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CHAPTER 1 

1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 
On September 15, 2005, a joint application for the construction of a commercial marina was 
submitted to the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), pursuant to Section 26a of the TVA Act, 
and the U.S. Department of the Army (DA), pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The application was 
amended on February 1, 2006.  The application, as amended, proposes to establish harbor 
limits and requests approval for a new marina with 228 boat slips, a dolphin, fuel dock and 
pump-out facility, shoreline riprap and retaining wall, boat ramp and bulkhead, dry stack 
storage building and dock, and approximately 3,000 cubic yards of reservoir dredging to 
accommodate marina construction.  The development would be called the Pickwick Pines 
Marina and the applicant is Pickwick Pines Marina Inc. (Pickwick Pines).  The proposed 
marina would be located at Tennessee-Tombigbee (Tenn-Tom) Waterway Mile 448.4R (on 
the right descending bank) in the Yellow Creek embayment of Pickwick Reservoir in 
Tishomingo County, Mississippi.   

The marina would be part of a commercial recreation resort.  This proposed use of the site 
was reviewed in a final environmental assessment (FEA), Tishomingo County Development 
Foundation Request for Long-Term Tenure Commercial Recreation Easement Tract XPR-
460RE (TVA 2000a) (“2000 FEA”).  TVA issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
for this FEA on December 11, 2000.  In June 2001, the TVA Board approved changing the 
allocation for this tract in the Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan (TVA 2002) to 
commercial recreation use and granting Tishomingo County Development Foundation 
(TCDF) an easement to construct and operate a commercial recreation facility.  If TCDF 
fails to construct a commercial recreation facility on this property, TVA can terminate the 
easement.  TCDF subsequently leased the property to Pickwick Pines.  Under the 
easement and lease, plans for the resort and marina and associated land-disturbing 
activities must be approved by TVA.  This supplemental environmental assessment or SEA 
considers the potential environmental impacts associated with constructing and operating 
the proposed marina. 

A joint Public Notice (PN) No. 05-87-A with TVA and the State of Mississippi was issued by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on February 17, 2006 (Appendix A), for the 
application, as amended.  The PN provided a location map for the marina (PN No. 05-87-A, 
sheet 1), the disposal location for the proposed dredge material (sheet 6), and a more 
detailed description of the proposed development including design drawings of the planned 
facilities.   

In addition to requested harbor limits (PN No. 05-87-A, sheet 3), the application includes 
the following proposed water-based facilities: 

• 228-slip marina (lakeward extension 772 feet) – PN No. 05-87-A, sheet 3 (project 
layout) and sheet 4 (marina layout) 

• Dolphin located at the southeast corner of the marina  

• 1,800 linear feet of shoreline riprap and retaining wall  
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• Fuel dock and pump-out facilities with buoys for a 50-foot no-wake zone – PN No. 
05-87-A, sheet 4 

• Dry stack bulkhead (30 feet x 40 feet x 14 feet), a service ramp (12 feet wide) 
including 155 cubic yards of concrete fill, a dry stack building (110 feet x 200 feet), 
and a dry stack dock (6 feet x 30 feet) – PN No. 05-87-A, sheet 5 

• Dredging of two areas – Area 1 (cove area near dry stack dock), approximately 
9,000 square feet, and Area 2 (near restaurant and connecting deck), approximately 
9,959 square feet.  The total dredge is estimated to be approximately 3,000 cubic 
yards – PN No. 05-87-A, sheet 6. 

The scope of this SEA review includes the proposed 228-slip marina and water-based 
facilities.  The environmental commitments identified in the 2000 FEA that apply to 
construction of this marina are listed in Section 6.0 of this SEA. 

1.1. The Decision 
TVA approval of the plans for the marina and associated land-disturbing activities is 
required under the terms of the easement and lease of the property.  In addition, Section 
26a of the TVA Act requires TVA authorization for any water-use facilities and shoreline 
alterations in and along the Tennessee River and its tributaries.  Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits the alteration or obstruction of any navigable waters of 
the U.S. unless authorized by USACE.  Discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of 
the U.S. is prohibited in accordance with the CWA, Section 301, unless authorized by 
USACE pursuant to Section 404.  A TVA Section 26a permit and USACE Section 10 and 
404 permits are required for the proposed marina.  TVA and USACE must decide whether 
to issue permits to the proposal (and with what, if any, conditions) or deny the applicant’s 
request. 

1.2. Other Pertinent Environmental Reviews or Documentation 
Reservoir Operations Study Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (TVA 
2004a).  This environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared in cooperation with 
USACE and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  It examined proposed changes 
to TVA’s policy for the operation of its reservoir system, including Pickwick Reservoir.  This 
included a detailed evaluation of the recreational use of TVA reservoirs and the impacts 
associated with such use.  On May 19, 2004, the TVA Board decided to adjust TVA’s 
reservoir system operations policy to enhance recreational opportunities. 

Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(TVA 2002).  The EIS and land plan were prepared to update the 1981 land plan for 
approximately 19,238 acres of TVA public land on Pickwick Reservoir in Alabama, 
Mississippi, and Tennessee.  The plan is used to guide land-use approvals, private water-
use permitting and resource management decisions on Pickwick Reservoir.  

Tishomingo County Development Foundation Request for Long-Term Tenure Commercial 
Recreation Easement Tract XPR-460RE – Pickwick Reservoir Final Environmental 
Assessment (TVA 2000a).  The FEA evaluated the potential environmental impacts of 
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approving a commercial recreation easement over 31 acres of TVA land on Pickwick 
Reservoir.  The actual size of this tract was later determined to be 26 acres. 

1.3. The Scoping Process 
The agencies issued the first joint PN on this proposal and application, PN No. 05-87, on 
October 19, 2005.  Comments on the proposal were solicited from the public; federal, state, 
and local agencies and officials; Indian tribes; and other interested parties to help the 
agencies consider and evaluate impacts of the proposed activity.  The public comment 
period ended for PN No. 05-87 on November 16, 2005.  Comments were received from 
USFWS, Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Yellow Creek State 
Inland Port, Ergon and Magnolia Marine, Crounse Corporation, and approximately 40 
property owners who own homes on Yellow Creek embayment near the proposed 
development.  

The USFWS response dated November 16, 2005, stated that based on its records, there 
are no federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species that occur within the 
project area and that the requirements of Section 7c of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended, were fulfilled.   

The MDEQ responded by letter dated November 23, 2005, to PN No. 05-87 and  requested 
additional information on the marina design, storm water, and wastewater treatment and 
maintenance facilities necessary for them to review prior to issuing a 401 Water Quality 
Certification. 

A substantial number of comments on the first PN (No. 05-87) identified concerns about 
recreational boating congestion, the proposed size, number of slips and lakeward extension 
of the proposed marina, location of proposed fueling dock, and potential navigational risks.  
The original marina design contemplated approximately 400 slips, a lakeward extent of 
1,600 feet with a distance of 1,475 feet to the Ergon terminal, and the fuel dock and marina 
entrance on the south side.  The navigation community commented that this arrangement 
posed serious risks for both towboat operators serving the Ergon terminal and the marina 
itself.  Specifically at issue was the large profile of the marina in the embayment restricting 
maneuverability of the tows, the proximity of the marina to the terminal in the event of a 
windblown tow, and the location of the entrance and fuel dock on the side closest to the 
terminal.  Commenters also stated that increased recreational boat traffic resulting from the 
location of the marina entrance and fuel dock posed safety and security issues for the 
terminal and the added potential of an explosion in the event of a barge colliding with the 
fuel dock. 

TVA and USACE navigation specialists, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), Yellow Creek State 
Inland Port, and local tow experts (Ergon and Magnolia Marine, Crounse Corporation, 
Ingram Barge Company, and Muscle Shoals Marine Service) met to discuss these 
navigation safety concerns and possible ways of addressing them on December 6, 2005.  
As a result, the applicant revised the proposed marina design by relocating some of the 
associated structures with an overall smaller size (footprint) and a shorter lakeward 
extension.  The revised marina design was submitted to TVA and USACE on February 1, 
2006. 

Because of the extent of design revision for the proposed marina, a second joint PN (No. 
05-87-A), was issued by the agencies on February 17, 2006.  The comment period for this 
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second notice ended on March 18, 2006.  Approximately 83 comment letters were received 
in response to the second notice.  Two petitions with 34 names were also received.  
Common concerns expressed were that the proposed marina would cause additional 
boating traffic and congestion and safety concerns in the embayment.  Environmental 
concerns related to water quality; fish and wildlife, fuel spills and trash, damage to private 
property from boat wakes, and the necessity for completing a thorough environmental 
review were also expressed.  The applicant, Pickwick Pines, prepared and submitted a 
response to these public comments, and it is provided in Appendix C.  

The USFWS responded to the USACE’s second PN (No. 05-87-A) by letter dated 
March 20, 2006, again stating that based on its records, there are no federally listed or 
proposed endangered or threatened species that occur within the project area, and that the 
requirements of Section 7c of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, were 
fulfilled.  USFWS suggested that the dredged material be placed in an upland location 
outside the 100-year floodplain.  MDEQ responded to the second PN on March 8, 2006, 
reiterating their comments regarding information needs in order to obtain a 401 Water 
Quality Certification.  Based on navigation and safety concerns, Ergon terminal objected to 
the marina proposal in a letter dated March 18, 2006. 

1.4. Public Review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
TVA released the draft SEA for public and interagency review on June 14, 2006.  
Approximately 32 comment responses were received regarding the draft environmental 
review.  TVA also met with a group of Yellow Creek homeowners on July 10, 2006, to better 
understand their concerns regarding the marina proposal.  Common concerns were that the 
proposed marina and additional boating traffic would cause congestion and safety issues in 
the embayment.  Environmental concerns related to water quality, highway traffic, and 
damage to private property from boat wakes was also identified.  

The USFWS responded by letter dated July 10, 2006, stating that records available do not 
indicate that federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species occur within the 
impact area of the project and that based on the information available, Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 has been fulfilled.  The Mississippi Department of Wildlife, 
Fisheries, and Parks responded by e-mail that they did not feel that the proposed marina 
would have negative impacts on boating safety other than the normal increase in boating 
accidents that come with increased activity in a certain area.  The Mississippi State Historic 
Preservation Office responded by letter dated November 20, 2006 that they have 
determined that no properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places will be affected and that they have no reservations with the proposed 
project.  Agency response letters are contained in Appendix G.   

The Mississippi Wildlife Federation responded by letter dated July 26, 2006, stating that 
they were concerned about the sale or transfer of public property for private development, 
continual loss of public lands, and increasing encroachment on important Natural Resource 
Conservation areas.   

Necessary Federal Permits or Licenses 
In addition to the Section 26a permit from TVA and Section 10 and 404 permits from 
USACE, a Water Quality Certification from the State of Mississippi under Section 401 of the 
CWA is required.  MDEQ issued the Section 401 Certification on October 10, 2006.  
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System storm water construction permits would 
also be required if activities involve soil disturbance greater than 1 acre. 
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CHAPTER 2 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 
This chapter discusses alternatives to the proposed action.  Because it was earlier 
determined that Tract XPR-460RE is a suitable location for a commercial recreation facility, 
including a marina, based on the 2000 FEA and the Pickwick Reservoir Land Plan and EIS, 
the only alternative to approving the proposed marina as now designed (and what, if any, 
conditions to impose on these approvals) is to not approve the marina or the No Action 
Alternative. 

2.1. The No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the marina as proposed by Pickwick Pines would not be 
constructed.   However, this would not preclude building a differently designed marina on 
Tract XPR-460RE.  This tract has been allocated for commercial recreation use and TVA’s 
grant of easement to Tishomingo County Development Foundation (TCDF) requires 
appropriately designed commercial recreation facilities to be constructed on this tract 
subject to loss of the easement. 

2.2. The Build Marina Alternative 
Under the Build Marina Alternative, the design of the marina proposed by Pickwick Pines 
would be approved, and Pickwick Pines would be issued permits for the proposed harbor 
limits and the construction and operation of a marina with 228 slips, dolphin, fuel dock and 
pump-out facility, shoreline riprap and retaining wall, boat ramp and bulkhead, dry stack 
storage building and dock, and approximately 3,000 cubic yards of dredging.  The proposed 
marina facilities and dredging are described in more detail in Appendix A. 

2.3. Comparison of Alternatives 
The following major sections were evaluated under the No Action and the Build Marina 
Alternatives:  

• Terrestrial Environment (Air Quality, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Aquatic Environment (Water Quality, Aquatic Ecology, Wetlands, and Floodplains) 

• Human Environment (Socioeconomic Environment, Land Use, Cultural/Historic 
Resources, Visual Resource, Navigation, Recreation, Transportation, and Noise) 

• Natural and Managed Areas 

No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina would not be built.  It 
is likely that there would be no impacts to environmental resources from construction or 
operation of a new marina at this location for some period of time.  There also would be no 
economic benefits generated to Tishomingo County, Mississippi, from the proposed marina.  
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However, because this location has already been determined to be suitable for commercial 
recreation facilities, it is also likely that such facilities will be constructed on the site some 
time in the future with impacts similar to those described in this SEA. 

Build Marina Alternative 
Under the Build Marina Alternative, construction and operation of the proposed Pickwick 
Pines Marina are not expected to result in significant environmental impacts.  No impacts to 
threatened and endangered species, cultural and historic resources, or wetlands have been 
identified.  Little or no change in air quality is expected.  Shoreline alterations including soil 
disturbances, removal of tree canopy, and any herbicide usage required to construct the 
marina would have insignificant impacts to flora and fauna with adherence to required best 
management practices (BMPs).  Vegetation removal would be in accordance with 
environmental requirements, which are expected to reduce water quality and aquatic 
ecology impacts to insignificant levels.  Floodplain impacts would be minimized with 
adherence to required permit conditions and mitigation measures.  The marina would be 
constructed and operated in accordance with TVA Clean Marina Standards including a 
pump-out system to handle sanitary wastes.  A fuel-dispensing facility would be required to 
operate in accordance with an approved spill prevention plan.  Visual protection 
requirements would preclude a significant change from the current condition.  The marina 
has been designed to avoid any significant navigation impacts.  Recreational boating traffic 
is expected to increase, but this should not have significant impacts on an individual or 
cumulative basis.  The noise levels associated with this increase are not expected to be 
significant compared to existing conditions.  An increase in traffic on the adjacent roadway 
would occur but is expected to be insignificant.  The development is expected to result in 
positive effects on the local economy both during construction and operation by increasing 
employment and income in the local area. 

2.4. The Preferred Alternative 
TVA has selected approval of the proposed marina with its modified design and subject to 
identified commitments to enhance environmental protections as its preferred alternative.  
USACE is precluded from identifying a preferred alternative at this stage of its permitting 
process. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

3.1. Introduction 
As previously stated, in December 2000, TVA completed an FEA that assessed the 
potential environmental impacts associated with changing the land-use allocation for the 
26-acre TVA tract (XPR-460RE) and making it available through a long-term easement to 
the TCDF for commercial recreation purposes.  A conceptual plan for a commercial 
recreation facility was used to evaluate potential impacts in the 2000 FEA.  This included 
construction of a convention center, rental cabins, and a 100-slip marina.  No significant 
environmental impacts were identified.   

TVA and USACE have now received a proposed marina design.  Responding primarily to 
concerns about navigation risks, an earlier proposed design has already been modified by 
Pickwick Pines to address those concerns.  This chapter provides supplemental information 
and additional analyses based on the modified design. 

3.2. Terrestrial Environment 

3.2.1 Air Quality 
Air Quality was previously discussed in Section 3.2.1 of the 2000 FEA.  Subsequent to 
completion of the 2000 FEA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency significantly 
lowered the 24-hour PM2.5 from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3.  States are currently evaluating all 
areas and will make recommendations on designations of attainment status with the new 
ambient standard by December 2007.  Final designations of attainment status will not be 
made until December 2009.  Additional areas, including some rural areas, may no longer be 
in compliance with the revised, more stringent standard (these would become 
“nonattainment” areas), and additional measures would have to be taken to reduce 
emissions of pollutants that contribute to PM2.5 levels in these areas.  Based on current 
ambient measurement data, it appears that Tishomingo County will likely be in attainment 
of the new standard.  EPA is also currently reviewing the NAAQS for ozone and is 
considering lowering that standard which could impact the area. 

Under the No Action Alternative, a marina would not be built at this time, and there would 
be no impact on PM2.5 levels.  However, under the Build Marina Alternative, emissions 
associated with construction of the marina and its subsequent operation are expected to be 
relatively trivial and would have little or no effect on regional air quality including PM2.5 
levels.  More attention may be given to smaller sources of fuel combustion such as internal 
combustion engines and wood-fired heating devices, but these would likely be addressed 
through new equipment standards.  

3.2.2 Flora 
Flora was previously discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the 2000 FEA and the description of the 
existing flora remains accurate with two exceptions.  First, the 2000 FEA states that no 
federally listed plant species are known from the county, that 79 state-listed plant species 
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occur in the county, and that 55 such species occur within 5 miles of the project site.  Based 
on current data in the TVA Natural Heritage database, no federally listed species are known 
from the county, but one candidate plant species for federal listing, monkey-face orchid 
(Platanthera integrilabia), occurs in the county within 5 miles of the sites.  Currently, 93 
state-listed species are known from Tishomingo County, Mississippi, and 59 such species 
are known from within 5 miles of the project.  No listed or candidate plant species occur on 
or immediately adjacent to the project tract.    

The second change from the 2000 FEA involves the addition of the disposal area 
associated with the Build Marina Alternative that has now been identified.  The subject area 
is an excavated site that is more than 90 percent bare dirt.  The vegetation on the site is 
representative of disturbed areas in the region.  Broom sedge (Andropogon virginicus), 
loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), shortleaf pine (Pinus echinata), sweetgum, (Liquidambar 
styraciflua), and mimosa (Albizia julibrissin) occur in scattered areas.  No federally or state-
listed or candidate plant species occur on or immediately adjacent to the proposed disposal 
area.  In addition, no uncommon plant communities occur on or near the project lands. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the dredge disposal area would remain in its current 
condition and, barring additional disturbance, would undergo natural revegetation. No 
significant impacts are anticipated to the general flora of the region or to federally or state-
listed species from adopting this alternative for the time being.  

Under the Build Marina Alternative, dredge material would be deposited in the identified 
disposal area.  Because the existing vegetation of the main tract and the disposal area is 
relatively abundant in the vicinity and no uncommon communities occur on the tract, no 
significant impacts to state or regional flora are expected.  Because no federally or state-
listed species occur on the tracts, no impacts to such species are expected. 

