordination
with local governments, TVA, and the public. This environmental impact
statement (EIS) examines potential resource effects of adopting a No
Action Alternative and five Action Alternatives for the probable future use of
this property. Under No Action (Alternative A), this property would not be
sold and would remain in public ownership to be managed in accordance
with TVA’s 1996 Muscle Shoals/Wilson Dam Reservation Land
Management Plan. Under the five Action Alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D,
E, and F), the land would be sold (likely at public auction) and be used for
conservation and low-impact development (B); commercial, retail, and
residential use (C); industrial use (D); a mix of these uses (E); or
unrestricted land use (F). This EIS uses these alternative land uses to
evaluate the potential impacts of each alternative on resources on and near
the property and compares those anticipated effects. The Environmentally
Preferred Alternative is Alternative B and TVA prefers Alternative F.
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Summary

SUMMARY

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) assumed custody and control of the 3,036-acre Muscle
Shoals/Wilson Dam Reservation in Colbert County, Alabama, in 1933 when Congress
directed its transfer to TVA from the U.S. War Department. TVA has since managed 2,600
acres of this nonreservoir property as the Muscle Shoals Reservation (MSR or
Reservation). The Reservation is located in northwest Alabama in an area generally
referred to as the “Shoals” or the “Quad Cities” (Figure S-1). Since acquisition of the land,
TVA'’s need for this amount of property at this location has changed. TVA’s programs have
changed over time and the Valleywide and Muscle Shoals employee populations have
declined. TVA has determined that an approximately 1,400-acre portion (study area) of its
MSR is no longer essential to its needs. Local public and private sector developers have
been requesting use of this land for many years. In accordance with its economic
development mission, TVA believes sale and redevelopment of this property would help
stimulate the local and regional economy. Transferring this portion of the Reservation
would also help TVA reduce its operations and maintenance (O&M) costs and help TVA
reduce its environmental footprint.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

TVA proposes to declare surplus and sell (i.e., dispose of) approximately 1,400 acres of its
MSR, which would allow redevelopment of the property by other business interests. TVA
has developed a reasonable range of alternatives for potential future use of this property.
These alternatives, evaluated in this environmental impact statement (EIS), include a No
Action Alternative and five Action Alternatives. Under Alternative A, the No Action
Alternative, TVA would not sell the property but would continue to use it for program
purposes and potential development opportunities consistent with the 1996 Muscle
Shoals/Wilson Dam Reservation Land Use Plan Final Environmental Assessment (1996
Plan). Under the five Action Alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, E, and F), TVA would
declare the 1,400 acres of property unnecessary to carry out future business plans and
projects and would dispose of it for future development.

Four of the Action Alternatives vary by the type of post-sale land uses required. These land
uses include conservation and low-impact development (LID) uses under Alternative B;
commercial, retail, and residential uses under Alternative C; and industrial uses under
Alternative D. Alternative E is a mixture of the land uses included under Alternatives B, C,
and D. Under Alternative F, TVA would sell the 1,400-acre MSR study area with no
particular required future land use. Although TVA would not designate a particular type of
future land use or uses under Alternative F, it is reasonably foreseeable that the property
would be developed for one or more of those uses reflected in Alternatives B, C, D, and E.
TVA believes it is most likely that the property would be developed for mixed or multiple
types of uses. Under all alternatives, the property would, however, be subject to restrictions
that are necessary to protect historic properties, mitigate other potential environmental
impacts, protect TVA’s statutory, programmatic, and other interests, and ensure continued
ongoing operational requirements.
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Summary

Under the Action Alternatives, TVA would retain the monitored solid waste management
unit (SWMU) areas. It would make the phosphate slag area north of Reservation Road
available under specific use agreements as a utility infrastructure corridor but would not
transfer the fee interest. Because of environmental and reservoir operations constraints,
water use facilities, such as commercial docks, would not be approved along the left-
descending (south bank) shoreline of the Tennessee River below Wilson Dam in the vicinity
of the slag pile. See elements common to all the Action Alternatives in Section 2.1 and
description of Alternative D in Section 2.1.4.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The MSR is located in Colbert County in northwestern Alabama, surrounded by the four
cities of Sheffield, Muscle Shoals, Tuscumbia, and Florence. The cities contain a mix of
southern small town urban and suburban character with somewhat notable commercial
sprawl. Lauderdale County and the city of Florence lie on the north side of the Tennessee
River (upper Pickwick Reservoir), a major landmark and source of recreation and water-
based transportation. Both Colbert and Lauderdale counties are rural in nature and
dominant land uses include agriculture and forestry.

The 1,400-acre MSR study area is located mostly south of Reservation Road (Figure S-1).
One perennial stream, Pond Creek, drains most of the area and flows into the Tennessee
River just downstream of Wilson Dam. The relatively flat MSR also contains woodlands,
fields, floodplain and wetland areas, and a variety of plant and wildlife habitats. Fifty-one
historic buildings and structures eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) are located on the property. In accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), TVA has consulted the Alabama Historical Commission
on the potential fate of these historic properties.

The Tennessee River, adjacent to the northern edge of the MSR, contains a diversity of fish
and other aquatic life including rare species afforded protection under the Endangered
Species Act. The redevelopment proposal does not include the recreation area north of
Reservation Road. This recreation area contains popular recreation facilities, designated
natural areas, and other environmental amenities.

Large areas of the MSR study area have been highly affected by past U.S. War Department
and TVA land use and facilities operations. These include a legacy of chemical
development, research, munitions and fertilizer production and resultant handling, storage,
disposal, and cleanup and remediation. Relatively small areas remain contaminated. The
MSR study area is contained entirely within and managed in accordance with a 2,260-acre
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit issued by the Alabama
Department of Environmental Management (ADEM). Within the RCRA permit area,
approximately 64 acres of land are included in postclosure monitored SWMU areas that will
be retained by TVA to meet its current and future obligations. An additional 17 acres in
scattered small areas near these SWMUs were part of a RCRA Facilities Investigation in
the late 1990s and were subsequently cleaned up or verified at industrial screening levels.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Adoption of the redevelopment land use alternatives is unlikely to directly adversely affect
geology, endangered or threatened species, and designated natural areas. Resources that
would likely be affected in a minor to moderate degree across the range of alternatives
include air quality, global climate change, soils and prime farmland, surface water quality,
and fish and aquatic life. Those resources that could be adversely affected by the Action
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Alternatives include groundwater, historic and architectural resources, land use,
socioeconomic and environmental justice resources, wetlands, floodplains, terrestrial plants
and animals (wildlife), recreation, scenic resources, navigation, and noise. Under certain
alternatives, there is the potential for significant adverse effects on transportation (i.e.,
traffic) and human health from possible exposure to remnant hazardous waste via
groundwater and if more than specific time thresholds are exceeded on some areas (see
Sections 3.1 and 4.1). TVA has identified measures to avoid or mitigate these effects.
Potential on-site negative groundwater effects would continue even under Alternative A, No
Action.

Due to the legacy contamination currently impacting groundwater, no groundwater
development for potable use purposes would be allowed on the MSR study area under any
proposed alternative. Potential adverse impacts on historic properties eligible for listing in
the NRHP would be mitigated through the implementation of stipulations developed in
consultation with the Alabama Historical Commission, State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), under any of the Action Alternatives. Under Alternatives D, E, and F, income and
employment in the area and region would increase, so benefits to socioeconomic and
environmental justice resources could be significantly beneficial. Employment opportunities
for minority and low-income individuals would be more likely to occur, and disproportionate
impacts would likely be smallest under Alternatives E and F. Areas proposed to be
impacted by development in wetlands or fill within the limits of the 100-year floodplain would
require additional future evaluation. In compliance with Executive Orders (EOs) 11990
(Protection of Wetlands) and 11988 (Floodplain Management), TVA would need to make a
determination that there is no practicable alternative to such development and would assure
that impacts are minimized or mitigated.

Because the entire study area is currently regulated by an ADEM RCRA permit, each of the
Action Alternatives would require a modification to the existing RCRA permit transferring
ownership from TVA to another responsible party. Additionally, any land that is not being
released for unrestricted use must be evaluated under ADEM’s Covenants Program.

Development of a portion of the southwestern corner of the Reservation or a 4-acre area in
the southeast portion of the property could cause significant effects to birdlife and the
American Chestnut Foundation Research Orchard, respectively. Such landscape
alterations caused by development under any of the Action Alternatives could result in a
loss of recreation opportunity (bird watching) and wildlife habitat values as well as
potentially valuable research information and could significantly affect restoration of the
American chestnut in the southern portion of its range. Portions of the industrial center of
the property have been cleaned up to an industrial screening level. Development of these
sites for residential use would likely pose a health risk. Without additional cleanup of these
sites, they would not be suitable for long-term occupancy such as that presented by a
residential scenario. Infrastructure development on the slag storage area could expose
workers to similar health risks. Highway traffic in the area surrounding the MSR is already
congested at times and, without improvements, would likely get significantly worse under
both the Action and No Action Alternatives.

Under the No Action Alternative (i.e., 1996 Plan), some potentially adverse effects to health
and safety could occur, even with ordinary maintenance of facilities and grounds and
compliance with appropriate standards. Because of the passage of time, change caused
by weathering and decay of buildings is inevitable. Structures could fall on employees or
members of the public, historic buildings could further deteriorate, and local groundwater
could be contaminated. Resources that would likely cause effects or be affected under this
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alternative would include solid and hazardous waste, groundwater, historic and architectural
resources, and transportation. Natural biodecay of remnant hazardous waste as designed
has beneficial effects.

TVA is working with the communities and the Northwest Alabama Cooperative District
(NACD) and other appropriate local, state, or federal authorities to develop a
comprehensive master plan (Master Plan) for the appropriate redevelopment of the
approximately 1,400-acre area of MSR property. The approved Master Plan would take
into account ways to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, compensate, or mitigate
environmental impacts in its development.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Regardless of the alternative selected, some resources would not be directly adversely
affected. However, other resources would likely be affected directly or indirectly in a minor
to moderate degree across the range of alternatives. In addition, some resources would be
affected, even potentially significantly so, and mitigation could be required to avoid, reduce,
rectify, minimize, compensate, or mitigate losses of resources, values or associated uses.
The following provides a comparison of effects on various resources and explains how each
alternative type of land use development could affect the resource (see Table S-1).

Under Alternative A, No Action, the MSR study area would remain in federal ownership
and be managed under the 1996 Plan. A 9-acre parcel of TVA property allocated in the
1996 Plan for development opportunities is located in Sheffield just west of Hatch
Boulevard. It lies outside the scope of this proposed land disposal, sale, and
redevelopment action. Therefore, current land uses on the potentially affected property are
not likely to change for the foreseeable future. Any future proposals for use consistent with
the 1996 Plan would likely require additional environmental reviews. TVA would retain and
continue to monitor certain SWMU areas and comply with ADEM regulations under all
alternatives (see Section 2.1). Management and use of other areas of remnant waste and
SWMUs would continue in accordance with applicable regulations, including some
additional waste stream generation and waste disposal. Groundwater monitoring would
continue and the potential for local effects could continue; however, no off-site impacts are
expected. NRHP-eligible historic properties would remain in TVA ownership and
management, and many would likely remain unused. Some unoccupied buildings and
structures could continue to deteriorate and become an environmental or safety concern.
No additional socioeconomic benefits would likely be recognized from development of the
property.