3.2.3 Fauna 
Fauna was previously discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the 2000 FEA, and the discussion 
remains accurate.  A 2006 review of the TVA Natural Heritage database indicated no new 
listed animal species.  The proposed project area consists of riparian shoreline and open 
water habitat.  Wildlife in this habitat is abundant locally and regionally. The proposed spoil 
area has been highly modified and offers little wildlife habitat.  Under the No Action 
Alternative, the proposed marina would not be built, property would remain in its current 
condition, and there would be no impacts to wildlife on the parcel for the time period.  Under 
the Build Marina Alternative, portions of forested areas on the riparian zone would be 
removed and the terrain modified.  Because of the regional abundance of the wildlife found 
on this parcel, impacts from the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts to terrestrial animal communities.  There would be no impacts to threatened or 
endangered species of wildlife. 

3.3 Aquatic Environment 

3.3.1 Water Quality 
Water quality was previously discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the 2000 FEA and remains 
accurate; however, it is supplemented with the addition of the following information from the 
2004 TVA reservoir monitoring results (TVA 2004b) and the Water Quality Assessment 
2004 305(b) Report Addendum (MDEQ 2004).  Both reaffirmed the determination in the 
2000 FEA that overall ecological conditions in Pickwick Reservoir are good, and the TVA 
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report stated that it had the highest score to date.  Most indicators used to evaluate 
ecological conditions rated good or fair at all locations.  Fecal coliform samples collected at 
10 locations in the reservoir were within the state water quality criteria.  The screening 
assessment conducted in 1999 in the Yellow Creek embayment has not been updated.  In 
1999, the assessed embayment sites were highly productive and could be considered 
eutrophic as indicated by high chlorophyll concentrations.   

The addition of dredging and disposal of the dredged material at an off-site location was not 
previously discussed in the 2000 FEA.  The lake bottom material generally consists of 
mud/sediment and gravel.  The proposed activity would remove the existing bottom 
substrate from about 18,950 square feet in front of the tract, which would expose new 
substrate of likely the same composition.  Approximately 3,000 cubic yards of accumulated 
lake bottom material would be removed and then placed and stabilized in an upland 
disposal site.  The proposed dredge disposal area is an excavated site, which is more than 
90 percent bare dirt.  This area is not located adjacent to any stream or water body. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed marina would not be built and, therefore, 
there would be no impacts to water quality at this time.  Under the Build Marina Alternative, 
the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina would be built adjacent to Tract XPR-460RE on Yellow 
Creek embayment.  The marina structures and subsequent boating activity would have no 
adverse effects to circulation in this section of the embayment.  Soil disturbances 
associated with access roads or other construction activities can cause erosion and 
sedimentation, and removal of the tree canopy along the shoreline can result in increased 
water temperatures and adverse impacts to water quality. The improper use of herbicides to 
control vegetation could also result in runoff and subsequent aquatic impacts.  Impacts to 
water quality may also result in potential impacts to the aquatic biota.  Appropriate 
precautions (see Section 6.0, Commitments) would be taken to minimize these potential 
impacts.   

Fueling and sewage pump-out facilities at the marina can potentially result in leaks or spills 
into the lake.  In addition to state and federal regulations to control potential receiving water 
impacts, TVA would require that all sewage pump-out facilities and appurtenances have 
spillproof connections, no overflow piping, and failure alarms.  TVA would require that 
underground storage tanks containing regulated substances such as petroleum products 
have secondary containment, anchorage to prevent floating during flooding, and a Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures plan.  Aboveground storage tanks would be 
required to be installed and maintained in compliance with applicable requirements.  The 
proposed dredging would be done in the dry behind cofferdams in accordance with 
commitments listed in Section 6.0.  All appropriate BMPs to minimize erosion or runoff of 
contaminated water would be utilized at both the dredge site and the disposal site.  With the 
application of the measures identified in Section 6.0, potential effects to water quality would 
be insignificant.  Based on the pollution controls to be employed and the anticipated level of 
recreational activity, no significant change in existing water quality conditions is expected. 

3.3.2 Aquatic Ecology 
Aquatic ecology was previously discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the 2000 FEA, and the 
discussion remains accurate.  A 2006 review of the TVA Natural Heritage database 
indicated no new listed aquatic species.  Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed 
marina would not be built and, therefore, there would be no impacts to the aquatic ecology 
at this time.  Under the Build Marina Alternative, the Pickwick Pines Marina would be 
constructed with the associated shoreline alterations to accommodate the 228-slip marina.  
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As previously discussed in Section 3.3.1, development activities have a potential to impact 
the local receiving water body’s water quality in the area and therefore also may potentially 
impact the aquatic biota and ecology.  Because TVA would require the use of BMPs as 
described in TVA’s standard 26a permit conditions (see Section 6.0, Commitments), 
potential impacts to the aquatic community would be insignificant.   

The dredge excavation work would have temporary impacts on the aquatic resources with 
the resulting disturbances of benthic organisms within the work area.  However, over a 
period of time, benthic organisms would invade the excavated area and may provide a 
more diverse population as a result of removal of silt material.  Benthic recruitment into the 
area would come from adjacent undisturbed areas and from larval drift. 

3.3.3 Wetlands 
Wetlands were previously discussed in Section 3.3.3 of the 2000 FEA.  A review of the 
2000 FEA indicates there would be no change in the initial wetlands analysis included in the 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences Section.  The dredge disposal 
area has been previously disturbed and contains no wetlands. 

3.3.4 Floodplains 
Floodplains were previously discussed in Section 3.3.4 of the 2000 FEA, and the discussion 
remains accurate.  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction within 
the 100-year floodplain at this time and, therefore, no floodplain impacts. Under the Build 
Marina Alternative, the following facilities would be constructed:  a dry boat storage 
building, floating villa dock, floating boat slips, floating fuel dock, fuel storage tanks, fixed 
dock, boat launching ramp, riprap, and bulkhead.  Two reservoir areas would also be 
dredged to maintain water depth at low-pool elevations. 

The floating boat slips, floating fuel dock, fixed dock, boat launching ramp, bulkhead, riprap, 
and dredging would be located within the 100-year floodplain.  Consistent with Executive 
Order 11988, these are considered repetitive actions in the floodplain that should result in 
minor impacts provided the excavated material is spoiled outside of the floodplain.  
According to the plans, all excavated material would be spoiled on private land above the 
TVA flood risk profile (FRP) elevation. The fuel storage tanks would be located on existing 
ground outside of the 100-year floodplain and above the FRP elevation.  The project would 
be consistent with the TVA Flood Control Storage Loss Guideline because there would be 
less than 1 acre-foot of displaced flood control storage. 

To help ensure the Build Marina Alternative action would have no adverse effect on 
floodplains and flood control, the permit conditions and mitigation measures listed in 
Chapter 6 would be implemented.  

3.4 Human Environment 

3.4.1 Socioeconomic Environment 
The socioeconomic environment was previously discussed in Section 3.4.1 of the 2000 
FEA and remains accurate.  However, more recent data are available and are discussed in 
this section.  Tishomingo County is a rural county located in the northeast corner of 
Mississippi near the Alabama and Tennessee borders.  The county population is estimated 
by the U.S. Census Bureau to be 19,202 as of 2005.  Tishomingo County has been growing 
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slowly since 1990, after experiencing a decline in population during the 1980s.  In 2005, the 
county had a labor force of 8,330, with average unemployment of 730 or 8.8 percent of the 
labor force; this rate is higher than both the state rate of 7.8 percent and the national rate of 
5.1 percent.  This follows a pattern of recent years, with Tishomingo County having higher 
rates than the state, which in turn has had higher rates than the nation.  The county is much 
more dependent on manufacturing than the state as a whole or the nation with 28.7 percent 
of its workers employed in manufacturing in 2003, compared to 12.5 percent in the state 
and 9.0 percent in the nation.  It is less dependent on government and on services and 
similar activities such as transportation, finance, and real estate.  Government employment 
in the county in 2003 was 12.7 percent of the total, compared to 19.1 percent in the state 
and 14.2 percent nationally.  Services and similar activities accounted for slightly more than 
one-third of employment in the county, but 44 percent in the state and 54 percent nationally.  
Per capita personal income in 2003 was $19,236, about 82 percent of the state average of 
$23,466 and only 61 percent of the national average of $31,472.      

According to 2004 estimates by the U.S. Census Bureau, 6.6 percent of the county’s 
population is minority (nonwhite or white Hispanic), which is well below the state’s 40.1 
percent and the nation’s 32.6 percent minority.  The proposed project would be located in 
Census Tract 9501, Block Group 1, Blocks 1052 and 1053.  The census tract had an 
estimated minority population in 2000 of 48 persons, 1.5 percent of the total population.  
Block 1052 had no inhabitants.  The population of Block 1053 was 8, none of whom were 
minorities.  The poverty rate in the census tract, according to the 2000 Census of 
Population, is 9.4 percent, lower than the county level of 14.1 percent, the state level of 
19.9 percent, and the national level of 12.4.  In Block Group 1, the poverty level was 10.2 
percent, slightly higher than in the census tract, but lower than the county, state, and 
national levels.  Poverty data are not available at the block level. 

The dredge spoil area is located in Tishomingo County, Census Tract 9501, Block 2033, 
near Blocks 2012 and 2013.  Population is very sparse in these areas; according to the 
2000 Census of Population, Block 2033 had a total population of 18; Block 2012, north of 
the site, had no population; and Block 2013, west of the site, had a population of 16.  There 
were no minorities living in these areas.  Block Group 2, which includes Blocks 2033, 2012, 
and 2013, along with a number of others, had a poverty rate of 16.l percent, lower than the 
state average but higher than the national average. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed marina would not be built and, therefore, 
there would be no socioeconomic or environmental justice impacts at this time. Under the 
Build Marina Alternative, commercial recreational facilities would be developed including a 
228-slip commercial marina and related facilities.  This development would result in positive 
effects on the local economy both during construction and in operation by increasing 
employment and income in the local area.  Facilities of this nature, if well developed and 
properly maintained, could enhance the attractiveness of the area and be an important 
element in economic development for the area.   

Facilities of this type, developed and operated following the appropriate standards and 
guidelines, would be likely to increase property values in the area.  The overall impact is 
likely to be small, although some individual properties could increase more in value if 
additional recreation-related development is stimulated by this action. 
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Environmental Justice 
As discussed above, the project area has a very small minority population and a relatively 
low poverty rate.  No residences would be directly affected by the proposal, and there is no 
indication that any of the actions would disproportionately impact any specific population 
group.  Therefore, there would be no disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income 
populations. 

3.4.2 Land Use 
Land use was previously discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the 2000 FEA and remains accurate. 

In June 2001, the TVA Board of Directors approved a 40-year term recreational easement 
to TCDF over TVA Tract XPR-460RE. This tract was also consequently allocated for 
Developed Recreation in the TVA 2002 Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan.  Under 
the easement, TCDF is required to develop the tract for public commercial recreational 
purposes, including a marina, restaurant, hotel, lodge, cabins, and convention center.  
TCDF has leased the property to Pickwick Pines Resort for development of the property 
and the marina.     
 
Existing allocated uses of TVA lands for Yellow Creek embayment area and the associated 
shoreline miles are presented in Table 3-1 below.  
 
 

Table 3-1. Existing Shoreline Land Uses for Yellow Creek Embayment 
 

Land Use Acres of TVA Land Miles of Shoreline 

Zone 3 – Sensitive Resource Management 67.77 2.6 

Zone 4 – Natural Resource Conservation 456.65 16.1 

Zone 5 – Industrial/Commercial 319.67 7.9 

Zone 6 – Developed Recreation 91.72 2.4 

Zone 7 – Residential Access 100.91 11.7 

 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed marina would not be built and, therefore, 
there would be no change to the existing environment at this time.  As discussed above, a 
commercial recreational easement was granted over the tract, and there would be no 
change to the current land-use allocation. The easement permits commercial recreation 
facilities on the tract including construction of a convention center, rental cabins, and 
marina.  Under the Build Marina Alternative, the proposed 228-slip marina would be built, 
and a marina is consistent with the current land-use allocation of the tract.  The proposed 
Pickwick Pines Marina would also be compatible with local land uses in Yellow Creek 
embayment.  The current use of the site identified as the location for the dredge spoil is 
consistent with using the site for this purpose.  In light of the above, impacts are expected 
to be insignificant. 
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3.4.3 Cultural/Historic Resources 
Cultural/historic resources were previously discussed in Section 3.4.3 of the 2000 FEA, and 
that analysis remains accurate.  The marina proposal would not affect any 
archeological/historic properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The identified dredge disposal area has been highly disturbed already and 
any cultural resources that may have been located would have already been destroyed.   

3.4.4 Visual Resources 
Visual resources were previously discussed in Section 3.4.4 of the 2000 FEA.  The 
following provides additional information. 

Visual resources are evaluated based on existing landscape character, distances of 
available views, sensitivity of viewing points, human perceptions of landscape beauty/sense 
of place (scenic attractiveness), and the degree of visual unity and wholeness of the natural 
landscape in the course of human alteration (scenic integrity). 

The proposed marina development area is predominantly rural in character, with small town 
centers in Iuka, Mississippi, to the south along Mississippi State Route (SR) 25 and 
Counce, Tennessee, to the north along Tennessee SR 57.  The area landward of the 
proposed marina location rises steeply above the reservoir over eroded shoreline and 
maintained turf banks where mature hardwoods provide overstory shade to two hills divided 
by a ravine with steeply sloping sides.  Vegetation thickens toward the perimeter of the 
property to the north and south, while the majority of understory vegetation has been 
cleared from the center of the property and along the shoreline. The land is bounded to the 
west by SR 25/SR 57, which is a primary north/south travel way. The steeply sloping 
topography continues upland and across SR 25, where several small cabins are set about 
the length of the roadway fronting the resort property.  

Motorists traveling SR 25 have brief views through the site to the reservoir and the 
opposing shoreline beyond. Views of the site from the west and south are generally 
restricted to the foreground-viewing distance (within 0.5 mile from the observer) due to 
existing topography and vegetation.  Residents along the southern portion of the Yellow 
Creek cabin sites, located immediately to the north, have direct views of the property across 
a shallow embayment. 

Views from the north and east over the body of the embayment extend to the 
middleground-viewing distance (0.5 mile to 4 miles from the observer).  From positions 
along the northeastern shoreline, residents in the State Line, Red Sulphur Springs, and 
Tishomingo Lakeside residential developments, as well as recreational lake users, have 
views of the site amid the Aqua Yacht Harbor.  This is one of the nation’s largest inland 
marinas, with over 350 berths located slightly downstream, and a barge terminal, storage 
tanks, and personnel and equipment buildings operated by companies located in the Yellow 
Creek State Inland Port, which is slightly upstream. 

The landscape character within this section of Pickwick Reservoir is predominated by 
shoreline development, including facilities for private water use, public water use, marinas, 
and industry.  The existing scenic attractiveness is common, and the scenic integrity ranges 
from moderate to low.  

Consequences of the impacts to visual resources are examined based on changes 
between the existing landscape and the landscape character after alteration, identifying 
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changes in the landscape character based on commonly held perceptions of landscape 
beauty and the aesthetic sense of place.  The impacts to visual resources are described in 
the same manner as the existing visual resources, from south to north along the proposed 
route. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed marina facilities would not be developed, 
and the shoreline would remain in its present condition at this time.  Development landward 
of the shoreline would continue as described in the 2000 FEA (Appendix B).  Erosion of the 
shoreline area would continue at a similar or increased rate, depending on the activities 
occurring to the interior of the property.  However, it is probable that this shoreline area 
would be stabilized at some point in the future to prevent bank failure, either through 
vegetative or mechanical means.  This stabilization activity would likely occur during the 
winter drawdown period when the number and duration of views would generally be quite 
low.  The scenic attractiveness would remain common, and the scenic integrity would 
remain moderate to low. 

Under the Build Marina Alternative, TVA would approve the request for construction of 
marina facilities based on the proposed 228-slip marina design provided by the applicant.  
TVA would require the design of the proposed water-use facilities to be open on all sides 
and their colors to be dark and unobtrusive.  

Motorists traveling SR 25 would have views of the proposed marina facilities briefly and 
through the existing mature vegetation on the site.  These views would change and portions 
of the marina would likely be screened from view by land-based structures and amenities to 
be constructed in the future.  These structures and amenities would remain subject to the 
commitments included in Section 6.0.  Residents in the Yellow Creek cabin sites would 
have views of the proposed marina facilities in the foreground-viewing distance and in 
context with the existing barge terminal and industrial operations of the Yellow Creek State 
Inland Port, which are currently visible to the southeast. 

Residents to the north and east along the opposing shoreline and reservoir users would 
have views of the proposed marina from the middleground- and foreground-viewing 
distances. From positions in the middleground-viewing distance, the proposed marina 
would be viewed in context with facilities at both the Yellow Creek State Inland Port and the 
Aqua Yacht Harbor.  As proposed, the marina facilities to be constructed would be similar in 
design and construction to those currently visible less than a mile away to the north. The 
addition of an approximately 228-slip marina and ancillary facilities, including dry storage 
and a launching ramp, would result in an incremental addition in the discernable number of 
watercraft in the Yellow Creek embayment.  This area of Pickwick Reservoir is home to two 
additional marinas, as well as the northernmost access point for the Tenn-Tom Waterway, 
connecting the Gulf of Mexico with America’s inland waterways and reservoirs; therefore, 
the increase in the discernable amount of boating traffic would remain in context with the 
surrounding usage patterns and existing landscape character. 

As a future element of the proposed resort and marina development, land-based structures 
and amenities would be constructed to the interior of the property. The potential impacts to 
existing visual resources would depend to a great extent on the proper integration of 
development with the natural environment through proper site planning and context-
sensitive architectural design. Commitments shown in Section 6.0 would be included to 
reduce the discernable impacts to a level of insignificance.   
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Overall, the impacts to visual resources associated with the development, construction, and 
operation of the proposed marina facilities would be insignificant provided the permit 
conditions listed in Chapter 6 are followed. 

3.4.5  Navigation 
Navigation was previously discussed in Section 3.4.5 of the 2000 FEA based on conceptual 
development plans.  This section addresses the potential navigation impacts associated 
with the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina as designed.  To provide context, background 
information is also provided. 

The location for the proposed marina is adjacent to TVA Tract XPR-460RE on the western 
shoreline of the Yellow Creek embayment.  The embayment was created by the 
impoundment of the Tennessee River to create Pickwick Reservoir.  Yellow Creek is a 
tributary of the Tennessee River and enters the system at Tennessee River Mile (TRM) 
215.  Yellow Creek also serves as the northern terminus of the Tenn-Tom Waterway, a 
man-made waterway connecting the Tennessee River and the Tombigbee River, links the 
Port of Mobile and the Gulf of Mexico with the National Inland Waterway System, and 
provides an alternative to the Mississippi River for waterborne commerce.  The proposed 
Pickwick Pines Marina would be associated with Tenn-Tom Waterway Mile 448.4 on the 
right descending bank. 

Both the Tennessee Waterway (authorized by the TVA Act of 1933) and the Tenn-Tom 
Waterway (authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1948) were developed by the federal 
government for the purpose of facilitating interstate commerce and are important segments 
of the 12,000 mile National Inland Waterway System.  According to the USACE Waterborne 
Commerce Statistics Center electronic database, the Tennessee River Waterway supports 
about 50 million tons of commodity traffic each year, about 90 percent of which either 
originates or terminates on other river systems.  Almost 7 million tons of commodities are 
moved on the Tenn-Tom Waterway annually, roughly 4 million tons of which pass through 
Yellow Creek to or from the Tennessee River. 

Depths of the Yellow Creek embayment are sufficient to support commercial navigation 
averaging 20-30 feet at normal summer pool elevation of 414 feet above mean sea level.  
Daybeacons mark the upper (Tenn-Tom Waterway Mile 448.7) and lower (Tenn-Tom 
Waterway Mile 448.4) ends of the island at the entrance to the embayment.  There are no 
aids to navigation in the Yellow Creek embayment. 

Strategically located at the confluence of these two waterways, the Yellow Creek 
embayment is the home of the Yellow Creek State Inland Port, a public, general 
commodities terminal, and the private Ergon Inc. asphalt terminal.  The Ergon terminal is 
immediately to the south of Tract XPR-460RE, the site of the proposed Pickwick Pines 
Marina.  Yellow Creek State Inland Port terminal facilities are adjacent to the Ergon 
terminal.  Yellow Creek State Inland Port and the Ergon terminal handled a combined total 
of about 300,000 tons of commodities on some 200 barges in 2004.   

Like most terminals on the Tennessee River system, Ergon and Yellow Creek State Inland 
Port are outside of the actual navigation channel, or shipping lane.  Towboats approaching 
the Yellow Creek State Inland Port docks either from the south (Tenn-Tom Waterway) or 
the north (Tennessee River) do so by turning westward at Tenn-Tom Waterway Mile 448.2 
on the south side of the island and do not enter the large embayment area.  Fleeting 
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facilities for Yellow Creek State Inland Port are located on the south side of the large island, 
which separates the Tenn-Tom Waterway from the Yellow Creek embayment.   

Towboats approaching the Ergon terminal typically come from the Tennessee River 
heading south on the Tenn-Tom Waterway and enter the large embayment from the north 
side of the island.  Entering the embayment from the north side of the island rather than 
from the south side allows these longer tows (a group of barges pushed by a towboat) to 
avoid both a sharp right turn and any fleeting activities for the Yellow Creek State Inland 
Port facilities.  Liquid tank barges, such as those delivering products to the Ergon terminal, 
are typically 295 feet long and 55 feet wide.  Tows serving this terminal are usually one or 
two barges in length (with towboat, 400 feet to 700 feet long), but there have been as many 
as three barges delivered to Ergon at one time (with towboat, 1,000 feet long).   

Because of its location immediately adjacent to the proposed development site and the size 
and shape of the liquid tank barge tows, the Ergon terminal is the most likely commercial 
navigation operation to be impacted by proximity to the marina.  The lakeward extent of the 
marina (distance from the shoreline that the marina extends into the embayment) and the 
distance to the Ergon dock from the marina structure are key components to ensuring safe 
navigation operations on the approach with a full barge (or barges) and leaving the terminal 
with an empty barge (or barges). 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina would not be 
constructed in its current configuration and, therefore, there would be no impact to existing 
navigation condition at this time. 

Under the Build Marina Alternative, the proposed marina and associated facilities would be 
built.  The marina would extend 772 feet into the embayment on the south end, the side 
adjacent to the Ergon terminal.  The embayment is about 3,000 feet wide as measured from 
the shoreline of Tract XPR-460RE to the island (see Figure 3-1.).  With the marina in place, 
there would be roughly 2,200 feet between the marina and the island, and there would be a 
minimum of 1,620 feet between the marina and the Ergon terminal.  This is sufficient room 
for a loaded, inbound tow to maneuver safely to the terminal from the main channel via 
either the north or south side of the island. 

The large, open embayment at Yellow Creek is known for windy conditions.  Liquid tank 
barges sit about 13 feet out of the water when empty and can act like sails in windy 
conditions.  Under the right conditions, the wind may catch the end of the empty tow while it 
is pulling away from the terminal and blow it several hundreds of feet sideways before the 
pilot is able to gain enough forward momentum to regain control. (The windblown tow 
scenario typically happens when towboats are slowing to or accelerating from a dead stop.  
Because of the flow of water when at speed and the design of the hull, towboat pilots have 
the greatest control over their tows when they are underway.)  Under the proposed marina 
design, if a windblown tow swings away from the Ergon terminal on departure, it is unlikely 
to strike the marina.  TVA would also require that the marina construct and maintain a 
lighted dolphin structure on the outside of the southeast corner of the marina (see Appendix 
D).  Dolphins are often used to protect marine structures that are not designed to 
accommodate the weight of a barge or tow.  (The dolphin would also provide some 
measure of protection in the event of a break-away barge.)  Thus, there is sufficient room 
and sufficient additional protection to the marina for the safe departure of empty tows from 
the terminal. 



  Chapter 3 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 19

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3-1. Proposed Marina Layout (Scale Drawing) 
 

The entrance to the marina and fuel dock as proposed are to be located on the north side 
of the marina to help reduce the volume of recreational traffic in the vicinity of terminal 
operations. This location would limit the potential for an accident involving a tow and a 
recreation vessel or a tow impacting the fuel dock.  Site security is a serious concern for the 
navigation industry in the post-9/11 environment (the Maritime Transportation Security Act 
of 2002 requires that all terminals have a USCG-approved facility security plan and that all 
towboats have a vessel security plan).    

In any marine environment, commercial and private dock facilities (and other shoreline) will 
be subjected to potential wave damage from the wakes of passing vessels.  In this 
particular case, proximity to the Ergon terminal means that in addition to the waves 
generated by passing vessels, some turbulence in the water near the marina may be 
generated by the towboats moored at the terminal.  It is standard practice for both TVA and 
the USACE to advise permit recipients in writing that any structure built on a waterway used 
by recreation or commercial vessels (or any boat moored at that structure) may be subject 
to wave damage from passing vessels.  In addition, TVA would require that a wave 
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attenuator, or breakwater, be incorporated into the marina structure to mitigate the effect of 
wakes from passing vessels and propeller wash from the adjacent commercial terminal.   

Approved harbor limits are established by TVA permit for a defined area that surrounds a 
marina.  This is a permitted activity because harbor limits are usually defined by buoys 
anchored to the reservoir bottom.  Typically, harbor limits are used to establish a no-wake 
zone in the vicinity of a marina, which helps to reduce the problems associated with wave 
wash.  They are also used to define an area into which expansion of a marina may later 
occur.  TVA would restrict the harbor limits of the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina to the 
extent of the marina structure, with the exception of a 50-foot buffer around the fuel dock for 
the purpose of establishing a no-wake zone.  There would not be a no-wake zone around 
the rest of the marina, nor would there be any expansion of harbor limits. 

If the marina is constructed as proposed, there would be no significant impacts to 
Navigation.  To ensure this outcome, the applicant would be required to implement the 
permit conditions listed in Chapter 6. 

3.4.6 Recreation 
Recreation was previously discussed in Section 3.4.6 of the 2000 FEA.  The following 
analysis provides an updated review. 

Recreation demand is driven by population growth and demographics.  Recreation demand 
for the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina covers a service radius of 50 miles and is also 
influenced by three metropolitan areas that are in easy driving distance to the proposed 
site.  The 50-mile service area for the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina includes the 
counties of Colbert, Franklin, and Lauderdale in Alabama; Alcorn, Itawamba, Prentiss, 
Tippah, and Tishomingo in Mississippi; and Chester, Decatur, Hardeman, Hardin, 
Henderson, McNairy, Lawrence, Perry, and Wayne in Tennessee.  Total population in this 
area is estimated at 514,708 for 2006 and is projected to grow to 533,312 by 2011 and to 
550,172 by 2016, an increase of more than 35,000 in 10 years, for a total growth rate of 
6.9 percent or an annual average growth rate of 0.67 percent.  Pickwick Reservoir also 
serves as a recreation destination for residents of three additional metropolitan areas:  
Tupelo, Mississippi; Jackson, Tennessee; and Memphis, Tennessee.  Residents from these 
three metropolitan areas visit Pickwick Reservoir in large numbers for recreation 
opportunities because the existing road network makes it more accessible than other 
alternatives and because the quality of water-related recreation opportunities are greater 
than on the Mississippi River and other smaller inland reservoirs.  This unique visitor 
pattern results in Pickwick Reservoir being more of a regional recreation area that currently 
draws on an additional 1.5 million area residents from outside the 50-mile radius around the 
proposed project.   These areas outside the 50-mile radius are projected to add over 
154,000 residents over the next 10 years. 

The trend data from The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment,  (1982-2001) 
place motor boating in the second fastest-growing group of sports, with a growth rate of 
62 percent for that period or about 2.57 percent per year.  More recently (2001-2004), the 
growth rate for motor boating has risen only slightly (about 1 percent nationally) with a slight 
decline in the Southeast.  Motor boating in Alabama, Mississippi, and Tennessee has 
participation rates ranging from 23 to 25 percent of the population.   

Alabama has a motor boating participation rate of 25.4 percent; among water-based 
recreation activities, “fishing from boat” ranks 4th and “power boating” ranks 12th.  Alabama 
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ranks 17th among all states in number of registered boats with 264,006 in 2004; Alabama’s 
boating registrations peaked at 267,868 in 1999 and declined during the recession of 2000-
2003.  

Mississippi has a motor boating participation rate of around 23.2 percent, which ranks 5th in 
water-based recreation activities in the state with an estimated 673,000 participants.  
Nationally, Mississippi ranks around 23rd in number of registered boats with 209,216 as of 
2004.     

Tennessee has a motor boating participation rate of 23 to 24 percent, with motor boating 
ranking 6th among water-based recreation activities with an estimated 1.05 million 
participants.  In Tennessee, boating registrations peaked at 314,624 in 1999 and declined 
during the recession of 2000-2003 with an increase for 2004 to 264,000.   

Based on the 10-year population projection of over 189,000 additional individuals, this 
would place the population base in 2016 at over 2.2 million for boating demand at Pickwick 
Reservoir.  With participation rates ranging from 23 to 25.4 percent, the estimated total 
market would be about 506,900 to 559,000 total boating participants with around 43,700 to 
48,000 additional boaters, reflecting the overall population increase from 2006-2016.  Only 
a portion of the additional boaters will own their own boats, as many of these participants 
will boat with family and/or friends, and some of these new boats will be trailer boats for 
launch at ramps.     

The impact on boating from the 2004-05 increase in fuel prices has yet to be studied, 
though analysts anticipate an overall reduction in boat sales and boating-related recreation 
activity. 

The applicant proposes to sell and rent larger houseboats, which are common on some 
other inland reservoirs such as Lake Cumberland. This would supplement the recreational 
opportunity on Pickwick Reservoir, as some area marinas report providing this service. 

Nearby marinas are located on Yellow Creek embayment at Tenn-Tom Waterway Mile 
Markers 448.9R (Aqua Yacht Harbor) and 449.8R (Grand Harbor Marina).  Other nearby 
marinas are located at TRM 207.6L (Pickwick Landing State Park), TRM 220.0L (J. P. 
Coleman State Park), and TRM 224.8L (Eastport Marina), see Table 3-2.  The area from 
Pickwick Landing State Park to Coleman State Park, including the mouth of the Tenn-Tom 
Waterway downstream to Aqua Yacht Harbor, is somewhat congested area during the 
summer weekend afternoons of the recreational boating season.  However, the attached 
Appendix E, Yellow Creek Embayment Recreational Boating Capacity Study, reflects that 
the Yellow Creek embayment serve area has not reached the critical threshold for boating 
capacity and only approaches that threshold on the afternoons of holiday weekends. 

Public boat launching ramps are located on both sides of the proposed marina site at Tenn-
Tom Waterway Miles 448.9R and 446.8R.  In addition to these existing access areas, a 
growing number of vessels transit this waterway on the north-south route connecting the 
Gulf of Mexico with the Midwest.  This route is preferred by recreational boaters making the 
seasonal trips because it is shorter, less expensive, and less hazardous than the route 
along the Mississippi River. The majority of the transiting traffic occurs in the fall and spring. 
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Table 3-2. Existing Marina Facilities 
 

Facility Location 
No. of 
Wet 

Slips 
Fuel Repairs Rentals Occupancy Waiting 

List 
Pump-

Out 

Aqua Yacht Harbor 448.9R Tenn-Tom* 500 Yes Yes Yes 30-Foot 
Slips** No Yes 

Grand Harbor Marina 449.8R Tenn-Tom* 325 Yes No No 80 Percent No Yes 

Pickwick Landing State Park 207.6L Tennessee 
River 282 Yes No Johnboats 100 Percent Yes Yes 

J. P. Coleman State Park 220.0L Tennessee 
River 52 Gas 

only No No 100 Percent Yes Yes 

Eastport Marina 224.8L Tennessee 
River 59 Yes Yes No 30-Foot 

Slips** No No 

*  The Tenn-Tom Waterway intersects the Tennessee River at Tenn-Tom Waterway Mile 450.4 and TRM 215.2L.  
** All slips were fully occupied except for a few 30-foot slips. 

 
 

The marina is proposed for an embayment that is only partially sheltered and approximately 
0.75 mile from the Tenn-Tom Waterway channel.  Wind and wave protection will be 
necessary for a marina development.   

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina would not be built.  
Under the Build Marina Alternative, a commercial public marina and related facilities would 
be built and maintained on the site.  New marina services, including moorage, fuel, and 
related services would be offered to the boating public.  The proposed site is over 0.75 mile 
from the main channel, approximately 0.5 mile from Aqua Yacht Harbor, and 2 miles from 
Grand Harbor Marina.  The area within an approximately 0.5-mile radius from the marina is 
sparsely traveled compared to the main channel and the route from Aqua Yacht Harbor to 
the main channel.  This area is able to accommodate additional boating without significant 
cumulative impact.  The main channel from Goat Island to the mouth of Yellow Creek is 
congested during peak periods of weekends and holidays.  It is assumed that boaters using 
the proposed marina would merely transit this area en route to other parts of the reservoir 
where they would be more dispersed.   

Based upon the data contained in Table 3-2, there is an apparent market for additional 
marina facilities.  The proposed new marina would likely increase boating and vehicle traffic 
in the immediate area during the summer recreation season.  A survey of Tennessee River 
marinas conducted in 1999 (TVA 2000b) showed estimated usage rates of 33 percent on 
the busiest (holiday) summer weekend days, with 20-25 percent usage for typical summer 
weekend days (Appendix E) and less than 10 percent on summer weekdays.  The 
requested action proposes a 228-slip marina with 14 100-foot; 21 80-foot; 15 70-foot; 26 
60-foot; 36 50-foot; 24 40-foot; and 92 30-foot slips and dry storage for 75-100 boats 
(depending on size).   Assuming that the boats using the marina are all new to the area and 
not already using the local waterfront by other access means, a conservative assumption, 
the increase in number of boats would average 66-82 per normal summer weekend day, 
with about 108 on the busiest (holiday) weekend days and less than 33 on weekdays in the 
summer.  Such an increase would not constitute a significant impact (Appendix E).  Vessel 
operators would have another option regarding fueling, dry stack storage, and related 
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services.  Increases in vehicle counts and annual average daily traffic (AADT) to the marina 
are discussed in Section 3.4.7, Transportation.  A review of this section and the associated 
estimates for traffic counts are supported by the “friends and family phenomenon” typical of 
levels of traffic generated by resorts and recreation facilities like marinas, where numbers of 
additional vehicles are required for guests participating in outings with friends and family.  
These counts when reviewed will generate traffic counts ranging from around 675 per day 
for weekdays and around 1460 per busiest weekend days.  New development could be 
beneficial to the site in that it may minimize the vandalism that has occurred at the roadside 
park in the past. 

Given this estimated population base and the estimated increase in boating demand and 
current slip occupancy rates, along with the opportunity to provide the diverse recreation 
activity of houseboating through a commercial proposal, the data and trends reflect that a 
new marina could provide these opportunities with little or no adverse impact to the existing 
area marinas.  

Boating congestion and associated boating safety concerns are important public concerns.  
If the Pickwick Pines Marina is constructed as proposed, additional boaters can be 
expected to use the embayment, or at least pass through the embayment to points on the 
Tenn-Tom Waterway or Tennessee River.  There would also be a little less room on the 
embayment, since the marina would occupy about 21 surface acres (the embayment itself 
is about 2,678 acres at summer pool elevation 414 feet above mean sea level) leaving a 
balance of 2,657 surface acres  for recreational boating and water sports.  

Boating safety is primarily the responsibility of the boating public, particularly since law 
enforcement agencies responsible for marine safety (TVA, the USCG, and the Mississippi 
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks) are not able to patrol all of the waters in their 
jurisdictions all the time.  These agencies rely heavily on public involvement.  Users of 
Pickwick Reservoir are fortunate in that members of the concerned public have formed a 
Lake Watch Program with the assistance of the TVA Police Western Division.  Those 
concerned with boating safety in the Yellow Creek embayment or the general vicinity are 
urged to join the Pickwick Reservoir Lake Watch Program (more information is available at 
http://www.tva.gov/abouttva/tvap/lakewatch.htm).  If someone observes a boater operating 
in an unsafe or suspicious manner, the observer should write down the boat registration 
number and report the activity to the TVA Police at 256-386-2444.  The state of Mississippi 
is attempting to address growing boating safety concerns with its mandatory boating safety 
program for those born in 1980 or later. 

Law enforcement agencies are required to report boating accidents with injury, death, or 
property damage of $500 or more to the USCG.  A review of the USCG Boating Incident 
database for the years 1995–2004 reveals that 17 incidents were reported to the USCG for 
that time period for the Yellow Creek embayment.  There were no reported incidents 
involving a commercial tow.  In addition, a review of TVA police and Mississippi Department 
of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks’ records reveal a decrease in recreational boating 
accidents and incidents from 2003-2005 for the Yellow Creek embayment area (Appendix 
E).  Most incidents involved open motor boats or personal watercraft; some involved cabin 
cruisers.  Collisions as a result of driver inexperience or inattention predominate among 
these incidents, and there were several reports of striking debris, obstructions, or 
mechanical failures.   
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3.4.7 Transportation 
Transportation was previously discussed in Section 3.4.7 of the 2000 FEA.  The following 
provides an updated discussion. 