Under Alternative B, the MSR study area would be sold, and the new owner would be
required to use the property for conservation purposes and LID. There would be a
deliberate emphasis on protecting and maintaining sensitive resources such as floodplains
and wetland areas and historic properties. TVA would continue to own and manage the
monitored SWMU areas under all the Action Alternatives (i.e., Alternatives B through F).
SWMUs cleaned up to industrial screening levels could be sold for appropriate
development or reuse consistent with the Master Plan. Under this alternative, the likelihood
of additional on-site contamination from site development is low. With adherence to
applicable restrictions, the likelihood of additional exposure to hazardous material would
similarly be low. Groundwater extraction from the MSR study area for drinking water usage
would be prohibited under this and all the Action Alternatives. Compared to the other
Action Alternatives, the activities and development under this alternative would likely
require the least amount of land use change and intensity of development. A greater
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amount of green space, naturally appearing landscape character, and recreation
opportunity, probably substantially more, would be available under this alternative
compared to the other Action Alternatives. More emphasis on invasive plant control and
enhancement of wildlife habitat could become a management focus.
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Table S-1. Summary of Potential Effects by Alternative’

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:iaIIR_etaiI (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Solid and .
Potentially
Hazardous e . ! )
i 2 Potential indirect significant impacts;
Waste: Zone A . ! X . N . )
: beneficial effects if could require L Potentially significant impacts; could
(approximately .- ) " Minor if used for ) " L
Negligible Zone A is used for additional . . require additional remediation for
300 acres rtain low-i t diation f industrial purposes ial retail dential
including certain low-impac remediation for commercial, retail, or residential uses
. development commercial, retail,
monitored or residential uses
SWMUs)
Solid and Us_.e of utl!lty Use of_ utility corridor
corridor unlikely unlikely under
Hazardous . , . ”
] under Alternative B; Alternative C; if . L g
Waste: Zone B : : ; Potentially significant health effects unless personal exposure
, - if proposed, project proposed, project R o
(approximately Negligible is limited to no more than 500 hours per year; if proposed,
would be evaluated | would be evaluated . .
90 acres at th d th d projects would be evaluated for potential worker exposure
hosphate e same as under e same as under
P Alternative D, E, or | Alternative D, E, or
storage area) = =
Solid and
Hazardous
Waste: Zone C Minor impacts with Minor impacts with No increased human
(approximately low potential for low potential for health or Minor impacts with low potential for
1,000 acres Negligible exposure to any exposure to any environmental exposure to any remaining
where remaining remaining exposure risks would contaminants

contamination is
not known to
occur)

contaminants

contaminants

be anticipated
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:iaIIR_etaiI (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Solid and
Hazardous
Waste: Zone D
(approximate
100-foot-by-100- Negligible Impacts minor and similar to those in Zone C unless there is subsurface soil disturbance
foot area used as
a low-level
radioactive waste
burial site)
. No adverse impacts;
Increased potential devel t Id
. . for groundwater aevelopment wou
No impacts likely; . likely occur in areas , ]
changes; no No adverse impacts; development
No changes | development would . ) where the local . .
) . . : adverse impacts; would likely occur in areas where the
in existing likely occur in areas geology would be .
Geology . development would _ local geology would be unaffected:;
geological where the local ; ) unaffected; could . !
By likely occur in areas ) . less impact to geological resources
conditions geology would be here the local possibly result in than Alt tive C or D
unaffected w Iere e ?gi greater or likely similar an Alternative & o
geology would be impacts as Alternative
unaffected c
Minor effects
(no evidence
of adverse
impacts to No adverse effects on health and safety; TVA will not allow removal of groundwater for drinking water from
Groundwater potential off- anywhere on the MSR study area under any of the Action Alternatives; some potential for contamination
site from spills or leaks under Alternative D
groundwater

users or other
receptors)
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:iaIIR_etaiI (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Archaeological No adverse Potential adverse effects to three archaeological sites and two cemeteries; two sites would be mitigated
9 . through stipulations in the MOA between TVA and the Alabama SHPO, and one site would be avoided; two
Resources effects likely : . .
cemeteries would be managed in accordance with state law
Future
undertakings
involving
g'Stor'C h'Stor'.C Adverse impacts would be mitigated through applicable stipulations in MOA; adaptive reuse of buildings and
esources properties .
. structures addressed in agreement
(Architecture) would be
evaluated;
conditions
could worsen
No impact or Significant increase in
change in income and . S . :
. . . o Potentially significant increase in
. . current Minor impacts with . employment; impacts . .
Socioeconomic e . . Small (minor) income and employment; impacts
conditions; potential quality of could be moderate to

Resources

any potential
benefit would
be foregone

life benefits

positive effect

large with potentially
negative quality of life
influence

could be moderate with potential
quality of life benefits

Environmental
Justice

No effects

Potential impacts
would be small
(minor); any
disproportionate
impacts would be
less than under
Alternative C and
could be greater
than the economic
effects likely under

Potential impacts
would be small
(minor); Alternative
C likely would have
the greatest
disproportionate
impacts to minority
and low-income
populations

Potentially significant
positive effects on
local income and

employment; all
segments of
population likely to
benefit;
disproportionate
impacts to minority
and low-income

Potentially significant increases in
regional employment and income;
increased employment opportunities
for minority and low-income
individuals; disproportionate impacts
would be smallest under these
alternatives
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:iaIIR_etaiI (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Alternatives A, D, individuals would be
E,and F less than for
Alternatives B and C,
but greater than
Alternatives E and F
Some changes; Minor impacts; Greater intensity but
much green space could likely have effects minor impacts Minor impacts: could likely have
Possible and recreational greater changes in in context; similar to greater impacts’than Alternatives A
minor opportunities likely land use than those under and B but could be comparable to or
Land Use changes in retained; effects of | Alternatives A and B | Alternative C; overall, erhaps less than those anticipated
currentland | LID could be further but less than could have greater P d pAIt tive C or D: eff pt f
use minimized if expected under impacts than any of un zlrternzrtri]\?egllei anodr E ’s?mﬁ;rs °
existing buildings Alternative D, E, or the other Action
are reused F Alternatives
Minor temporary
effects from
Minor impacts; less _qqnstruction_ Min_or, no adv_erse, L . .
3 than thosé activities; potentially |mpacts with er_10r impacts with regulatlo_n;
Air Quality No additional associated with greater than regulation; could be potentially greater than Alternative A,
effects Alternative C. D. E Alternative A or B, greater than B, or C; effects likely less than
or F T likely less than Alternative A, B, C, E, Alternative D
Alternative D but orF
similar to
Alternatives E and F
Increased Increased emissions | Increased emissions
No vegetative cover of greenhouse of greenhouse gases Increased emissions of greenhouse
Global Climate incremental could sequester gases expected; expected; has the ases expected similar to that under
Change impacts carbon dioxide; could be greater greatest potential not 9 P Alt tive C
expected minor climate than expected under | only to impact climate ernative

change benefit

Alternative A or B

but also to be
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Alternative B