The proposed marina site is located approximately 12 miles north of Iuka, Mississippi, and 
approximately 1 mile south of the Tennessee-Mississippi state line directly off Mississippi 
SR 25.  Primary access to the site is via SR 25 from U. S. Highway (US) 72 through 
Mississippi.   SR 25 becomes Tennessee SR 57 north of the state line in Hardin County, 
Tennessee (see Figure 3-2).   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3-2. Transportation Network Near the 
Proposed Development 

 
US 72, which runs in an east to west direction across northern Alabama and Mississippi is 
primarily a principal four-lane divided highway.  US 72 and SR 25 intersect near Iuka, 
Mississippi.  Traveling north from Iuka, SR 25 is a four-lane divided highway for 4.5 miles.  
Then, the road becomes two lanes and ranges from a high- to mid-quality roadway, with 
generally good speed limits, shoulder widths, passing zones, and sight distance.  SR 25 is 
of fairly rolling terrain and curvy alignment in the vicinity of the tract under consideration.  
The developer has funds appropriated for the construction of a dedicated left turn lane from 
SR 25 onto the development.  SR 57 in Tennessee is very similar to SR 25 in Mississippi. 

The latest available AADT counts show from 7,100 to 12,000 vehicles per day on US 72 
near its intersection with SR 25 and approximately 2,900 vehicles per day on SR 25 near 
the site (Mississippi Department of Transportation [MDOT] 2004).  SR 57 has 
approximately 4,230 vehicles per day near the Tennessee/Mississippi border (Tennessee 
Department of Transportation [TDOT] 2004).  There are also several marine storage, 
service, and sales businesses along SRs 25 and 57, as well as gasoline stations, small 
strip malls, private residences, and hotels. 

The land use for the tract adjacent to the proposed marina is allocated for Commercial 
Recreation.  Plans are for the development of commercial recreational facilities and would 
include a restaurant, rental cabins, and related facilities, and a commercial marina 

US 72 

TN 

AL MS 

PROPOSED 
LOCATION 

Iuka, MS 
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consisting of 228 boat slips. This type of development would result in the generation of 
additional traffic on the adjacent roadway network.  Increases in traffic would be primarily 
observed in close vicinity to the site on the two-lane SRs 25 and 57.  Additional traffic would 
become dispersed on adjacent roadways further from the site and increases would tend to 
be less noticeable on major multilane highways, i.e., US 72, which provide higher capacity 
levels.  Daily trip ends were estimated for this proposed development using the methods 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 1998.  The models contained 
in ITE 1998 are a compilation of data collected nationwide and are typically conservative 
estimates.  The governing criteria for this analysis were the number of boat slips in the 
development.  The data collected and used for the generation rates were taken on the 
Pacific Coast in large cities.  Some of the marinas surveyed had social and club activities, 
limited retail, and restaurants in addition to docks and berths.  The additional traffic due to 
the proposal would result in an increase in AADT of approximately 807 vehicles per day.  
Based on the nature and location of the ITE generation data in comparison to the location 
of the proposed development, this estimate is likely to be very conservative and a worst-
case scenario.  

The assessment of traffic effects for this proposed action is based on the transportation 
planning and engineering concept of level of service (LOS) found in the Highway Capacity 
Manual (Transportation Research Board 1994 and 2000).  The LOS concept addresses the 
quality of service, or operating conditions, provided by the roadway network, as perceived 
by motorists.  LOS is a qualitative measure, expressed as one of six levels (A through F), 
which is described in terms of travel time, comfort, safety, and maneuvering freedom, and 
incorporates various measurable factors associated with a particular segment of a roadway 
into the analysis.  The six levels of service vary as differing qualities of service provided by 
a roadway.  LOS A is defined as the highest quality of service that a particular class of 
highway can provide.  It is a condition of free flow in which there is little or no restriction on 
speed or maneuverability caused by the presence of other vehicles.  LOS F indicates 
forced-flow operations at low speeds.  The level of density increases to the effect of a traffic 
“jam.”  This is the worst condition possible. 

Table 3-3 outlines the 2004 and projected AADT counts and Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) LOS for the primary routes affected by the development. 
 
 

Table 3-3. 2004 and Projected AADT Counts for the 
Primary Routes Surrounding the Proposed 
Project 

 
State 
Route 

2004 
AADT 

Projected 
AADT 

Percent 
Increase 

Current 
LOS 

Projected 
LOS 

25 2,900 3,707 28 A A 
57 4,230 5,037 19 B B 

 
 
This projected increase in traffic due to the proposed development would not result in a 
change to the existing LOS for SRs 25 and 57 and is very conservative.  It should also be 
recognized that this type of traffic is highly seasonal, and traffic increases would be lower 
during off-season times.  The traffic flow would, though, be susceptible to sudden variation 
in operating speeds due to turning traffic and slow-moving vehicles, i.e., boat trailers, etc.  
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Care should be taken in the placement of any entrance and exit roads for the recreational 
facility off of SR 25.  Sight distances and warning signs and turning lane lengths should be 
sufficient to allow for safe turning maneuvers into and out of the facility and to minimize the 
number of accidents.   

The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual projects a capacity of 3,200 vehicles per hour for both 
directions of two-lane, rural highways.  Table 3-4 illustrates what the two-way, peak-hour 
volumes (14 percent of AADT) would be for the two state routes using the projected AADTs 
and compares them to the HCM projected capacities. 

 
 

Table 3-4. Two-Way, Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes and 
Projection Comparisons for State Routes 25 
and 57 

State Route 
Peak-Hour Volume 
(Vehicles per hour, 
BOTH Directions) 

HCM Capacity   
(Vehicles per hour, 
BOTH Directions) 

25 519 3,200 
57 705 3,200 

 
 

The developer proposes to dredge approximately 3,000 cubic yards of material from the 
lake bottom area and haul this to a disposal site to the southwest of the proposed marina 
location.  The plan also calls for bringing in 1,155 cubic yards of clean rock and fill material 
to be used in the construction of the proposed marina.  This total of approximately 4,200 
cubic yards of material to and from the site is equivalent to 420 round trips for a truck, 
assuming a 10 cubic yard truck is used for removal and delivery during the construction 
process.  It is assumed that these trucks would be operating during normal working hours 
Monday through Friday.  This schedule would avoid the peak weekend days of travel and 
not significantly impact the area, since the trucks would be distributed throughout the 
construction phases and would be for a temporary period of time.  

The proposed Pickwick Pines Marina development would generate and distribute additional 
traffic to the existing transportation network but would not create any significant changes or 
overloading to the network.  The current and projected traffic volumes in the area appear to 
be at levels well below what the facilities can manage.   

3.4.8 Noise 
Noise was previously discussed in Section 3.4.8. of the 2000 FEA.  Changes to the 
acoustic environment since the issuance of the FEA in December 2000 reflect the 
increased industrial, commercial, and residential growth and their supporting transportation 
services in the area.  The ambient noise level goes up with increase in human activity. 

Industrial growth at Yellow Creek State Inland Port includes the expanding steel roll and coil 
industry.  The growing and new steel companies at the port receive and ship rolls and coils 
by barge and heavy truck, and the movement of the rolls and coils on site is done with 
extremely large forklift equipment.  The noise from the barge towboats, heavy trucks, and 
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forklift equipment is plainly heard at the Pickwick Pines Marina site and at the adjacent 
residences. 

Commercial activities serving the recreational boating and vacation home industries have 
increased substantially since the 2000 FEA.  Aqua Yacht Harbor and Marina has grown 
with more boat slips and resulting boat usage.  Nearby boat sales and service vendors 
have grown, and retail storefronts have increased within short distances from the site.  
Rental and for-purchase vacation homes also have substantially increased, including a new 
development directly across SR 25 from the site, Tishomingo Cabins. 

Waterfront residential growth has been moderate since the 2000 FEA.  The number of 
boathouses and docks visible from the picnic shelter on site has increased from 39 to 46, 
and there are at least three additional, visible residences recently built. 

The contribution to the ambient noise environment from the traffic on SR 25 was estimated 
using a simple Federal Highway Administration noise model and the AADT data in Section 
3.4.7, Transportation, Table 3-4. The mix of vehicle types was obtained from a midday 
traffic survey (1140 to 1300 hours, February 24, 2006) at the site.  The vehicle mix was 194 
light vehicles, 10 medium trucks, and 46 heavy trucks per hour.  For modeling purposes, it 
was assumed that the light vehicles and medium trucks were traveling at 50 miles per hour 
and the heavy trucks at 45 miles per hour with the noise receiver about 100 feet from the 
centerline of the highway.  The result was a 63.3 decibel (dB) hourly equivalent sound level 
at the receiver for current two-way peak-hour traffic volume. 

In general, the proposed 228-slip marina has a potential, small environmental noise 
contribution to the incremental change in the total noise environment. For example, in the 
2000 FEA, it was estimated that an additional 33 power boats (about one-third) would be in 
use during the busiest weekends, and this was insignificant when compared to the one-third 
(406) of the potential 1,218 just from the marina facilities given in Table 3.4-1.  The 
comparison did not include the many day-launched and residential-launched boats that 
would be in use also.  The proposed 228-slip marina for this SEA and a one-third use rate 
would average 66-82 per normal summer weekend day, with about 108 on the busiest 
(holiday) weekend days and less than 33 on weekdays in the summer.  The potential 
change in local, hourly-average noise levels from the 2000 FEA would be 3 – 4 dB for a 
normal summer weekend days and about 5 dB for busiest weekend day per year.  During a 
summer weekday there would be less than 1dB increase.  These increases could be 
noticed locally as the boats leave moorage and disperse for fishing and other activities. The 
overall impact on the environmental noise of the area would be insignificant because of the 
few days per year that it occurs and the nearby receptors are usually participating, or do 
participate, in similar boating recreation.   

The increase in traffic from the operation of Pickwick Pines Marina would have very little 
potential effect on the traffic noise in the immediate area.  Using the projected two-way, 
peak-hour volume (Table 3-4) of traffic and the same Federal Highway Administration noise 
model and vehicle mix, the estimated effect is small.  The hourly equivalent sound level 
goes from 63.3 dB to 64.2 dB.  An increase of 1 dB for an hour equivalent sound level is not 
noticed by most people. 

The potential increase in noise from the operation of the proposed marina would be 
insignificant within the current ambient noise environment; and its relative contribution to 
the total acoustic environment would become smaller as the area’s industry, commerce, 
and residential populations continue to grow. 
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3.5 Natural and Managed Areas 
A review of data from the TVA Natural Heritage database indicated that the proposed 
marina is not within or adjacent to any managed areas and/or ecologically significant sites; 
however, three of these features are within 3 miles of the proposed marina.  
 
• Mississippi Wildlife and Recreation Land is approximately 0.9 mile east of the 

proposed action and lies on the southern and eastern shore of Yellow Creek.  This 
large, undeveloped shoreline tract is managed by Mississippi Wildlife, Fisheries, and 
Parks for J.P. Coleman State Park.  

• Cooper Falls TVA Habitat Protection Area is approximately 2.6 miles east of the 
proposed action on the western shore of the main channel of the Tennessee River 
(Pickwick Reservoir).  This 73-acre area occupies a small portion of the sandstone 
outcrops along Pickwick Reservoir and is in the southern extent of the Highland Rim 
region.  It provides habitat for many species that have very limited distribution in 
Mississippi and also provides winter habitat for the bald eagle.  A sheer bluff along 
Pickwick Reservoir includes scenic Cooper Falls.  

• A larger portion of the scenic sandstone bluffs along Pickwick Reservoir, also 
approximately 2.6 miles east of the proposed action on the western shore of the main 
channel of the Tennessee River (Pickwick Reservoir), is the Sandstone 
Outcrops/Pickwick Lake Bluffs Protection Planning Site.  The Mississippi Protection 
Planning Commission recognizes this bluffed shoreline for its scenic quality, its 
recreational uses, and its flora characteristic of the Tennessee Valley that is rare in 
Mississippi. 

The proposed dredge spoils area is adjacent to one privately managed area and within 3 
miles of one additional managed area. The spoils disposal area is less than 0.1 mile west of 
Tishomingo County Game Refuge, a three-tract area of 18,845-acres located in Mississippi 
and Tennessee and managed by a private company for the growth and sale of wood 
products and the lease of hunting rights.  This tract is privately managed and has never 
been a state wildlife management area, government preserve, or refuge.  A 1,600-acre 
forested tract owned and managed by Mississippi State University, Sharp Forest, is 
approximately 2.0 miles northwest of the proposed spoils area.  Mississippi State University 
leases the majority of this land to a timber company. The land is also used for forestry 
research and education.   

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed marina would not be built.  Under the Build 
Marina Alternative, no impacts are anticipated to natural areas within 3 miles of the 
proposed marina.  Additionally, because the proposed dredge spoils area is outside the 
boundaries of privately managed Tishomingo County Game Refuge, no impacts to this area 
are anticipated. No Nationwide Rivers Inventory streams or wild and scenic rivers are within 
3 miles of the proposed activity. 

 



  Chapter 4 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 29

CHAPTER 4 

4.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
Jennifer M. Call Air Quality 

J. Leo Collins Botany 

V. James Dotson Transportation 

James H. Eblen Socioeconomics 

Jerry G. Fouse Recreation 

Travis Hill Henry Endangered Species Specialist  

Clint Jones Aquatic Ecology 

M. Carolyn Koroa Navigation  

Charles L. McEntyre Water Quality 

Jay J. McFeters Noise  

Roger A. Milstead Floodplains 

Kenneth P. Parr Document Preparation 

Kim Pilarski  Wetlands 

Jon C. Riley Visual 

Timothy J. Smith II Cultural Resources 

Jan K. Thomas Natural Areas 

Stephen E. Williams Land Use 
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CHAPTER 5 

5.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS TO WHOM THE EA WAS 
SENT 

Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

State Agencies 
State of Mississippi 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks 
Department of Finance and Administration 
Office of Budget and Fund Management – State Clearinghouse 
Department of Archives and History 
  

Organization 
Mississippi Wildlife Federation 
Northeast Mississippi Planning and Development District 
Tombigbee River Valley Water Management District 

 
Tribes 
 The Chickasaw Nation 
 
U.S. Senate, Trett Lott and Thad Cochran 
U.S. House of Representatives, Roger Wicker 
Mississippi State Senate, Travis Little 
Mississippi House of Representatives, Ricky Cummings 
Mayor, City of Iuka 
Mayor, Town of Burnsville 
 

Individuals 
Alexander, Michael & Deborah Germantown, TN 38138

Allen, Louis F. - Glankler Brown, PLLC Memphis, TN 38103-2566
Baber, Rodney Memphis, TN 38120

Bishop, A. Eugene - Yellow Creek State Inland Port Iuka, MS 38852
Blount, Percy J. Augusta, GA 30901

Bourland, Dr. & Mrs. Walter Tupelo, MS 38804
Brewer, Robert M. - Crounse Corporation Paducah, KY 42001

Brewer, Doris S. Iuka, MS 38856
Browder, Shirley Nashville, TN 37211
Browndyke, Chip Boise, ID 83712
Browndyke, Larry Dallas, TX 75243
Browndyke, Todd Dallas, TX 75204
Browndyke, David W. Harrison, IN 47060

Burcham, Huie & Libe Counce, TN 38326
Burkett, Tom Bartlett, TN 38133

Cowan, William C. Collierville, TN 38017
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Cunningham, Mike & Tracy Germantown, TN 38139
Dalton, Bill Corinth, MS 38834

Dalton, Frank T. Corinth, MS 38834
Dalton, Kathleen Bourland Corinth, MS 38834

Davis, Dave & Robin Jackson, MS 39211
Davis, Ethel Corinth, MS 38834

Davis, Frank & Amy Corinth, MS 38834
Davis, Hugh Long, IV University, MS 38677

Davis, J. Robert Corinth, MS 38834
Denton, Gus Memphis, TN 38117-2304

Field, Mark Memphis, TN 38120
Field, Robert & Suzanne Germantown, TN 38138

Ford, Jane R. New Albany, MS 38652
Frederick, Jimmy - Ergon Terminal, Yellow Creek State Inland Port Iuka, MS 38852

Gabrielle, Carolyn Gallatin, TN 37066
Glenn, Herbert & Carolyn Memphis, TN 38116

Glenn, John Walls, MS 38680
Glenn, Jeff Southaven, MS 38671

Green, Diane Eads, TN 38028
Hardcastle, Mr. & Mrs. MacDonald Keltner Nashville, TN 37220

Heflin, John & Mary Ben Memphis, TN 38111
Heflin, James Tuscaloosa, AL 35486

Hodges, Hugh & Carolyn Counce, TN 38326
Hollis, Jeanne B. & Richard Memphis, TN 38119

Huie, Martha Memphis, TN 38177
Humphries, David - Ergon & Magnolia Jackson, MS 39225-3546

Hamilton, Elizabeth M. New Albany, MS 38652
Hill, Jon H. Corinth, MS 38834

Hirt, John M. Counce, TN 38326
Hyrka, Joe Memphis, TN 38104

Ingram, William Germantown, TN 38139
Irwin, Paul & Brenda Iuka, MS 38852

Jameson, Mrs. Andrea Holly Springs, MS 38635
Jensen, Richard D. & Margaret K. Germantown, TN 38139

Jolly, Beth  
Johnston, Dr. & Mrs. William D., Nashville, TN 37215

Johnston, David  
Kennedy, Danny Cherokee, AL 35616

Kruger, M. Randolph Collierville, TN 38017
Lee, Dr. Spencer Savannah, TN 38372

Lendrum, Jamie, Peter & Alex  
Lichterman, John D. & Janice Memphis, TN 38117

Lichterman, Kip Memphis, TN 38111
Liddon, Robert C. Iuka, MS 38852

Little, Phillip M. Corinth, MS 38835
Lomenick, Janice & Eddie  

Marascuilo, Vince & Marsha Cordova, TN 38016
Margill, Nancy J. & Lynn Germantown, TN 38138

Maroda, Steve Memphis, TN 38117
Matthews, Gary, Executive Director, TCDF Iuka, MS 38852

Maury, Becky  
Maury, Bill Memphis, TN 38120

McCullen, Brian Corinth, MS 38834
McDonald, Jay "Paul" Yellow Creek, MS 38326

McHughes, Patricia S. Cordova, TN 38016
Melvin, Joan H. & Sarah Elisabeth Memphis, TN 38111



  Chapter 5 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 33

Minervnin, Virginia Klyce Memphis, TN 38120
Magill, Nancy Germantown, TN 38138

Moore, Meade & Beth Collierville, TN 38017
Mueller, Dean - Grand Harbor Marina Counce, TN 38326

Nolan, Larry Barlett, TN 38133
Nance, A. M. Germantown, TN 38138

Norris, Chris & Mark
Nenon, Carroll S. Memphis, TN 38117

Nenon, Edward F. Counce, TN 38326
Palmer, Marvin H. Sr., & Ann Ward Palmer Memphis, TN 38119

Perry, James F., & family Rienzi, MS 38865
Pittman, Alison J. Corinth, MS 38834

Phillipy, Anne Memphis, TN 38111
Reddoch, Diane C. Memphis, TN 38119

Reddoch, Michael & Melissa Memphis, TN 38119
Renfro, Laurie  

Renshaw, Drew Counce, TN 38326
Rinehart, Charles & family Counce, TN 38326

Rinehart, George Rienzi, MS 38865
Roberts, Susan Wright Tupelo, MS 38804

Robertson, Terry & Allyson Germantown, TN 38139
Rogers, King W. Memphis, TN 38119-3978

Rogers, Yolanda & Robin Germantown, TN 38138
Ronk, Carolyn Alamo, TN 38001

Schultz, Raymond E. Memphis, TN 38119
Shawkey, Tyler & Jackie Iuka, MS 38326

Stanley, Clayton  
Smith, Ron Tupelo, MS 

Stanley, Mike Corinth, MS 38834
Stansell, Bob - Pier Post

Simpson, Dr. Jon & Caroline Germantown, TN 38138
Taylor, Cathy B. Counce, TN 38326

Thornton, Betsy M. Brownsville, TN 38012
Warriner, Richard Tupelo, MS 38801

Wenzel, Phillip & Donna Cordova, TN 38016
Williams, Bailey Corinth, MS 38834
Williams, Darrell  

Williams, Frances & James Tupelo, MS 38804
Young, Dan  

Young, Betsy Memphis, TN 38111
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CHAPTER 6 

6.0 PERMIT CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  
The applicant would be required to implement the following mitigation measures: 
 

1. Incorporate an acceptable method of wave attenuation in the marine design. 

2. Spoil material would be disposed of and contained on land above the 419.6-foot 
contour.  Every precaution would be made to prevent the reentry of the spoil 
material into the reservoir. 