Alternative C
(Commercial/Retail

Alternative D

Alternative E (Mixed Use)

Resource Alternative A Conservation S Industrial
Issues (No Action) ( ) and Residential) ( )
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
expected if but less than under impacted by climate
vegetation cover is Alternatives D, E, change
increased and F
Minor impacts;
higher potential for . . )
; Minor impacts; . . L
. . conversion of : Minor impacts; similar to those under
Soils and Prime N greatest potential for : )
No effects Minor impacts farmland to . . Alternatives C and potentially less
Farmland impacts to soils and .
nonfarmland uses . than those under Alternative D
prime farmland
compared to
Alternatives A and B
No significant
impacts; presence S : .
L : No significant impacts;
of green space Minor impacts likely . . . . -
similar to or potentially Insignificant impacts, similar but
Surface Water . would reduce greater than those .
i No impacts . . greater than those potentially less than those compared
Quality potential for under Alternatives A . )
. ! anticipated under to Alternative C or D
introduction of and B .
) Alternative C, E, or F
runoff into surface
waters
Minor impacts; greater
Minor impacts; least Minor impacts; potential to affect Minor impacts; greater potential to
Wetlands No impacts potential for effects | greater potential to compared to affect compared to Alternative A or B;
P among Action affect compared to Alternative A or B; similar to effects under Alternative C
Alternatives Alternative A or B | similar to effects under orD
Alternative C, E, or F
Minor impacts, Minor and insignificant impacts,
No impacts Low potential for potentially greater | Minor and insignificant potentially greater effects under
Floodplains Iikeﬁ i?n acts than effects likely | effects similar to those Alternative A or B and similar to
y P under Alternative A under Alternative C those expected under Alternative C

orB

orD
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:iaIIR_etaiI (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
No impacts;
potential for effects | No impacts; potential
Aquatic Ecology is greater than for effects is similar or No impacts: potential is similar to
- Fish and No impacts No impacts likely Alternative A or B slightly greater than Alterr;atives Cand D
Aquatic Life and similar to that those under

under Alternatives Alternative C, E, or F
D,E,and F
Aquatic Ecology
- Aquatic
Endangered and No effects
Threatened
Species
T . D . Loss of American chestnut orchard research could have significant effects on species
errestrial No significant Potentially

Ecology - Plants

impacts

beneficial impacts

restoration in the southern portion of its range; elimination of forested areas could
adversely affect habitat capable of supporting two state-listed plants

Terrestrial
Ecology - Wildlife

No effects; no
change in
current
conditions

Potential slight
improvement in
wildlife habitat and
long-term
availability of
habitats

Minor impacts; local
reduction of wildlife
diversity; reduced
amount and
suitability of wildlife
habitats compared
to Alternative A or B

Moderate impacts;
potentially similar to
those under
Alternative C; greater
than those anticipated
under Alternatives A
and B and potentially
similar or greater than
those expected under
Alternatives E and F

Minor impacts; greater than those
under Alternatives A and B;
potentially similar to those under
Alternative C and less than those
anticipated under Alternative D

Terrestrial
Ecology -
Endangered and
Threatened

No effects on
federally
listed plants
or animals

No effects on
federally listed
plants or animals

Potential negative
effects on state-
listed plant habitat;
potential indirect

Potential negative
effects on state-listed
plant habitat; potential

indirect effects on

Positive or negative effects on state-
listed plant habitat could occur;
potential indirect effects on federally
listed animal habitats and no effects
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or increase the
amount of open
space and areas in
a relatively natural
character

opportunities

use opportunities

. Alternative B AIternaflve ° . Alternative D . .
Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commerc_:laIIR_etall (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Species effects on federally | federally listed animal on any federally endangered or
listed animal habitats; no effects on threatened animals or plants or
habitats; no effects any federally designated critical habitat (same as
on any federally endangered or those under Alternative C or D)
endangered or threatened animals or
threatened animals plants or designated
or plants or critical habitat
designated critical
habitat
Natural Areas No impacts to any officially designated natural areas
Minor potential for
loss of recreational
use opportunities;
among the Action Potentially
Alternatives, would ianificant | f Potentially significant Minor to moderate loss of
Recreation No impacts most likely preserve signiticant foss o loss of recreational . g
recreational use recreational use opportunities

Transportation

including No Action

Significant impacts expected due to increased traffic in the area during build-out to year 2035 under all the alternatives,

Arewwng
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Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Resource Alternative A (Conservation) (Commercial/Retail (Industrial) Alternative E (Mixed Use)
Issues (No Action) and Residential)
Alternative F (Unrestricted Use)
Minor impacts; less Minor impacts; Mlno‘r impacts;
. X potentially greater . . ) .

. . potential for effects | potential for effects Minor impacts; potentially greater
Scenic No impacts imil compared to Al ive B likel
Resources likely compared to 3|m!ar to Alternative B; likely co'mpared to te".‘a“"e , [IKely

Alternative C, D, E, Alternatives D, E, . C similar to Alternatives C and D
similar to Alternatives
orF and F
C,E,and F
No impacts: Minor impacts;
use oF:‘ the : potential for effects is | Minor impacts; potential for effects is
Navigation utility corridor No impacts; use of the utility corridor is greater than under less than under Alternative B, C, or
9 ig ver unlikely Alternative B, C, E, or | D; could increase use of nearby port
unIiker F; could increase use facilities
y of nearby port facilities
gﬂé:?i;“np?_g;st;r Mln?;;r?epra;:tfs;cl;:ely Minor impacts; likely less effects

Noise No impacts Minor impacts P yg 9 compared to Alternative D; similar to

Alternative B

effects than under

compared to
Alternative C, E, or F

Alternative C

' See Chapter 4 for discussions of potential indirect and cumulative effects on various resources across the range of alternative land uses.
2 TVA would also comply with Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and RCRA, as appropriate.
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In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, adverse effects on archaeological and
architectural resources are subject to mitigation under stipulations included in a
memorandum of agreement (MOA) between TVA and the Alabama SHPO. TVA is
encouraging adaptive reuse of certain historic buildings under all the Action Alternatives.