 
The following special and routine permit conditions, which are conditions in the easement 
agreement for the marina property and/or incorporated in the applicant’s proposal, would be 
established as conditions in TVA’s Section 26a permit in order to reduce the potential for 
adverse environmental effects. 
 
Special Conditions 
 

1. The architectural color scheme would be visually compatible with natural 
background colors and would provide dark roofs on all structures.  The color 
scheme applies to the lodge, cabins, dry storage, water-use facilities, and 
miscellaneous structures.  It also applies to the signage, where a compatible 
contrasting color may be added for message readability. 

2. No enclosed boathouses would be permitted, and covered boat slips would be 
open on all sides.  Roofs and the structural framing would be a dark selection from 
the color scheme. 

3. All requests for proposals from developers would require that the proposals follow 
TVA’s Tennessee Valley Clean Marina Guidebook for ensuring properly installed, 
operated, and maintained facilities.  Additionally, guidelines would be established 
to ensure proper and complete usage of sewage disposal by occupants of the 
marina.  

4. TVA would require that all sewage pump-out facilities and appurtenances have 
spillproof connections, failure alarms, and no overflow piping.  TVA would require 
that underground storage tanks containing regulated substances, such as 
petroleum products, have secondary containment, anchorage to prevent floating 
during flooding, and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures plan.  
Aboveground storage tanks would be required to be installed and maintained in 
compliance with applicable aboveground storage tank requirements. 

5. The applicant would be required, through deed restrictions, to maintain a 50-foot 
undisturbed buffer to be managed as a shoreline management zone.  Undisturbed 
forested buffers at least 50 feet wide would be maintained and enhanced around 
the site with 100-foot minimum width along the cove at the north end.  Minimum 
openings are acceptable for water access on the south end. 

6. TVA requires the placement of a single dolphin at the southeast corner of the 
marina, which may be either incorporated into the marina or free standing.  The 
dolphin would be constructed to meet American Association of State Highway 
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Transportation Officials (ASHTO) Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) 
Specifications.  The design would be certified by a licensed professional engineer 
and submitted to TVA for approval prior to construction.  The dolphin structure 
must be lit in accordance with USCG requirements.  Pickwick Pines Marina Inc. 
would be responsible for inspecting and maintaining the dolphin, markings, and 
lighting. 

7. Harbor limits would be confined to the interior of the marina structure with the 
exception of a 50-foot buffer around the fuel dock for a no-wake zone as shown in 
PN No. 05-87A, sheet 3. 

8. Pickwick Pines Marina Inc. would be responsible for installing and maintaining the 
no-wake buoys no further than 50 feet from the fuel dock.  They must be legible to 
the boating public. 

 
Routine Conditions 

1. Applicant agrees to anchor all floating facilities securely to prevent them from 
floating free during major floods. 

 
2. The floor elevation of the fixed dock would be a minimum of 1.5 feet above the 

normal summer pool elevation 414.0. 
 

3. No items/equipment subject to flood damage would be located on the dock. 
 

4. Applicant understands that TVA retains the right to flood this area and that TVA 
would not be liable for damages resulting from flooding. 

 
5. For purposes of shoreline bank stabilization (retaining wall and riprap), all portions 

would be constructed or placed, on average, no more than 2 feet from the existing 
shoreline at normal summer pool elevation. 

6. Shoreline stabilization and erosion control would use bioengineering methods to 
the extent practical and other applicable methods as required. 

7. Employ and implement all appropriate construction BMPs.  These BMPs include:  

(a) Disturbance and removal of riparian vegetation shall be kept to a minimum 
during construction, particularly any woody vegetation providing 
shoreline/stream bank stabilization.  

(b) Installation of cofferdams and/or silt control structures between construction 
areas and surface waters prior to any soil-disturbing construction activity.  
Clarification of all water that accumulates behind these devices must meet 
state water-quality criteria at the stream mile where activity occurs before it 
is returned to the unaffected portion of the stream.  Cofferdams must be 
used wherever construction activity is at or below water elevation.  

(c) Must keep equipment out of the reservoir or stream and off reservoir or 
stream banks to the extent practicable (i.e., performing work “in the dry”).  

(d) Must avoid contact of wet concrete with the stream or reservoir and avoid 
disposing of concrete washings or other substances or materials in those 
waters. 
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(e) Must agree to use erosion-control structures around any material stockpile 
areas. 

(f) Must agree to apply clean/shaken riprap or shot rock (where needed at 
water/bank interface) over a water permeable/soil impermeable fabric or 
geotextile and in such a manner as to avoid stream sedimentation or 
disturbance, or that any rock used for cover and stabilization would be large 
enough to prevent washout and provide good aquatic habitat.   

(g) Must agree to remove, redistribute, and stabilize (with vegetation) all 
sediment that accumulates behind cofferdams or silt control structures.   

(h) Must agree to use vegetation (versus riprap) wherever practicable and 
sustainable to stabilize stream bank, shorelines, and adjacent areas.  These 
areas would be stabilized as soon as practicable, using either an appropriate 
seed mixture that includes an annual (quick cover) as well as one or two 
perennial legumes and one or two perennial grasses or sod.  In winter or 
summer, this would require initial planting of a quick cover annual only to be 
followed by subsequent establishment of the perennials.  Seed and soil 
would be protected as appropriate with erosion control netting and/or mulch 
and provided adequate moisture.  Stream bank and shoreline areas would 
also be permanently stabilized with native woody plants to include trees 
wherever practicable and sustainable (this vegetative prescription may be 
altered if dictated by geologic condition or landowner requirements).  Must 
also agree to install or perform additional erosion control 
structure/techniques deemed necessary by TVA. 

8. Use only U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-registered chemicals (i.e., 
pesticides, including herbicides) in accordance with label directions.  

 

Additional Special Conditions would be included in the DA permit in order to further 
minimize and/or avoid environmental impacts.  The following conditions are necessary to 
comply with federal law while affording appropriate and practicable environmental 
protection: 

1. The work must be in accordance with any plans attached to this permit.  The 
permittee must have a copy of this permit available on the site and ensure that all 
contractors are aware of its conditions and abide by them.   

 
2. The permitted activity must not interfere with the public’s right to free navigation on all 

navigable waters of the U.S.    
 

3. The permittee shall recognize the possibility that any permitted structures may be 
subject to damage by wave wash from passing vessels and the applicant shall not 
hold the U.S. liable for any such damage.   

 
4. The permittee must install and maintain, at their expense, any safety lights and 

signals prescribed by the USCG, through regulations or otherwise, on the authorized 
facilities. 
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5. The permittee shall institute and maintain a strict erosion and sediment control 
program for the life of the project.  All disturbed areas shall be properly stabilized as 
soon as practicable to prevent erosion.   

 
6. Pickwick Pines will submit written notice to the Yellow Creek State Inland Port and the 

Ergon terminal at least five days prior to the waterborne transportation of any marina 
structures across the Yellow Creek embayment from the port to the marina site.   

 
 



 Chapter 7 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 39

CHAPTER 7 

7.0 REFERENCES 
Cordell, et al. 2004.  Outdoor Recreation in the 21st Century America. A Report to the 

Nation: The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment. State College, 
Pennsylvania. Venture Publishing Inc. 

Institute of Transportation Engineers.  1998.  Trip Generation, 6th edition.  Washington 
Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality.  2004.  Water Quality Assessment 2004 
Section 305(b) Report Addendum. May 2004.  Prepared by N. B. Guedon and J. V. 
Thomas.  Jackson, Miss.:  Watershed Management Branch.  Available at 
<http://www.deq.state.ms.us/MDEQ.nsf/pdf/FS_305b_2004_ 
Addendum/$File/305b_2004_Addendum.pdf?OpenElement> (date of access 
undetermined).   

Mississippi Department of Transportation.  2004.  Annual Average Daily Traffic Map for 
Tishomingo County.  MDOT Planning Division in Cooperation with the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration.   

Tennessee Department of Transportation.  2004.  Annual Average Daily Traffic Map for 
Hardin County.  TDOT Planning Division in Cooperation with the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration.   

Tennessee Valley Authority.  2000a.  Tishomingo County Development Foundation 
Request for Long-Term Tenure Commercial Recreation Easement Tract XPR-
460RE – Pickwick Reservoir Final Environmental Assessment.  Muscle Shoals, Ala.:  
TVA Pickwick Watershed Team.   

Tennessee Valley Authority.  2002.  Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, Resource Stewardship,  Pickwick Watershed 
Team.   

Tennessee Valley Authority.  2004a.  Reservoir Operations Study Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Tennessee Valley Authority.  2004b.  Pickwick Reservoir Monitoring Results – Ecological 
Health Ratings.   

Tennessee Valley Authority   2001 (updated 2005).  Tennessee Valley Clean Marina 
Guidebook, Chattanooga, Tennessee.  Resource Stewardship.   

Transportation Research Board  2000.  Highway Capacity Manual.   



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page intentionally blank 
 
 



 Chapter 8 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 41

CHAPTER 8 

8.0 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND TVA RESPONSES 

TVA received 32 comment responses during the public review period on the draft SEA in 
June and July 2006.  TVA responses to the comments follow.  TVA has considered all of 
the substantive comments it received.  As appropriate, the SEA was changed in response 
to some of the comments. Due to the frequent similarity of comments, TVA has 
summarized them below when possible.  TVA has tried to identify after each comment, 
those individual(s) that made the comment.  Because the comments were summarized, the 
precise wording of comments was not always used.  However, TVA tried to retain all 
important differences among similar comments.  All original comments are available for 
review upon request from TVA. 

Need for a Marina 
1.  Comment: Original project discussed and reviewed in 2000 including a convention 
center, hotel, and restaurant and 100-slip marina was favorable to most.  Few attended 
public meeting held at that time because most were in favor of the project.  Most were 
excited about the project and benefits it would bring to the area.  The project has drastically 
changed and has the potential to negatively affect the area.  The area has reached the 
saturation point and that it is time to stop!  (Comment by Betsy Hamilton) 

This is not the same concept the TVA Board had in mind when they approved the change 
of use in 2000/2001.  The focus at that time was a destination area with a convention and 
meeting facilities, hotels and cabins, and restaurant and dining.  The marina was only a 
small part (50-100 boat slips) to accommodate the former.  The developer has reoriented 
the concept to suit his needs, not the County’s.  TVA has not held him to the original 
2000/2001 concept.  As a result, the Yellow Creek and Tishomingo County will be harmed.  
(Comment by Dave Davis) 

(In Appendix C)  Response to concerns of Yellow Creek Property Owners Association 
(YCPOA) – the finding of “No Significant Impact” in 2000 was based on a proposed marina 
of 100 slips, no dry storage facility, and a very different profile of water activity in the Yellow 
Creek area.  Rodney/Pickwick Pines Marina’s belief that the “Concerns of the homeowners” 
in the area “have always been considered” is not shared by the homeowners.  (Comment 
by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: The original FEA examined a conceptual plan of what might be done with 
the property if commercial recreation facilities were located at this site.  This SEA 
addresses a specific proposal requesting approval of water-use facilities that are consistent 
with the actions contemplated by that conceptual plan.  The conceptual plan had as a 
component a 100-slip marina, and the marina initially proposed here was for 400 slips.  
Because of navigation concerns, TVA and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) worked 
with the applicant to scale this down to 228 slips.  This still is larger than the earlier 
conceptual marina, but associated impacts are similar and have been determined to be 
insignificant. 
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2.  Comment: I am very opposed to putting a marina at this location and ask that this 
project be reevaluated beginning with its purpose.  The responsibility of TVA is to act as a 
steward of our natural resources and at the same time promote sustainable economic 
development through the management of these resources.  This project does not 
accomplish these objectives.  It compromises our natural resources and creates limited 
economic development for the benefit of a few at the expense of many.  Once any 
development is established, it will be permanent and will not be subject to removal if found 
to be a safety issue.  Pickwick Pines Marina and Tishomingo County Development 
Foundation want to convince the public and government entities that there is a need for a 
new marina at this location.  There is no need.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch)  

This is the only cove left on Yellow Creek where my grandchildren can safely tube and ski.  
I am very much against the proposed “location” of this marina.  (Comment by Anne Phillipy) 

TVA Response: Comment noted.  Based on the 2000 FEA, TVA has already concluded 
that this is an appropriate location for a marina and associated facilities and conveyed an 
easement to the Tishomingo County Development Foundation for this purpose in 2001.  
This is fully consistent with TVA’s responsibilities under the TVA Act. 

3.  Comment: Why is TVA so persistent to allow the construction of the new Pickwick 
Pines Marina?  (Comment by Larry Nolan) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 2.  The requested action here is to approve 
water-use facilities that were contemplated by an earlier TVA decision.  That earlier 
decision based on the associated environmental review (the original 2000 FEA) concluded 
the benefits of locating a marina and associated facilities at this location outweighed any 
potential environmental impacts. 

4.  Comment: With two other marinas, not to full capacity and within eyesight of the 
Pickwick Pines Marina location – you have not proven a need for this additional marina to 
be built in this area of Yellow Creek.  (Comment by Anne Phillipy) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 2.  During the review, the other marinas in 
the area were at approximately 80 percent capacity, with the majority of remaining available 
boat slips being 30 feet or less.  Grand Harbor is now at full capacity.  The majority of 
Pickwick Pines Marina’s slips would be longer than 30 feet.  This confirms TVA’s 
determination in the 2000 FEA about the merits of locating a marina and associated 
facilities at this location. 

5.  Comment: In Appendix C, Table 3-4, Pickwick Pines Marina’s (PPM) figures show 
that three of the area’s five marinas have no waiting list.  How can Rodney contradict the 
figures published by his own company?  And how many transients can PPM serve?  The 
number is not mentioned in the proposal.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 4.  There will be room for approximately 20 
(50-foot) transient boats. 

6.  Comment: (Section 3.4.6) I am having trouble understanding how building a marina 
housing expensive boats with expensive equipment could possibly have less vandalism 
than a roadside park that has been abandoned for many years.  What is the basis for this 
assumption?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 
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TVA Response: The roadside park had no one on site to prevent vandalism and other 
illegal activity; whereas, the marina will have personnel and security on staff. 

Alternative Marina Location   
7.  Comment: Move the marina to another area that needs one (is more suitable).  Why 
can’t another location be found for a new marina?  Other alternative locations have 
apparently not even been considered.  (Comments by John Lichterman, Larry Nolan)   

Have alternative locations been thoroughly studied?  What about on the other side of the 
(Yellow Creek) port away from a portion of the right-of-way.  Avoid the safety problem by 
locating the project elsewhere on the lake towards Goat Island.  The proposed location 
suits Pickwick Pines because it benefits their off-site property.  (Comment by Michael 
Reddoch)   

“The EA states there are 500 miles of shoreline on Pickwick Lake.  If that is the case, why 
can’t this (Pickwick Pines Marina) development move to a less congested location?” 
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, Tupelo News, 6/28/06) 

“We are not against development.  We just want the marina moved to a less congested 
area so boat traffic will be spread out.”  No analysis of alternative sites on Pickwick Lake 
and in Tishomingo County.   (Comments by John Heflin, Wheeler Water News, 7/11/06, 
and Dave Davis) 

Adding the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina to the currently proposed location on Yellow 
Creek is dangerous.  One only needs to sit on our dock and try to take the boat out on a 
weekend to understand.  You have alternate sites available where marinas do not currently 
exist.  I urge you to avail yourself of one of those sites instead of burdening us with yet a 
third marina in the area that is already congested.  (Comment by Chris and Mark Norris) 

We love boating and understand there is a desire for a new marina, but this is not the right 
place.  (Comment by Jeanne and Richard Hollis) 

Alternate sites where there is less congestion of existing marinas and boat traffic are 
nowhere considered.  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) manager Rodney Lucas has stated that other areas (an 
alternate marina location) are too hard to get to and the land too expensive because of 
property values.  These challenges should be solved by PPM and Tishomingo County 
Development Foundation and not a reason to permanently compress and alter this part of 
the lake.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

Table 3-2 (Existing Marina Facilities) indicated that Pickwick Landing State Park and 
J. P. Coleman State Park are the only local marinas with a waiting lists for slips.  Wouldn’t it 
make more sense to locate any new marinas where there is an existing need rather than 
near two marinas with unfilled slips?  And don’t forget the added advantage of non-
congested water near those other locations.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill)  

I traveled down towards Eastport Marina/Bear Creek area last week and noticed how calm 
and open and easy to navigate it was.  Please admit that this area would be a much better 
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and safer location to add more boating activity.  If the area does not suit all, look for others, 
anywhere else but Yellow Creek (YC) where I already fear for my family’s life.  In fact I 
won’t let my wife and kids to be on YC during its rush hour.  (Comment by Drew Renshaw) 

I am not against good smart development; in fact I use both marinas now in place in Yellow 
Creek.  However we already have plenty of service available.  There are lots of other places 
on the lake people would love to have a large facility such as this.  Make the developer find 
one.  (Comment by Drew Renshaw) 

Our objection is not development of the Pickwick Lake area.  It is a development of this 
magnitude in close proximity to two other large marinas with a capacity of over a 1,000 
boats combined.  (Comment by Frank and Amy Davis) 

TVA Response: Based on the 2000 EA, TVA earlier decided that this location is suitable 
for a marina and associated facilities and transferred a long-term easement to the TCDF in 
2001.  The location has been identified as suitable for commercial recreation in the 
Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan.  That planning process examined the 
feasibility of alternative uses for lands on Pickwick Reservoir that were under TVA’s control.  
The decisions before TVA now involve approval of water-use facilities that are consistent 
with TVA’s earlier decision and actions.  The SEA addresses congestion effects. 

Review Process 
8.  Comment: Would like a public hearing on the Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) 
proposal (Comment by Martha Huie, Mary Ben Heflin, John Heflin, Larry Nolan, Michael 
Reddoch, Patricia McHughes, Nancy and Lynn Magill).   A well publicized public hearing 
would do a lot toward convincing the public that our (Yellow Creek Property Owners 
Association) concerns are important to TVA, the Corps of Engineers and PPM.  (Comment 
by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: A public hearing is not necessary nor expected to contribute 
meaningfully to the public discourse that has already occurred here.  Ample opportunities 
have been provided to the public for review of and comment on this proposed action.  Three 
separate comment periods totaling approximately 90 days were provided, including a 30-
day comment period for the draft SEA.  In addition, TVA provided approximately 60 days for 
comment on the scope and draft of the original EA. 

9.  Comment: Has a Notice of Intent (NOI) application been filed?  (Comment by Mary 
Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: No.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EA is not required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), its implementing regulations or by TVA’s 
procedures for implementing NEPA.  TVA and USACE did advertise opportunities for public 
involvement in the joint public notice and draft SEA review processes.   

10.  Comment: Concerned about the length of the draft SEA comment period.  Comment 
stated that time taken to mail hard copy of document subtracts from the 30-day comment 
period.  She would like a 60-day review period.  States that the electronic document 
available online is lengthy, hard to read, and hard to print.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 
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TVA Response: See response to Comment 8.  Public comment periods for this proposed 
action already total approximately 90 days, including a 30-day comment period on the draft 
SEA.  The draft SEA was and is available in hard copy by request from TVA. 

11.  Comment: Is the issuance of the Final SEA the “Decision approving or disapproving 
an application for construction” as contemplated in 18 CFR 1304.6 from which an appeal 
lies?  If not, what constitutes that decision from which an appeal lies?  (Comment by John 
Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: The issuance of the final SEA does not constitute a decision approving 
or disapproving an application for construction of Pickwick Pines Marina. The SEA 
supplements the EA issued in 2000 and provides a detailed evaluation of environmental 
impacts of approving the current Pickwick Pines Marina proposal. The decision to issue the 
26a permit is a separate decision by TVA and can be appealed under the criteria in 18 CFR 
1304.6. 

Suggest Additional Study Needed   
12.  Comment: Believes additional time should be spent to study proposal before 
constructing the Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) or TVA and the lake homeowners will suffer 
the consequences.  Feels that more response is due to the lake homeowners.  (Comment 
by Larry Nolan) 

Insufficient or non-existent responses from TVA, USACE, Pickwick Pines Marina, 
Tishomingo County Development Foundation (TCDF) and Yellow Creek (YC) Port Authority 
are numerous and the concerned citizens and property owners deserve complete and 
accurate assessments before the development should progress.  (Comment by Vince and 
Marsha Marascuilo) 

Feels that all the problems associated with the proposed location have not been addressed 
and, as a matter of public concern and safety, should be.  (Comment by Tom Burkett) 

More study must be done in order to make a prudent long-term decision that serves all on 
the lake not just PPM and its developer.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

We are asking you to please consider doing a real study of the impact this marina will have 
on YC and the surrounding area.  (Comment by Jeanne and Richard Hollis) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 8.  TVA originally prepared an environmental 
review for use of the property as a commercial recreation facility in 2000.  There were 
several opportunities for public input during the 2000 review and subsequent grant of the 
property for long-term easement to TCDF.  The current review of the proposed marina has 
had two public reviews through the USACE public notice process and a third for comment 
on the draft SEA.  TVA and USACE have considered the comments made during these 
review processes and have responded to all substantive comments, including those 
comments that identified specific analytical deficiencies. 
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Environmental Assessment Not Sufficient   
13.  Comment: “The title “Environmental Assessment” is an oxymoron as applied to this 
document as TVA did little assessment of current data”.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, 
Tupelo News, 6/28/06) 

TVA Response: Comment noted.  See response to Comment 14. 

14.  Comment: Would like that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) level of review 
instead of an Environmental Assessment (EA).  States that Pickwick Pines Marina project is 
publicly controversial and meets the definition of when an EIS is warranted.  Also believes 
that the draft 2006 SEA to be deficient.  (Comment by Martha Huie) 

I am requesting that the Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) application be escalated from and 
EA to an EIS.  The project has been publicly controversial, there has not been a Public 
Hearing even though this project is dramatically different then the one approved in the 2000 
FEA and data submitted by Yellow Creek Property Owners Association indicates that 
inadequate review and responses have been provided.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin)  

TVA Response: The purpose of an EA or SEA process is to determine if preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Statement is necessary for a proposed action.  The analyses 
done for the EA and SEA here do not indicate that the proposed approval of a marina at 
this location, after it was reduced in scale, will result in significant environmental impacts.   

15.  Comment: The published report (draft SEA) did not address most of the concerns 
that everyone (property owners) has with the construction of the Pickwick Pines Marina.  
(Comment by Larry Nolan, Michael Reddoch) 

The report does not discuss the implications of restaurant, rental or personal watercraft 
(PWC) traffic.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

What was proposed in 2000 was a facility with a much smaller marina and impact on water 
usage: a 50 to 100 boat slip marina with no dry storage or access ramp versus a 228-slip 
facility with significant dry storage and unlimited traffic from the boat ramp.  The 2000 
concept of a convention center/restaurant facility with a 50 to 100 boat slip marina would 
have a substantial number of those slips reserved for persons coming by water to that 
facility whereas the current proposal contemplates all slips (other than for villas and fuel 
dock) being rented.  There are vast differences in what was proposed and reviewed in the 
2000 FEA and the current proposal that renders reliance on the 2000 FEA untenable.  
(Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 1.  The 2000 FEA review evaluated a marina 
as part of the overall conceptual plan to develop the property for commercial recreation.  
The 2006 SEA addresses the marina proposed for development by Pickwick Pines and 
potential environmental impact due to the construction of a 228-slip marina and associated 
facilities.  While Pickwick Pines Marina is larger than what was discussed conceptually, the 
various analyses in the SEA do not identify any likely significant impact.  The issues and 
concerns identified during the public review process have been appropriately considered 
and addressed. 

16.  Comment: The 2000 FEA touted the benefits a convention center and restaurant 
would bring to the area including providing a facility where 200 or more people could 
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gather, and employment opportunities for persons who would work there.  The existing 
proposal offers no such facility or benefits:  a marina facility alone offers dramatically fewer 
jobs than a convention center, hotel and restaurant.  No contractor in Tishomingo County is 
capable of constructing a marina facility of this size.  (Comment by John Heflin et al.) 

The 2000 FEA was for a convention center that could seat at least 200 people and a 100-
room hotel.  It was not opposed because of the number of people it would employ in the 
county.  Why isn’t a convention center and hotel included in the current proposal?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Commercial recreation development for the upland area, including 
features identified by these comments, was previously approved after the 2000 EA when 
the TVA Board approved granting a long-term easement to TCDF.  This supplemental 
review focuses on and responds to a request that the agencies approve a marina that 
would be part of this overall development.  This marina is not in lieu of or a substitute for 
development of other features.   

17.  Comment: In what little secondary and tertiary data was offered, there were errors, it 
was aged, and was questionable regarding its statistical application on YC.  (Comment by 
Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: TVA utilized the most recent available information and accepted analysis 
techniques in assembling this SEA.  It also offered opportunities for other agencies and 
individuals to provide additional information.   

18.  Comment: Many people did not oppose the December 2000 EA because it was 
much smaller than the current proposal.  There has been tremendous growth in Yellow 
Creek since 2000.  How can statistics from the 2000 EA be used to justify a project 
significantly larger in an area that has had explosive growth over the last five years?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response:  The 2006 SEA evaluates the proposed 228-slip Pickwick Pines Marina 
and associated facilities and is based on the most recent available information, including 
the recent developments in the Yellow Creek area.  The 2000 EA evaluated use of the TVA 
property for a long-term use for a recreational easement by Tishomingo County which 
included a conceptual plan for a 100-slip marina.   

Needs More Agency/Industry Coordination   
19.  Comment: Mississippi and Tennessee share the burden of safety responsibilities in 
the area.  Even though this development will have a physical address in Mississippi, all 
interested organizations in Tennessee should not have been eliminated from discussions.  
Additional review time to include these groups should be allowed.  (Comment by Vince and 
Marsha Marascuilo) 

Nowhere in the information we have read have TVA Police, Tennessee Wildlife Resources 
Agency (TWRA), or the State of Mississippi Coast Guard been contacted about the 
possibility of the marina and the impact it will have.  (Comment by Jeanne and Richard 
Hollis) 
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At a meeting with TVA on July 10, 2006, a group of homeowners expressed a number of 
concerns regarding safety.  We were told that safety is not TVA’s responsibility.  If safety is 
not TVA’s responsibility, why don’t you include safety-related information from the agencies 
that are responsible such as TWRA, MS Wildlife, and the TVA Police?  They have never 
been contacted by the Pickwick Pines Marina proposal.  All local (water) law enforcement 
agencies in Mississippi (MS) and Tennessee (TN) should be contacted.  Boats that enter 
the water at the state line TWRA boat ramp immediately enter MS water.  The MS and TN 
state lines cross this area of Yellow Creek.  Therefore both TN and MS agencies should be 
contacted.  (Comment by May Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: The project location is located in Mississippi and therefore falls under the 
jurisdictional responsibility of the State of Mississippi.  Accordingly, TVA specifically 
coordinated this proposal directly with the State of Mississippi, Department of Wildlife, 
Fisheries, and Parks.  TVA did not send the SEA for review to Tennessee Wildlife 
Resources Agency, but the public notices published by TVA/USACE/MS for this for this 
proposal would serve to alert other interested agencies. See response to Comment 22 
below.     

20.  Comment: (In the EA) “… there was no mention of the marine accidents, which 
have occurred in the area.  I see no reports from the U.S. Coast Guard, Coast Guard 
Auxiliary, which regularly patrols this area on summer and holiday weekends.  I see no 
reports from Hardin County, Tennessee, Sheriff’s Office, Tishomingo County, or the 
Mississippi State Police addressing the traffic on the highway or the boating/marine 
accidents which have occurred on YC.”  (Comment by Tom Burkett)  

TVA Response: Boating incidents recorded in the Yellow Creek area by the Coast Guard 
for the period of 1995-2004 are described in Section 3.4.6.  

21.  Comment: States that Ergon is frequently mentioned in SEA but is not the only 
company using the area for navigation.  Commenter has observed as many as 30 barges 
moored on the shoreline as well as the port.  Requests a new discussion with all 
(navigation) groups that might be impacted by the construction of Pickwick Pines Marina.  
(Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: In response to USACE’s initial Public Notice 05-87 for the 400-slip 
marina, several different navigational interests voiced concerns.  TVA and USACE met with 
various towing companies, the Coast Guard, and the applicant on December 6, 2005 to 
discuss these concerns.  As a result, the applicant re-designed the proposed marina, 
reducing it to 228 slips and producing an overall smaller marina footprint and shorter 
lakeward extension of facilities. 

22.  Comment: Why weren’t people and organizations such as the Tennessee 
Conservation League who commented on the December 2000 EA contacted about the 
Pickwick Pines Marina proposal?  Most received no notice of the PPM proposal.  (Comment 
by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: There was only limited interest in the 2000 EA and the action it assessed 
(locating commercial recreational facilities at this location).  In addition to the Tennessee 
Conservation League (now the Tennessee Wildlife Federation), TVA received comments 
only from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, USACE, and four individuals.  The League’s 
comments primarily focused on issues related to preservation of land resources under 
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TVA’s control and interest in TVA’s land management policies.  The issues and concerns 
raised in this earlier public comment process were fully considered and addressed in the 
original 2000 EA.  The decision to devote this site to commercial recreation interests was 
made shortly after the EA was completed.  The current review is for a proposed marina 
facility only and does not involve any changes in the land use.  Regardless, the 
opportunities for public review were provided through the USACE/TVA/MS Public Notice 
process and the draft of this SEA was posted on TVA’s public website.  

23.  Comment: I am requesting that further review be given to the environmental impact 
of this development.  On October 19, 2000, the USFWS wrote Jon Loney regarding the 
2000 FEA for the Tishomingo County Development Foundation stating “the EA does not 
adequately support the Finding of No Significant Impact.”  It was rejected by U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Serve (USFWS) at that time because of the impact on wildlife, vegetation and water 
quality.  The USACE was sent a letter March 20, 2006, by the USFWS stating they would 
not object to issuance of a permit for the Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) based on the data 
available to them.  TVA and the USACE have not provided complete information to 
USFWS.  Surveys should be conducted on the PPM proposed location so USFWS has 
sufficient data to make a valid evaluation.  The June 2006 SEA does not note a single 
environmental survey for this site, so I must assume that no surveys or studies have been 
conducted.  TVA should inform USFWS on this information and provide a current study that 
will allow USFWS to make a true evaluation.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: As this commenter recognizes, USFWS did respond to the USACE that 
available information was sufficient for them to conclude that permitting the requested 
facilities would be acceptable.  Additional analyses, including site surveys, were conducted 
during the preparation of this SEA.   

24.  Comment: It has come to our attention that TVA is considering another sale or 
transfer of public property for the benefit of private development.  The Mississippi Wildlife 
Federation along with citizens throughout the county are concerned about the continuing 
loss of public lands.  In addition, we are concerned with ever increasing encroachment on 
important Natural Resource Conservation areas.  At slightly over 5 acres, the area affected 
by this project can become vulnerable to increased traffic and pollution.  (Comment Cathy 
Shropshire, Mississippi Wildlife Federation) 

TVA Response: The land rights necessary for the construction of the proposed Pickwick 
Pines Marina were granted to the Tishomingo County Development Foundation in 2001.  
No additional sale or transfer of public property is being considered as part of this currently 
proposed action. 

Public Notification   
25.  Comment: The notification given to all affected property owners was insufficient.  
Access to addresses of all affected property owners was not utilized to explain the nature of 
this project until late in the process.  All property owners in the affected area are a matter of 
public record.  No effort was made by Tishomingo County Development Foundation and 
Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) to contact the affected parties explaining the proposed 
marina.  TVA should rescind the PPM application and require a more thorough notification.  
(Comment by Michael Reddoch) 
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TVA failed to adequately publicize the current proposal.  When the concept reflected in the 
2000 FEA was under discussion, TVA ran ads in local and regional newspapers including 
the Memphis Commercial Appeal.  The TN Conservation League (now the TN Wildlife 
Federation) was consulted in 2000 and expressed opposition to the project including 
concern over the absence of data collected on boat traffic.  TVA failed to notify or seek 
comment from this important entity regarding the current proposal.  TVA also failed to 
contact or seek comment from the Mississippi Wildlife Federation.  TVA also failed to 
contact or seek comment from the Pickwick Reservoir Lake Watch Program, even though it 
references that entity in the SEA.  TVA failed to contact or solicit information from the local 
office of the TWRA.  Now, when a dramatically larger project is under consideration, TVA 
has failed to provide comparable notice and run comparable ads.  (Comment by John 
Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: Information about Pickwick Pine Marina’s proposal was provided and 
comments sought in two TVA/USACE/MS Public Notice review periods in December 2005 
and in February 2006.  The proposal was again submitted for public comment during the 
TVA draft SEA review in June 2006.  In addition, the draft SEA was mailed directly to a list 
of 185 Yellow Creek property owners provided by the Yellow Creek Homeowners 
Association for review and comment.  It was also available on TVA’s public internet web 
site.     

26.  Comment:  “One hundred and fourteen wrote letters to TVA during the last public 
comment period or signed petitions objecting to all or part of the development.  Only three 
people wrote letters supporting the development …” (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, Tupelo 
News, 6/28/06) 

TVA Response: Comment noted. These comments have been considered in 
development of this SEA.   

27.  Comment: Is TVA afraid of the media coverage?  (Comment by Patricia McHughes) 

TVA Response: Several news articles have appeared in local newspapers and lake users 
publications about this proposal. 

Marina Design   
28.  Comment: Under “Additional Special Conditions,” Paragraph 1, SEA requires that 
the marina be constructed in accordance with the plans attached to the permit.  Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine are concerned about the lack of specificity and engineering in the existing 
plans.  Ergon and Magnolia Marine request the SEA and eventual permit, if any, require 
Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) to submit more detailed marina plans as they develop to give 
TVA, the Corps, and Ergon and Magnolia Marine an opportunity to ensure PPM’s 
compliance with the SEA and permit.  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine) 

TVA should require PPM to submit a more detailed and professional marina design.  The 
marina drawings in the June 2006 SEA are very simplistic and not professionally prepared.  
The drawing on pg. A-9 is not even to scale.  Check to dimensions listed on pg.  A-9 for the 
docks and you will see that the drawing of the marina does not match the measurements 
listed.  There is no indication that a qualified engineer has prepared the marina documents 
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that are a core piece of the PPM proposal which TVA must evaluate.  How can TVA 
evaluate a marina without accurate detailed drawings to scale?  (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin) 

TVA Response: If TVA approves the proposed marina, its approval will include a 
condition requiring the applicant to submit final engineering drawings to TVA before 
construction is commenced.  TVA and USACE will ensure Pickwick Pines Marina’s 
compliance with the SEA and permit.  The initial plans were prepared by an engineer. 