Land use change is expected to be less under Alternative B compared to Alternatives C, D,
E, or F. Other than the potential for positive quality of life impacts, socioeconomic benefits
would likely be minor. Disproportionate impacts to disadvantaged populations would be

less than those under Alternative C; they potentially could be greater than the effects likely
under Alternatives A, D, E, and F due to fewer opportunities to create jobs in the local area.

Under Alternative C, the MSR study area would be sold and required to be used for
commercial, retail, and residential purposes. Industrial uses would not occur. Some open
green space would probably be designed into the landscape consistent with the Master
Plan. Development anticipated under Alternative C would generate solid wastes, but the
amount of hazardous wastes would likely be minor, and the potential for on-site
contamination would be low. The opportunity for exposure to remaining on-site
contaminants would be greater under Alternative C compared to Alternatives A and B but
potentially the same or less than that likely under Alternatives D, E, and F. Mitigation,
including the potential for additional cleanup of some SWMUs and the potential for
additional evaluation and study would further reduce the potential risks. See discussion
under Alternative B regarding mitigation of adverse effects on historic properties.

Overall, because most of the development would likely be a transfer of locations within the
area and would add little to the overall economy of the area, the potential economic effects
under Alternative C would be minor. Because most of the development would otherwise
occur elsewhere in the local area, few new employment opportunities for minority or low-
income individuals would result; thus, this alternative would likely have the greatest
disproportionate impact on those populations. Implementation of Alternative C could likely
have greater impacts on land use than Alternatives A and B but less than those expected if
Alternative D, E, or F were implemented.

Under Alternative D, the MSR study area would be sold and required to be used for
industrial purposes in accordance with the Master Plan. The potential for generation of
wastes, including hazardous waste, would likely be greater under Alternative D than under
the other Action Alternatives. The likelihood of additional on-site contaminant generation
(i.e., waste streams) would likely be highest under this alternative compared to the other
Action Alternatives. Because all land within the MSR study area has been extensively
investigated and, as appropriate, sampled, assessed, and remediated where necessary to
industrial screening levels and because only industrial uses would occur, no additional
cleanup would likely be required or anticipated under this alternative. Furthermore,
because industrial-type developments would likely provide short-term employee occupancy
substantially isolated from soil contact, no increased human health or environmental
exposure risks are anticipated. See discussion under Alternative B regarding mitigation of
adverse effects on historic properties.

Because investors from outside the area or region could be attracted to the site and the
immediate area, implementing Alternative D would likely have the greatest overall economic
effect and result in additional opportunities for growth. Increases in employment and
income under Alternative D are likely to be moderate to large. However, under this
alternative, there could be some decrease in the overall attractiveness of the area, with a
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corresponding negative impact on the quality of life due to increased traffic, noise, and
congestion and the loss of scenic and recreation opportunities in the area. Overall,
disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income individuals would be less than those
for Alternatives B and C but greater than those under Alternative E or F.

Under Alternative E, the MSR study area would be sold and required to be used for a
mixture of conservation and LID; commercial, retail, and residential; and industrial purposes
in accordance with the Master Plan. This mixture of site development would generate solid
waste, and some hazardous wastes could be produced as a result of industrial by-products.
However, the generation of large quantities of hazardous waste is not likely, and the
potential for additional site contamination from development is relatively low. Mitigation,
including the potential for additional cleanup of some land, and the potential for additional
evaluation and study would further reduce this potential risk. Most of the land could be
developed for any type of land use, thus requiring no additional cleanup. See discussion
under Alternative B regarding mitigation of adverse effects on historic properties.

Well-designed and planned business and industrial facilities would provide increased
income and job opportunities while maintaining and possibly enhancing the overall
attractiveness of the area. Increases in employment and income under Alternative E are
likely to be moderate. The development activities following adoption of Alternative E would
provide a similar increase in employment opportunities for minority and low-income
individuals as described under Alternatives C and D. Scenic values and recreation
opportunities would continue to contribute to quality of life in the area. Therefore,
disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income populations likely would be smallest
under this alternative and under Alternative F.

Under Alternative F, the MSR study area would be sold, but no restrictions would be
placed on its future land uses. Development would be guided by the Master Plan. As
discussed earlier, under Alternative F, the property would likely be used or developed for
one or more of the uses described under Alternatives B, C, or D, or the mixture of land uses
under Alternative E. Therefore, impacts of development under Alternative F are likely to be
similar to those described under Alternative E above and the range of effects bounded by
those described under Action Alternatives B, C, D, and E.

POTENTIAL MITIGATION AND COMPLIANCE MEASURES

Mitigation measures are actions taken to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, compensate, or
mitigate for adverse impacts to the environment. The following measures would be taken to
reduce the potential for adverse effects under all the Action Alternatives unless noted
otherwise. Depending upon the specific types of land use actions, their locations on the
property, and supporting activities following transfer of the property, some mitigation would
likely be required by other federal, state, and local authorities in order to acquire necessary
permits and other authorizations. TVA could also require additional mitigation for future
actions affecting wetlands, streams, and areas within the limits of the 100-year floodplain
along Pond Creek and the Tennessee River.

The following are routine and nonroutine measures to which future landowners could
implement voluntarily or which would probably be required of future landowner(s) by
agencies other than TVA. These include measures usually required by agencies to comply
with other federal, state, or local regulations to authorize such actions and activities. These
provisions would also be taken into account during the development of the Master Plan.
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Future owners would utilize appropriate best management practices (BMPs) during
construction and operation of the property. These BMPs may include the following
measures:

o Appropriate engineering and construction BMPs would be used to avoid
introduction of material into and to prevent the formation of sinkholes.

o Construction BMPs would be used to control air emissions from open
construction areas and unpaved roads. Roadways would be sprayed with water
as needed to reduce fugitive dust emissions.

o Appropriate construction BMPs would be used to reduce storm water runoff.

o Additional BMPs like open space design, well-connected and designed streets,
and storm water planning would comply with applicable local regulations, laws,
or ordinances.