29.  Comment: No analysis to support why a lesser offset of 1,675 feet from the Ergon 
terminal was sufficient than a previously discussed 2,000 feet.  The photo showed a 4 
barge tow and not a 6 barge tow superimposed – this is important in the discussion of the 
need for a minimum of a 2000 foot offset from Ergon’s facility and not the compromised 
1675.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: In the original concept plan for the commercial recreation easement on 
this tract of land, the location for the 50- to 100-slip marina was determined to be 2000 feet 
from the Ergon terminal.  TVA navigation specialists have also determined that this distance 
would create no conflict with commercial navigation.  TVA navigation specialists have also 
determined that the currently proposed 1625 feet distance is acceptable given the 
configuration of the marina, its location relative to the Ergon terminal, and the requirement 
to install a dolphin.  At no time had TVA, the USACE, Ergon, or the navigation industry 
decided that 2000 feet should be a minimum distance between the marina and the terminal.  
See also the response to Comment 33 below. 

30.  Comment: (In Appendix C) Rodney Lucas’ first statement that “132 of the 228 slips” 
are “over 30 feet” does not match slip breakdown in Section 3.4.6.  (According to Section 
3.4.6, there would be 136 slips over 30 feet).  His lack of concern for accuracy does not 
reflect well on his professionalism or his concern.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: There will be 136 slips over 30 feet in length.   

Marina Expansion   
31.  Comment: What assurance do homeowners have that this marina will not be 
increased in size after it has been in operation for a period of time – further contributing to 
the traffic congestion and safety problems already extant?  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

What restrictions are put on future growth and expansion of the marina?  (Comment by 
Mary Ben Heflin) 

The marina operator should agree never to seek expansion of the harbor limits discussed in 
Paragraph 8 of the Chapter 6 conditions.  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine) 

TVA Response: TVA is unaware of any plans for such an expansion and it would be 
difficult to technically justify this.  The proposed harbor limits are the “maximum allowable” 
at this location.   
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32.  Comment: Near the end of Section 3.4.5 in explanation of the use of no-wake areas 
around marinas, it is mentioned that “they are also used to define an area into which 
expansion of a marina may later occur.”  Is such expansion already being considered?  
(Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 31.  The identified section also states that for 
Pickwick Pines Marina, the harbor limits will not exceed the extent of the proposed dock 
structure itself, with the exception of a 50-foot area around the gas pump for the purpose of 
a no-wake zone for safety in the refueling area.  The final sentence of that paragraph 
recites that there will be no expansion and no other wake zones will be permitted. 

Dolphin Design    
33.  Comment: A single dolphin structure could not possibly provide sufficient protection 
for the marina.  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

The dolphin required in Paragraph 7 of Chapter 6’s conditions and further described in 
Appendix D is clearly inadequate for its intended purpose.  The marina’s protection system 
should, at a minimum, meet the vessel collision requirements of the AASHTO LRFD 
Specifications, Paragraph 7, Appendix D, and the related text in Section 3.4.5 should be 
amended accordingly (Sec 3.4.5’s reference to “Section 6.1f” should also be changed to 
refer to “Section 6.0”).  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and Magnolia Marine) 

Significant design flaws in the marina’s proposed structure:  our discussions with other 
knowledgeable sources indicated a need for a minimum of three dolphins.  There are 
noticeable “to scale” problems with the drawing.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: Section 3.4.5 of the SEA, paragraph 11, describes the context in which 
the decision to require a dolphin for the southeast corner of the marina structure was made.  
In the original marina proposal from Pickwick Pines, the marina structure was to be 
constructed perpendicular to the shoreline creating a much larger profile in the embayment.  
The combination of the marina configuration, the propensity for windblown tows in this 
embayment, and a distance of less than 2,000 feet between the terminal and the marina 
were deemed unacceptable to navigation safety.   

The redesign of the marina so that it lies parallel to the shoreline allows for more room in 
the center of the embayment where windblown tows are likely to travel.  The 1625-foot 
distance from the terminal to the marina is acceptable to TVA because this configuration 
places the closet corner to the terminal farther west than the terminal, allowing room for the 
front of an empty tow to swing away from the Ergon terminal without striking the marina 
structure if caught by the wind, whether it is moored nose in or nose out at the terminal (see 
Figure 3.1) 

The dolphin is intended to provide an additional safeguard, which would allow a wind blown 
tow a structure to “lean” against in the event the tow operator was blown back to the west 
rather than out into the middle of the embayment.  This would provide the tow operator the 
opportunity to get enough engine power to regain control of the tow. 
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The dolphin is not meant to protect the marina from every potential marine incident, but to 
provide a reasonable mitigation, in combination with the location and design of the marina 
itself, against the likeliest foreseeable safety issues.   

This has been explained more clearly in the SEA.  TVA has also added a permit condition 
to Chapter 6 requiring Pickwick Pines Marina to construct a dolphin that meets AASHTO 
Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) Specifications. The design would also be 
required to be certified by a licensed Professional Engineer (PE) and submitted to TVA for 
approval prior to construction. 

Other Design   
34.  Comment: Where are the details of the 24-hour security mentioned?  (Comment by 
Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: The applicant has stated that there will be security services at the 
marina.   

35.  Comment: Where are the pump-out tanks to be located?  (Comment by Vince and 
Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: The location of the pump out tanks is still being discussed; however all of 
the current options are off of the TCDF easement property and TVA would require approval 
of any location.  MDEQ will require connection to an Office of Pollution Control approved 
wastewater collection and treatment system.   

36.  Comment: Where are the fuel storage tanks to be located?  (Comment by Vince and 
Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: The fuel storage tanks would be located on the west side of the property. 

37.  Comment: Why would the trail need to be 12 feet wide (emergency vehicles do not 
need that much room)?  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: Twelve feet would give any vehicle including an emergency vehicle 
adequate room to maneuver.   

38.  Comment: Portions of the conditions in Chapter 6 in the SEA are too vague and 
others are inadequate.  Paragraph 6 (Chapter 6) condition requires an “Acceptable method 
of wave attenuation.”  This should be amended to require specific wave attenuation 
measures adequate to withstand the wake and wheel wash created by Ergon and Magnolia 
Marine’s commercial barge operations (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine) 

TVA Response: There are a number of commonly used wave attenuation designs the 
Pickwick Pines Marina might choose from.  TVA would expect PPM to pick a design that is 
effective, since their marina structure is susceptible to damage and this would be to their 
benefit.  We do not feel that it is necessary to require specific measures for wake and wheel 
wash form Magnolia/Ergon tows since there are others both industrial/commercial vessels 
as well as recreational vessels which contribute to the wake and wheel wash. 
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39.  Comment: The marina operator and its users should agree not to hold Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine liable for any damage caused by wake and wheel wash caused by Ergon 
and Magnolia Marine’s commercial port operations, and the marina operator should be 
required to place signs warning marina users about the wake and wheel wash form Ergon 
and Magnolia Marine’s port operations.  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and 
Magnolia Marine) 

TVA Response: USACE and TVA worked with the applicant to address potential 
navigation risks and the applicant redesigned the proposed marina.  Imposing the 
conditions requested here, even if the first condition is within the agencies’ authority would 
not materially increase the safeguards that have been built into the redesigned facility. 

Houseboat Rentals   
40.  Comment: The SEA asserts that the applicant’s intention to rent and sell 
houseboats “offers a new recreational opportunity on Pickwick Reservoir” is simply 
incorrect.  Attached are photographs showing rental of houseboats by Aqua Yacht Harbor, 
which has been ongoing for years.  (Comment by John Heflin et al.) 

There is a statement (3.4.6) that the “applicant proposes to sell and rent houseboats which 
are common on some other inland reservoirs.”  What does it matter what’s common on 
other reservoirs?  Aqua already has rental houseboats that sit at their dock most weekends.  
Why do we need more?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: The Final SEA has been revised to note that houseboat rentals currently 
available on Pickwick Reservoir. 

Access / Views / Parcel 143   
41.  Comment: What assurance do homeowners have that Parcel No.  143, located 
immediately to the north of the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina site (present allocation as 
Natural Resource Conservation-Important Wildlife Habitat and Shoreline Vegetation) will 
not be reclassified in the future as expansion land for this marina?  (Comment by John 
Heflin et al.) 

TVA Response: TVA is not aware of any proposals for development or reallocation of 
Parcel 143.  Should such a request be made in the future, it would be subject to appropriate 
environmental review and require a change in the Pickwick Reservoir Land Management 
Plan. 

42.  Comment: Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) would be located adjacent to property 
(TVA Parcel 143) that is Zone 4 (Natural Resource Conservation).  This adjacent property 
is described (April 2002 Draft EIS and Land Management Plan) as “important wildlife 
habitat and shoreline vegetation.”  The entrance to the 228-slip marina and a fuel dock 
should not be located in front of a Natural Resource Conservation property.  Why are they 
being allowed to build in front of property not leased to PPM?   (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin) 
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The drawing of PPM boat slips on page A-9 of the June 2006 SEA shows the marina 
protruding in front of Parcel 143.  Why can a private developer build in front of land they do 
not own and land that is important to wildlife habitat and shoreline vegetation?  Why are 
they being allowed to build in front of property not leased to PPM?  (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin) 

Why should PPM be allowed to build in front of a cove used by existing property owners?  
PPM not only would block the view of adjacent property owners, but the property owners 
would also have to go around the marina to exit their own cove.  (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin) 

The design of the proposed structure poaches upon the egress and ingress of the adjacent 
private property owners on the north side of the proposed marina.  (Comment by Dave 
Davis) 

TVA Response: The design of the marina will not restrict access or interfere with Parcel 
143 or the cove to the north of the development. 

43.  Comment: The concern of the nearness of the fueling dock to TVA protected land 
on the north side.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: Parcel 143 should not be affected by the fuel dock.  A Spill Prevention, 
Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) will be required of the applicant prior to 
permitting the fuel facility.  Clean Marina Guidelines require use of spill cleanup kits for fuel 
and oil spills rather than chemicals for dispersal.  Clean Marina Guidelines also require 
emergency shut off valves to minimize effects of fuel leaks. 

Applicant Qualifications   
44.  Comment: What assurance do homeowners of nearby property have that PPM has 
the financial resources to pay compensation for lowering property value to existing 
homeowners?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Because the proposed developments would not have significant impacts 
on resource areas such as noise, visual, road traffic, boat traffic, etc., no significant impacts 
to property values would be likely. See also the response to Comment 90.   

45.  Comment: What financial guarantees have been provided to Tishomingo County 
Development Foundation (TCDF) and ultimately the property owners on Yellow Creek in 
the event that the developers are not able to perform during the life of the lease?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: The lease agreement between TCDF and Pickwick Pines Marina 
includes a performance requirement. 

46.  Comment: Are the financial statements of the developers available for public review 
and vetting to allow a fair analysis by third parties to determine solvency and sufficiency?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 
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TVA Response: Both TVA and TCDF have reviewed the applicant’s financial statements.    
Private financial information is not generally available to third parties. 

47.  Comment: What are the qualifications of the contractor to perform the proposed 
work?  What specific experience do the developers of PPM have in marine management?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: If approved, the docks will be built by Galva-Foam/Shoremaster.  
Rodney Lucas was the former Harbormaster of Grand Harbor Marina. 

48.  Comment: Owners of property at Pickwick Pines Resort wrote that David and Brett 
McMeans have “demonstrated to us that they do not keep their financial promises.”  Is there 
protection if they fail to honor their covenants or abandon the marina or do not complete it?  
Is TVA going to rely upon the YC Port Authority (on whose Board McMeans sits) to 
watchdog PPM’s adherence to its obligations?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

What rights do surrounding property owners have if PPM’s promised are not fulfilled?  
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: TVA will ensure compliance with the commitments identified in the 
easement and the SEA.  See the response to Comment 45. 

49.  Comment: What due diligence exercised in issuing the RFP (Request for Proposal) 
by TCDF?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: The RFPs issued by Tishomingo County Development Foundation 
(TCDF) were publicly available.  TCDF, not TVA nor USACE, selected Pickwick Pines 
Marina. 

50.  Comment: Isn’t there a conflict of interest for a McMeans’ family member to serve 
on the Yellow Creek Port Authority while personally involved in a major marina proposal 
adjacent to that property?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Comment noted. 

51.  Comment: Should a PEER (Performance Evaluation and Expenditure Review) 
inquiry be performed and an opinion of counsel from the State of Mississippi’s Attorney 
General’s office be requested?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response:  Neither TVA nor USACE processes require this. 

Environmental Resources 

Shoreline Erosion/Boat Wake   
52.  Comment: The SEA did not attempt to measure variables (wake depth and 
frequency) that could contribute to shoreline erosion and destruction of private property.  No 
attempt to estimate the cost to the current property owners for replacement of docks, 
boathouses, and retaining walls due to the expected incremental increase in watercraft 
traffic.  (Comment by Dave Davis)  
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TVA Response: Construction of the proposed marina would concentrate boat traffic which 
could increase local wave energy levels.  Shoreline stabilization would protect the 
immediate harbor area from erosion.  The higher concentration of watercraft around the 
proposed marina is expected to contribute to an insignificant acceleration of erosion of 
surrounding areas of unprotected shoreline which would diminish with increasing distance 
from the marina.   

53.  Comment: Smaller boats do not produce enough boat wake to damage lake 
property.  Large boat wakes are primarily responsible for property damage and have 
damaged his lake home property.  A new marina will add to the damage to existing boat 
houses and shoreline from large boat wakes.  (Comment by Larry Nolan) 

More boats (particularly big boats) and continuous traffic perpetuate the problem (shoreline 
erosion) with no right to offset by those affected.  Shoreline, boathouses, docks, and the 
alike are all negatively affected.  What study has been done to protect existing interests?  
(Comment by Michael Reddoch)  

The report (SEA) does not adequately address the long-term implications of shoreline 
erosion.  Existing shorelines in adjacent areas will have accelerated erosion.  This includes 
the small island across from the proposed development near the Cheerio property.  Current 
wave action is substantial and adding more traffic will exacerbate the problem—the heavier 
the traffic, the more erosion.  Wave action is shrinking and pounding the current area 
islands.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch)  

The draft SEA appears to acknowledge the problems of shoreline and bulkhead damage 
and erosion, but offers no solution.  It recognizes that additional boat traffic will cause 
additional damage, but TVA’s response to that situation appears to be indifference to the 
plight of those homeowners and business damaged by the combating of erosion.  
(Comment by John Heflin et al.) 

What will Pickwick Pines Marina be required to do to protect shorelines and the one 
remaining island from erosion caused by wakes from larger boats and the addition of 
potentially hundreds of more boats in this area.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

A companion study measured the impact of wake from large boats.  It found a single large 
boat would create a boat wake height of 10-14 inches even after the wake had traveled 400 
to 500 yards.  The effects of multiple boats at one time did increase the height but 
measurements were widely varied – measurements beyond 24 inches were common.  
(Comment by Dave Davis) 

I have concerns about the damages (to sea walls, boathouses, docks, boats, and most 
importantly our shorelines) this development will cause due to increases in boat traffic in the 
area.  (Comment by Frank and Amy Davis) 

(In Appendix C)   Response to concern of damaging boat wakes to private property – once 
again Rodney is very wrong in his assessment of the boating habits of larger boats.  
(Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 52.  Wave action can significantly contribute 
to shoreline erosion.  However, the erosion effect of increased boating associated with the 
proposed marina is small relative to the natural effects of wind-driven waves and existing 
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boating traffic in the project area.  Information about actions that owners can take to 
address erosion affecting their property can be obtained from the Pickwick-Wheeler 
Watershed Team, Willie Buchanan, Manager, e-mail: wbuchanan@tva.gov or  P.O. Box 
1010, SB 1H-M, Muscle Shoals, AL 35662-1010 (256-386-2560).  TVA uses the following 
guidelines for shoreline stabilization on TVA-owned residential access shore land. 

(a) Biostabilization of eroded shorelines 
(1) Moderate contouring of the bank may be allowed to provide conditions suitable for 

planting of vegetation. 
(2) Tightly bound bundles of coconut fiber, logs, or other natural materials may be 

placed at the base of the eroded site to deflect waves.  
(3) Willow stakes and bundles and live cuttings of suitable native plant materials may be 

planted along the surface of the eroded area. 
(4) Native vegetation may be planted within the shoreline management zone to help 

minimize further erosion. 
(5) Riprap may be allowed along the base of the eroded area to prevent further 

undercutting of the bank. 

(b) Use of gabions and riprap to stabilize eroded shorelines 
(1) The riprap material must be quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material 

approved by TVA. 
(2) Rubber tires, concrete rubble, or other debris salvaged from construction sites shall 

not be used to stabilize shorelines. 
(3) Gabions (rock wrapped with wire mesh) that are commercially manufactured for 

erosion control may be used. 
(4) Riprap material must be placed so as to follow the existing contour of the bank. 
(5) Site preparation must be limited to the work necessary to obtain adequate slope and 

stability of the riprap material. 

(c) Use of retaining walls for shoreline stabilization 
(1) Retaining walls shall be allowed only where the erosion process is severe and TVA 

determines that a retaining wall is the most effective erosion control option or where 
the proposed wall would connect to an existing TVA-approved wall on the lot or to 
an adjacent owner’s TVA-approved wall. 

(2) The retaining wall must be constructed of stone, concrete blocks, poured concrete, 
gabions, or other materials acceptable to TVA.  Railroad ties, rubber tires, broken 
concrete (unless determined by TVA to be of adequate size and integrity), brick, 
creosote timbers, and asphalt are not allowed.  

Additional information may be found at:  
http://www.tva.gov/river/26apermits/regs_c.htm#1304208.   

54.  Comment: I already have major shoreline problems (stone retaining walls collapsing 
on two separate occasions in the last three years.  It is time for TVA to call a halt to the 
overuse of this area of Pickwick Lake.  (Comment by Drew Renshaw) 

TVA Response: TVA experience with retaining walls is that over time they fail and TVA 
advises the use of riprap as a preferred method of shoreline stabilization.  See responses to 
Comments 52 and 53. 
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55.  Comment: The closing paragraph of this section (3.4.1) states that facilities of this 
type “would be likely to increase property values in the area.”  What is the basis of this 
assumption?  My property is between Pickwick Pines Marina’s proposed site and Aqua 
Yacht.  My husband and I most definite do not feel that our property value will increase with 
this project- our visitors already notice increasing wave action over the past few years, the 
increased difficulty swimming and docking boats at our dock, the increased noise from the 
greater number of boats leaving Aqua’s no-wake zone and the increased damage (now 
repaired) to our sea wall.  I can’t see possibly how exacerbating these problems could 
possibly increase our property value.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: See response to comment 90.  While it is likely that property values in 
general will ultimately increase due to the planned developments, the impacts would not be 
uniform and some properties might not increase in value due to the development.     