Prior to construction, future owners are advised to conduct an on-site survey of soil
gas, and no closed structures should be constructed where data indicate that there
would be intrusion and potential accumulation of volatile organic compounds.

Future owners, in the spirit of EO 13112, could use the following voluntary
measures to avoid introduction and spread of nonnative invasive plant species:

o Limiting the introduction of weed seeds

o Ensuring that all equipment is free of weed seeds before moving to another
location

o Using weed-free riprap or rock for projects to prevent the introduction of seeds

o Detecting and eradicating small patches of weeds early

o Minimizing the disturbance of desirable plants along trails, roads, and waterways
o Maintaining desired plant communities through good management

o Monitoring high-risk areas such as transportation corridors and bare ground

o Revegetating disturbed sites with native or noninvasive plants

Future owners could establish and maintain a secondary buffer around the forested
wetland area.

Future owners could remove dense stands of invasive plants to improve habitat
quality for birdlife.

The retention of existing vegetation (trees), via the measures below, 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.

o Except where maintained within the existing road right-of-way, a vegetative
buffer, measured 150 feet from the edge of the pavement, could 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.

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

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

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

Analysis of potential transportation impacts determined that the level of service
(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 require solutions that are more comprehensive. The following are two overall
potential mitigation approaches:

o Option 1: Realign the U.S. Highway (US) 43/72 designation through Hatch
Boulevard and relocate Jackson Boulevard to Birmingham Road.

o 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.

Measures to reduce the effects of noise could include vegetation buffers,
establishing and maintaining a noise-reduction zone (i.e., calculated noise-reduction
zone) between the source and receptor of nuisance sounds (i.e., industrial
developments), strategically positioned or constructed physical sound barriers,
enclosures for the heavy construction equipment and production machinery, proper
interior acoustics, and the muffler sound suppression systems for trucks and other
heavy equipment.

TVA would comply with the following applicable laws, regulations, EOs, and obligations
associated with existing agreements.

TVA would warrant in the sale deed that the property has been cleaned up to the
extent believed necessary to protect human health and the environment and that the
United States will perform any cleanup that becomes necessary in the future as a
result of contamination that occurred prior to the sale.

Approximately 17 acres of land has been remediated (i.e., cleaned up) to industrial
screening level. No land within the area covered by the existing RCRA permit,
2,260 acres, would be sold or transferred from federal ownership unless the land is
conveyed at the unrestricted use level or with the appropriate environmental
covenants and restrictions in the deed, transfer, or other conveyance document.
Additional land use restrictions may be applicable as required by Alabama’s Uniform
Environmental Covenants Act.

Consistent with TVA implementation procedures for EO 11990, all future owners
shall avoid construction within wetland areas without TVA approval. As appropriate,
all future owners shall conduct a wetland delineation of any site proposal for
development. Unless there is no practicable alternative, development may not
occur in identified wetland areas.
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e Consistent with TVA implementation procedures for EO 11988, all future owners
shall avoid construction of obstructions within the limits of the 100-year floodplain
without appropriate local government authorization and approval under Section 26a
of the TVA Act. Unless there is no practicable alternative, development may not
occur in floodplain areas.

o TVA will comply with the terms and conditions of a September 18, 2001, agreement
with the Alabama Department of Transportation and Federal Highway
Administration regarding use of Transportation Enhancement Project funds for
construction of the 1-mile segment of the National Recreation Trail Complex trail
located on the south side of Reservation Road.

e TVA would honor the terms and conditions of its agricultural licenses on land tracts
on the MSR study area through and until the date of cancellation prior to any land
transfer.

¢ Additional land use restrictions may be applicable as required by Alabama’s Uniform
Environmental Covenants Act and would be enforced by ADEM.

TVA would be responsible for requiring, monitoring, and enforcing the following mitigation
measures. To the extent practicable, this could be accomplished by placing conditions in
the land transfer agreement and coordinating with ADEM’s Environmental Covenants Act,
where applicable. Section 106 of the NHPA requires that TVA consult with the Alabama
Historical Commission SHPO before funding, authorizing, or carrying out any undertaking
that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. In addition, see elements common
to all the Action Alternatives in Section 2.1.

o The only permissible use of the phosphate slag storage area is for a utility corridor
to the Tennessee River to support any needed infrastructure development on the
MSR study area. TVA would not transfer this land for future development but would
make it available under specific use agreements, such as easements. Because of
environmental and reservoir operations constraints along the left-descending (south
bank) shoreline of the Tennessee River in the vicinity of the utility corridor, TVA
would not approve a barge terminal, commercial dock, or other similar shoreline
facility.

o Total annual exposure to any person within the phosphate slag storage area is to
remain restricted to no more than 500 hours per year.

¢ If conditions at the slag storage area are altered and it becomes necessary to
reevaluate radiation exposure, TVA would verify in consultation with the Alabama
Department of Public Health any change to the phosphate slag storage area that
would allow increased exposure times. This would include any effort to mitigate
radioactive levels at the site through the use of soil cover or caps of various
materials.

o If it becomes necessary through the proposed use of the phosphate slag storage
area for subsurface infrastructure enhancements (e.g., buried pipeline), TVA would
conduct further radiological measurement and monitoring to determine a worker’s
potential exposure to ensure safety.

¢ No subsurface disturbance or other excavation of buried materials would be allowed
within the low-level radioactive waste burial site.
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TVA would not allow removal of groundwater for drinking water (i.e., potable use
purposes) from anywhere on the MSR study area.

TVA would adhere to the stipulations in the final executed MOA between TVA and
the Alabama SHPO (Appendix A) to mitigate for the loss of NRHP-¢eligible
properties. Such mitigation includes imposition of architectural controls and design
guidelines on new owners and consideration of these properties in the Master Plan.
TVA would adhere to required measures through inclusion of requirements in the
transfer deed.

Site 1CT495, the remnants of Wilson Power Plant foundations, shall be avoided
during any construction in the utility corridor to the Tennessee River.

In the event of construction within the utility corridor, TVA would take into account
the location of the Rockpile Hiking Trail and the paved trail complex on the north
side of Reservation Road and, to the extent practicable, avoid trail closure or reduce
effects of trail usage through planning or other design features. This section of the
Rockpile trail crosses the skimmer wall built as part of the Wilson Power Plant.
Because there is an inlet behind (landward) of the wall, some forms of water access
accommodations could be accommodated without impacting the trail or the fishing
activity that occurs in this area. Conversely, water access needs that would require
breach or removal of the skimmer wall would sever the existing trail and also
adversely impact shoreline fishing.

An approximate 900-foot section of paved National Recreation Trail Complex,
including a protective corridor, on the Multipurpose Building parcel would 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.

Prior to any TVA land or buildings being transferred from federal ownership under
any of the Action Alternatives, TVA would assure that any required environmental
due diligence assessments on existing buildings’ interiors (i.e., construction
materials) are completed.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is Alternative B because there would be a
deliberate effort under that alternative to conserve sensitive resources, i.e., wetlands and
floodplains, and to encourage the establishment of environmentally friendly developments.
However, TVA has determined that selection of any of the action alternatives would present
an acceptable range of environmental impacts and risks. Accordingly, TVA has selected
Alternative F as its Preferred Alternative based on anticipated benefits to the community
and business considerations consistent with the TVA Act, the TVA Land Policy, and other
applicable requirements. The adoption of Alternative F would provide the greatest
opportunity for economic benefits to the area and region, would reduce TVA’s O&M costs
and environmental footprint, and would encourage reuse of some historic buildings and
structures in the MSR study area. Implementation of Alternative F, consistent with the
Master Plan, would also leave future land use decisions to the local community.
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Mg/L
ug/m’
prem/hr

°C
°F
§

§§

1996 Plan

AADT
ADCNR
ADEM
ADPH
ALDOT
APE
AOWR
BMPs
CAA
CCC
CEQ
CERCLA
CFR
cfs
CH,
CMI
CMS
Cco
CO,
CWA
dB
dBA
DNL
DOE
EA
e.g.
EIS
EmA
EO
EPRI
ERC

et al.

et seq.
FHWA
FPPA
FRP
FWW
glcm®
GCC
GHG
GSA

Acronyms, Abbreviations, Units of Measure, and Symbols

ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS,
UNITS OF MEASURE, AND SYMBOLS

Less Than or Equal To

Micrograms Per Liter

Micrograms Per Cubic Meter

Microrem Per Hour, one-thousandth of a millirem, a standard unit of radiation dose
equivalent

Degree Celsius

Degree Fahrenheit

Section

Sections

1996 Muscle Shoals/Wilson Dam Reservation Land Use Plan Final Environmental
Assessment

Annual Average Daily Traffic

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Alabama Department of Environmental Management
Alabama Department of Public Health

Alabama Department of Transportation

Area of Potential Effects

Alabama Office of Water Resources

Best Management Practices

Clean Air Act

Civilian Conservation Corps

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Cubic Feet Per Second

Methane

Corrective Measures Implementation

Corrective Measures Study

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide

Clean Water Act

Decibel

A-Weighted Decibel

Day/Night Sound Levels

U.S. Department of Energy

Environmental Assessment

Latin term, exempli gratia, meaning “for example”
Environmental Impact Statement
Emory Silt Loam Soils

Executive Order

Electric Power Research Institute

Environmental Research Center

Latin term, et alii (masculine), et aliae (feminine), or et alia (neuter), meaning “and
others”

Latin term et sequential, meaning “and the following”
Federal Highway Administration

Farmland Protection Policy Act

Flood Risk Profile

Florence Wagon Works

Grams per cubic centimeter

Global Climate Change

Greenhouse Gases

Geological Survey of Alabama
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HCM
HPA
hr
HSWA
Hz

LID
LLRWBS
LOS
LQG

Master Plan

MCL
mg/L
MGD
MOA
mrem
MSA
MSHD
msl
MSR or
Reservation
NAAQS
NACD
NEP
NEPA
NFDC
NFERC
NGVD
NHA(s)
NHPA
NNL
N,O
NO,
NOA
NOI
NPDES
NRC
NRCS
NRHP
NRI
NSR
NWR
O3
O&M
P4

Pb
Pb-210
pCi/L
PCB(s)
PCM

Xii

Highway Capacity Manual

Habitat Protection Area

Hour

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments to RCRA

Hertz

Identification

Latin term, id est, meaning “that is”

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Potassium-40; a radioisotope of potassium

Distribution (or adsorption) coefficient; a measure of the tendency of a chemical to
adsorb to soil

Kilogram

Pound

Low-Impact Development

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Burial Site

Level of Service

Large Quantity Generator

Comprehensive master plan for redevelopment of the approximately 1,400-acre MSR
property

Maximum Contaminant Level

Milligrams Per Liter

Millions of Gallons per Day

Memorandum of Agreement

Millirem, one-thousandth of a rem, a standard unit of radiation dose equivalent
Metropolitan Statistical Area

Muscle Shoals Historic District

Mean Sea Level

Muscle Shoals Reservation

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Northwest Alabama Cooperative District

Nonessential Experiment Population

National Environmental Policy Act

National Fertilizer Development Center

National Fertilizer and Environmental Research Center
National Geodetic and Vertical Datum

National Heritage Area(s)

National Historic Preservation Act

National Natural Landmark

Nitrous Oxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Notice of Availability

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places

Nationwide Rivers Inventory

New Source Review

National Wildlife Refuge

Ozone

Operations and Maintenance

Chemical abbreviation for elemental (or white) phosphorus
Lead

Lead-210, a Radioisotope of Lead

Pico-Curies Per Liter, a measure of radioactivity per liter of liquid
Polychlorinated Biphenyl(s)

Postclosure Monitoring
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PDW
PM
PM, 5
PMy,
PNNL
POC
Po-210
ppb
pPpm
PRG(s)
PSD
PSS2
PUA
Ra-226
RAL
RCRA
rem

RFA
RFI
Rn-222
ROD
SEDA
SHPO
SO,
SR
SVOC(s)
SWA
SWMUs
TACF
TEDE
TMDL
TRM(s)
TSD
TVA
U-238
u.s.
us
USACE
USDA
USEPA
USFS
USFWS
USNP2
USNPS
VOC(s)
WCK
WHPA
WMA

Acronyms, Abbreviations, Units of Measure, and Symbols

Phosphate Development Works

Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter Having a Diameter of Less Than 2.5 Microns
Particulate Matter Having a Diameter of Less Than 10 Microns
Potential National Natural Landmark

Point of Compliance

Polonium-210, a Radioisotope of Polonium

Parts Per Billion

Parts Per Million

Preliminary Remediation Goal(s)

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Power Service Shop No. 2

Pruitton and Sullivan Soils

Radium-226, a Radioisotope of Radium

RCRA Action Limit

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Roentgen Equivalent in Man, a unit of radiation dose used to measure the effects of
ionizing radiation on humans commonly expressed in units of one-thousandths over a

specific period of time (1,000 millirems equal 1 rem)
RCRA Facility Assessment

RCRA Facility Investigation
Radon-222, a Radioisotope of Radon
Record of Decision

Shoals Economic Development Authority
State Historic Preservation Officer
Sulfur Dioxide

State Route

Semivolatile Organic Compound(s)
Small Wild Area

Solid Waste Management Units

The American Chestnut Foundation
Total Effective Dose Equivalent

Total Maximum Daily Load
Tennessee River Mile(s)

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Tennessee Valley Authority
Uranium-238

United States

U.S. Highway

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Nitrate Plant No. 2

U.S. National Park Service

Volatile Organic Compound(s)
Westinghouse, Church, Kerr, and Company
Well Head Protection Area

Wildlife Management Area
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Adsorb

Aquifer

Alluvial Deposits

Aquitard

Biotransformation

Brownfield Site

By-Product

Chlorofluorocarbon

Clerestory

Contaminant

Disposal

Downgradient

Embayment
Fissure

Groundwater

Greenfield Site

Hydrofluorocarbon

Impaired Waters

Impervious

Glossary of Terms

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

To collect (a gas, liquid, or dissolved substance) in condensed form on a
surface

A permeable geologic unit capable of transmitting significant quantities
of water to wells

Earthen material (soil) made up of silt and clay and larger particles of
sand and gravel left by river flow or flooding

Less permeable geologic unit incapable of transmitting significant
quantities of water to wells

Process whereby bacteria biologically break down a chemical compound
into other compounds

Real property (i.e., land), which the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse
of may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a
hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant

A secondary or incidental product deriving from a manufacturing
process, a chemical reaction, or biochemical pathway

Compound consisting of chlorine, fluorine, and carbon; widely used as
refrigerants and suspected of affecting the ozone layer

The upper part of a wall containing windows for supplying natural light to
a building

Any substance that when added to water (or another substance) makes
it impure and unfit for consumption or an intended use

The sale, transfer, conveyance, grant, abandonment, or modification of
land (fee simple sale) or landrights (lease, easement, retained rights in a
deed, flowage easement, transmission right-of-way, etc.)

The direction that groundwater flows; similar to “downstream” for surface
water

An indention in a shoreline forming an open bay or cove
A long, narrow, deep crack

Water found in the spaces between soil particles and cracks in rocks
underground; groundwater is a natural resource that is used for drinking,
recreation, industry, and growing crops

Real property that has not previously been used for commercial or
industrial activities and is presumed free of contamination (undeveloped
lands such as fields or forests)

Compound consisting of hydrogen, fluorine, and carbon, which do not
contain chlorine or bromine and, therefore, do not deplete the ozone
layer

State 303(d) listing of waters (water bodies including streams, rivers,
lakes, and reservoirs) which do not fully support their designated uses

In hydrologic terms, the ability to repel water, or not let water infiltrate
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Karst A geologic formation of irregular limestone that dissolves, forming deep
fissures and sinkholes and is characterized by underground caves and
streams

Leachate Liquids that have percolated through a soil and that carry substances in

solution or suspension

Lintel A horizontal structural beam spanning an opening, such as between the
uprights of a door or a window, and which supports a wall

Natural Attenuation Natural processes, including biotransformation, dispersion and dilution,
which reduce contaminant concentrations during groundwater transport

Piezometer A small-diameter observation well used to measure the hydraulic head
of groundwater in aquifers

Plume In groundwater, a plume is an underground pattern of contaminant
concentrations created by the movement of groundwater beneath a
contaminant source

Quoin The external corner of a building; usually differentiated from the
adjoining walls by material, texture color, size, or projection

Remediation Containment, treatment, or removal of contaminated groundwater or
contaminated soil

Section 26a Section 26a of the TVA Act requires that TVA's approval be obtained
prior to the construction, operation, or maintenance of any dam,
appurtenant works, or other obstruction affecting navigation, flood
control, or public lands or reservations along, across, or in the
Tennessee River or any of its tributaries. TVA jurisdiction under Section
26a is implemented through Section 26a regulations (18 CFR Part
1304). TVA's Section 26a geographical jurisdiction extends to the limits
of the Tennessee River watershed. With regard to the range of
construction and development activities along the shoreline, an
obstruction is any man-made physical condition that during its
continuance after completion, impounds, checks, hinders, restricts,
retards, diverts, or otherwise interferes with the movement of water or of
objects on or in the water.

Seepage The slow movement of water into or out of a body of surface or
subsurface water

Sustainability A means of configuring activity so that society, its members and its
economies, are able to meet their needs and express their greatest
potential in the present while preserving biodiversity and natural
ecosystems in the very long term

Vernacular Term used in architecture to categorize methods of construction that
uses locally available resources and traditions to address local needs
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