56.  Comment: The authors of the SEA fail to require controls that are sufficient to 
protect area homeowners from “wave wash” damage.  The “no-wake” zone that is proposed 
does not even remotely address the property damage that area property owners will face.  
On the other hand, expanding it to cover all of Yellow Creek (YC) embayment would 
unfairly hinder small pleasure boats.  I suggest that a speed limit or no-wake zone be 
imposed for all of the YC embayment on watercraft having LOAs in excess of 25 feet as 
these are the watercraft that are responsible for the majority of the “wave wash” problem.  
Alternatively, the government could impose it on all watercraft powered by one or more 
engines totaling more than 300 hp.  (Comment by Mark Field) 

TVA Response: Construction of the proposed marina would concentrate boat traffic, 
which could increase local wave energy levels.  Shoreline stabilization would protect the 
immediate harbor area from erosion.  Homeowners in the vicinity of the marina may also 
apply for a permit to stabilize shoreline fronting their property.  The higher concentration of 
watercraft around a proposed marina is expected to contribute to an insignificant 
acceleration of erosion of surrounding areas of unprotected shoreline, which would diminish 
with increasing distance from the marina.  The suggested speed limit, no-wake zone, or 
other boating laws fall under the jurisdiction of the Mississippi Boating Law Administrator.   

57.  Comment: (In Appendix C)   Response to concern of loss of public shoreline – 1300 
feet of shoreline is “significant” to the YC area.  And this is the area being discussed here – 
not the 500 mile shoreline of Pickwick Lake.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: The 2000 EA previously considered the benefits and impacts associated 
with siting a commercial recreation complex at this location with the loss of shoreline under 
TVA’s control that this would entail.  In 2001, TVA conveyed a long-term easement to the 
Tishomingo County Development Foundation for this purpose.  The decision to be made 
here and assessed by the SEA is whether to approve the proposed marina. 

Boating Data, Traffic Studies, and Congestion 
58.  Comment: Omission of any actual surveys or data regarding current boat traffic in 
this area of Yellow Creek.  Reliance on information that is over 6 years old.  SEA based on 
old data.  The current Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) proposal is drastically different than the 
2000 FEA.  Why are you not making decisions based on current data that specifically 
measures the impact of the proposed PPM development?  (Comment by: Martha Huie, 
Larry Nolan) 
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TVA Response: The SEA includes current data on boat traffic and other topics. See 
Appendix E for the results of a boating capacity study conducted in Yellow Creek in August 
and September 2006.   

59.  Comment: We are gravely concerned with the lack of any traffic studies conducted 
on Yellow Creek (YC) by TVA or the Corps of Engineers.  A near universal concern of area 
property homeowners is that the level of recreational boat traffic in YC is frequently at 
dangerous levels (most prevalent on summer weekends).  The 2000 FEA indicates TVA 
conducted a 1999 survey of Tennessee River marinas.  There is no indication that the 
marinas surveyed were in YC or Pickwick resort areas which are among the heaviest areas 
of concentration of boat traffic on the TN River.  There is no indication that any 
measurement of traffic on YC from boat ramps has ever been measured.  There has been a 
tremendous development in and around YC since 1999, and traffic levels have greatly 
increased during the past 7 years.  TVA should make a decision based upon current 
information and assess both peaks and troughs of boat traffic congestion – not based on 
outdated information that fails to consider extremely heavy summer and holiday weekends, 
and traffic from boat ramps.  (Comment by John Heflin, et.al.) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

60.  Comment: In 2000, the USACE requested more information on the issue of boat 
traffic congestion and resulting erosion (reference to 2000 TVA FONSI discussion).  TVA 
never responded with concrete data or anything more than speculation (comment by John 
Heflin et al.) 

TVA Response:  See response to Comment 58. 

61.  Comment: States that the lake homeowners have conducted a study to measure the 
waterway traffic and create a database, something none of the public agencies have done.  
“Without data any conclusions are simply conjecture-intuition-conjuring” (Comment by Dave 
Davis, 6/20/06, Daily Journal) 

We are providing you with our observations of recreational boat traffic levels experienced 
this year.  We know of no data that TVA or the Corps of Engineers has that is as detailed or 
revealing as what we are providing.  Our data indicates there is already a serious problem 
with boat traffic congestion.  There is no countervailing data.  (Comment by John Heflin, et 
al.) 

Several homeowners presented evidence of increasing recreational boat congestion in the 
Yellow Creek (YC) area.  In response TVA stated that boat traffic and safety concerns fell 
under the purview of the local and state law enforcement agencies and the Coast Guard.  
Ergon and Magnolia Marine disagree insofar as increased boat traffic impedes and 
increases the risks to commercial navigation and therefore clearly falls within the scope of 
the Human Environment sections of the SEA.  The SEA should also be amended to 
consider the evidence recently presented by Pickwick Lake homeowners of increasing 
recreational congestion in the YC area.  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and 
Magnolia Marina Transport) 

The YC homeowners stated that TVA has not consulted the local and state authorities as 
the marina design has expanded.  TVA, the Corps, and/or the Coast Guard should evaluate 
the evidence presented by the YC homeowners, conduct their own additional vessel traffic 
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impact studies, consult the local and state law enforcement agencies and revise the SEA 
and its finding accordingly.  (Comment by Watson and Jernigan, Ergon and Magnolia 
Marine) 

Why must we place another high traffic development in this area?  A study of this needs to 
be conducted at current year lake usage during peak season on a weekend and shared 
with the entire area before a development is considered.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

“Citizens pleaded with TVA to conduct current boat traffic surveys during the summer 
weekends to obtain an accurate assessment of the current conditions and the impact PPM 
would have on this area.  Why doesn’t TVA want conduct a current traffic study?” 
(Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, Tupelo News, 6/28/06) 

TVA considered data from Tennessee in assessing automobile traffic and recreational 
demand but failed to consider boat traffic from Tennessee.  (Comment by John Heflin, et 
al.)   

How can you use a study conducted in 1999 to determine the lake usage in 2006?  The 
developers offer no current studies about the number of boats currently using YC during the 
peak summer vacation season, about the noise pollution or the safety hazards posed by the 
close proximity of the barge traffic.  They fail to mention the dry storage they will offer in 
addition to the 228 wet boat slips.  They seem to think because traffic is going to increase 
anyway, it doesn’t matter that they are adding to the existing problem.  (Comment by 
Patricia McHughes) 

The draft SEA is inconsistent and contradictory on its assessment of how much additional 
boat traffic would result from the construction of PPM.  The 2000 FEA estimated that “the 
increased number of boats would be about 33 on the busiest weekend days and less than 
10 on weekdays in the summer.”  The draft SEA considers a proposal for a 228 slip marina, 
plus a dry storage facility and a boat ramp.  The draft SEA ignores the dry storage and boat 
ramp and estimates “an increase in boat traffic of 75 boats per day on the busiest weekend 
days and 23 per day on weekdays in the summer.”  There is no logical basis for ignoring 
the dry storage or ramp facilities.  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.)  

I feel very strongly that a study measuring watercraft traffic in Yellow Creek area should 
have been conducted.  Before adding to the area’s congestion there should be some 
scientifically derived numbers that can be analyzed and compared to existing models to 
scientifically determine whether or not the addition of PPM would be “significant.”  
(Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

The SEA did not include any analysis pertaining to key outside variables like boat storage 
and public dock.  It did not indicate the use of modeling techniques to forecast impact for 
2010 and 2015.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

The additional congestion and dangerous conditions caused by boats fueling, boats 
launching, and boats tying up as transients at Pickwick Pines Marina have not been 
included in this assessment.  How many dry storage units will be on site?  How many trailer 
boats will be launched from the ramp?  How many boats are anticipated to be fueled at 
PPM?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 
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Quoting from Jon Loney letter dated June 13, 2006, “the marina facility would be part of a 
larger commercial recreation resort.”  How will other facilities that are to be part of this 
resort impact the boating situation (i.e., restaurants will attract customers by water as well 
as by land, hotel services will attract patrons with boats, etc.)?  Why are these impacts not 
included in this assessment?  When and by what process would these facilities be 
approved?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

The draft SEA fails entirely to consider the growth in boat storage facilities in the YC area.  
There has been a tremendous increase over the past 7 years in the number and capacity of 
boat storage facilities feeding into Yellow Creek (Pier 57 boat storage, the recent tear down 
of the State Line Club to construct a new boat storage facility, and numerous additional 
storage facilities).  (Group has provided a list of boat storage facilities in the immediate 
vicinity).  Indicative of the substantial growth in off-lake boat storage as well as utilization of 
the lake by transient boaters is the impending doubling of the size of Hardin County, 
Tennessee, boat ramp on the west of YC opposite the Aqua Yacht Harbor facility.  The 
2000 FEA references a shoreline count of 39 multi-craft boathouses visible from the site.  It 
is nonsense for TVA to rely upon an informal count of visible boathouses when aerial 
photographs are readily available showing more than twice the number of multi-craft 
boathouses in the area, not to mention the additional boathouses constructed since 2000.  
TVA failed entirely to consider and assess the impact of these facilities.  (Comment by John 
Heflin et al.) 

The report (SEA) does not quantify the impact of an additional “no-wake” zone on traffic 
compression.  The report does not take into effect the traffic levels at the two public 
launches: across from Aqua Yacht or at the entrance to the Tombigbee Waterway.  It does 
not address the increase in boat traffic spurred by additional development of private launch 
facilities near these public launches (Sportsman’s One-Stop and Pier 57).  Both have 
increased the number of off-lake storage units.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

No considerations have been given to all of the outside factors of this part of the lake 
including additional dry storage and public ramp.  We have had increased boat traffic and 
decreased safety in YC area.  (No current statistical data was included in the most recent 
SEA that was sent to me by TVA).  (Comment by Frank and Amy Davis) 

Discussions of increased boat traffic in the SEA only mention the number of boats in 
relationship to the numbers of slips in the marina.  How many boats can be stored in a dry 
stack facility (100’ X 200’)?  How many boats per hour can be launched at the ramp?  How 
many boats will come for fuel?  How many boats will come for meals, drinks, and snacks?  
How many boats will this increase to in 2010?  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo, 
Larry Nolan, Michael Reddoch) 

“TVA’s assessment acknowledges only the 228 boat slips planned for the new marina.  It 
does not include the number of boats in PPM’s dry stack storage or the unlimited number of 
boats that could use the proposed PPM boat ramp.  It ignores the public boat ramp less 
than one mile from the (proposed) new marina is being doubled in size because of current 
demand or the facts that many slips contain more than one boat”.  (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin, Tupelo News, 6/28/06) 

The SEA fails to assess what level of boat traffic is safe and what level is unsafe and 
hazardous.  The 2000 FEA states the area from Pickwick Landing State Park to Coleman 
State Park, including the mouth of the Tombigbee Waterway downstream of Aqua Yacht 
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Harbor is very congested during the summer recreation season and that YC is congested 
during peak periods of weekends and holidays.  However there is no effort to quantify or 
assess what levels of congestion are safe and unsafe.  There is no basis for TVA’s 
conclusion that the additional traffic which would result from PPM would not create an 
unsafe condition.  No assessment has been made regarding whether current conditions are 
unsafe, and if not, what additional boat traffic added to the current levels would be unsafe.  
The analysis TVA has applied would support an unlimited increase in boat traffic despite 
the recognition that congestion already exists.  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

No metrics were designed for the SEA to determine the correlation (or lack of correlation) 
between the congestion of watercraft and risk.  No attempt in the SEA to measure 
watercraft traffic on YC.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

Section 3.3.4 refers to Aqua Yacht Harbor as “one of the largest inland marinas with over 
350 berths” while Section 3.4.6 states that boats from PPM’s 228 berth (approximately 
82 percent of Aqua Yacht’s berths) will not “constitute a significant impact.” The implication 
that a marina 82 percent the size of “one of the largest inland marinas” will have no 
“significant impact” is not a logical conclusion.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

States that TVA has not thoroughly and objectively studied the PPM proposal’s impact on 
an area that is already congested (Comment by Martha Huie) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

62.  Comment: YC area is a statistical “outlier.”  The use of national averages from trade 
publications to attempt to forecast events on YC are meaningless.  The YC Property 
Owners Association have collected boating traffic data, it is current, is reproducible and the 
methodology can be challenged.  The YCPOA analysis estimates current traffic count on 
YC between 3500 to 3700 watercraft on busy weekend days – the peak was 396/hour, the 
low was 178/hour.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

63.  Comment: “The principle concern expressed to TVA by citizens who frequent this 
area of YC was boat congestion and boater safety.” (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, Tupelo 
News, 6/28/06, Michael Reddoch) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

64.  Comment: State that another marina on the lake will create enormous congestion 
and raise safety issues (Comment by Dave Davis, 6/20/06, Daily Journal) 

If the marina is built, lives could and would be lost by forcing thousands of families to use 
the main channels for their water activities.  To take this area away will eliminate just about 
all the safe places in YC.  The area is far too congested already.  (Comment by John 
Lichterman) 

My main concern is the additional boating congestion that this marina will cause.  Your 
proposal does not successfully address the safety and congestion problems that will occur.  
(Comment by Anne Phillipy) 
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In reading your letter and quickly reading through the referenced report (SEA), I find a fault 
in the area of safety …  The question I proposed was the diminished water area in YC for 
the use of boaters and how that would effect their use of the area in a safe manner.”  
(Comment by Tom Burkett)   

“YC is an anomaly on the river.  There is no other place like it.  It has five times the amount 
of boat traffic as Ross Barnett-the largest lake in Mississippi.”  (Comment by Dave Davis, 
Wheeler Lake News, 7/11/06) 

The SEA reflects a misunderstanding of the usage patterns of the YC embayment.  The 
SEA notes that YC is home to “one of the nation’s largest inland marinas – that the area 
from Pickwick Landing State Park to Coleman State Park, including the mouth of the 
Tombigbee Waterway downstream of Aqua Yacht Harbor is very congested during the 
summer recreation season and that boating congestion and associated safety concerns are 
important public concerns.”  The EA concludes that “this area is able to accommodate 
additional boating without significant cumulative impact … It is assumed that boaters using 
the proposed marina would merely transit his area en route to other parts of the reservoir 
where they would be more dispersed.”  The conclusion ignores the usage of this part of the 
lake by skiers, fishermen, and other recreational boaters who don’t wish to venture miles 
from their launch point.  This group’s size will likely increase as gas prices increase.  
(Comment by Mark Field) 

With all the development and increased traffic most of the waterways of the lake have 
become unsafe for recreational use during many of the spring and summer months.  
(Comment by Frank and Amy Davis) 

We strongly believe that the proposed development is entirely too large, poorly designed 
and a hindrance to commercial boating and recreational water traffic, and that it will create 
an undue safety risk for those that use Pickwick Lake (Comment by Marvin H.  and Ann 
Ward Palmer) 

With the Pickwick Coves Marina, Greenwater Marina, and Goat Island Marina, boat traffic 
on YC was tolerable.  When Aqua Yacht Harbor rebuilt Greenwater Marina, there was a big 
increase in boat traffic.  Then comes along Grand Harbor that purchases Pickwick Coves 
Marina and adds more boats to YC.  With all this boating traffic on weekends, passage 
between Aqua Yacht Harbor and the main river channel is next to impossible and is 
especially bad passing Grand Harbor Marina.  Your report does not account for additional 
boat traffic that would result of the new marina.  There are entirely too many boats on YC.  
(Comment by Larry Nolan) 

I understand the economics of the proposed new marina.  What I don’t understand is the 
apparent consideration in handling the increased traffic that comes with the new marina.  
(Comment by William Ingram) 

I am still very concerned that attention is not being given to safety, water quality, 
tremendous usage of YC, and the lack of current data of the area.  I feel it (decision) needs 
to be made by a panel that personally experienced the summertime usage and has current 
data of the impact that will be brought to the area.  Traffic today, on a weekend is almost 
impossible.  The SEA puts this decision in a perspective of the whole Pickwick Lake-when 
the impact is on a smaller area of YC.  (Comment by Frank Dalton) 



 Chapter 8 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 65

The traffic in YC over the past few years has increased so much that we worry about the 
safety of our children navigating through this area.  There is no way this marina would be 
approved if anyone has monitored the traffic in YC on a summer weekend.  (Comment by 
Jeanne and Richard Hollis) 

Boats from Aqua Yacht (the largest freshwater marina in the U.S.), Grand Harbor Marina, a 
large public boat ramp, multiple dry storage units along TN Hgwy 57, and homeowners, 
already make this area of YC the heaviest concentration of boats between Chicago and 
Mobile.” (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin, Tupelo News, 6/28/06) 

We already have the highest concentration of inland marinas between Chicago and Mobile.  
Moreover, these marinas are built out into public waterways that compress traffic and 
increase congestion and cause safety problems.  The development will put another 200+ 
boats and uncounted PWC in the most congested area of the lake.  Dry storage, fuel and 
launch facilities will add to congestion and safety.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

Recommends a visit to area on a major weekend like the 4th of July.  Recommends that a 
visit to area on a summer weekend will convince TVA that there are too many boats on YC.  
Believes a new marina will cause impossible congestion on YC on summer weekends, 
especially holiday weekends.  Suggest taking a boat ride from proposed PPM location out 
to main Tennessee River channel on a weekend to observe traffic.  (Comment by Larry 
Nolan) 

According to the report (SEA) and response from PPM (which has no factual statistical 
backup), there are 43,000 acres at Pickwick Lake and the proposed marina will only affect 
22 acres, a small percentage of the lake.  This issue is not what percentage of the lake but 
the concentration of boaters in this area of YC.  If boats were spread out equally over the 
whole lake there would be no accidents, but this is not the case.  This area of YC is already 
the busiest traffic area on the lake.  PPM relocation should be a requirement because it will 
spread traffic out and make the lake more accessible to all.  (Comment by Michael 
Reddoch) 

On a summer weekend, try navigating your way back into YC around suppertime in a small 
fishing boat … it is a scary ride.  (Comment by Patricia McHughes) 

The proposed marina and no-wake zone will extend 274 yards out into the lake and cover a 
width of more than 460 yards.  This pushes the current boat traffic into a more confined 
area and eliminates areas where people ski, fish, sail and ride PWCs.  On top of traffic 
compression, more people, more boats, PWC, waves, noise, pollution will affect the area.  It 
seems simple that this is too much for one area of the lake.  (Comment by Michael 
Reddoch)   

The development of two marinas that are already there and the Yacht traffic has already 
forced us to go to Bear Creek or to the Alabama side of the lake to fish.  One of the best 
spots for bass fishing, Zippy Creek, is impossible to navigate on summer weekends.  The 
party boats tie up together in the creek and create so much noise and pollution that a 
person would have to be crazy to even enter there.  (Comment by Patricia McHughes)  

The area of the proposed marina and the YC connector between the main channel of the 
Tennessee River and Aqua Harbor is one of the busiest, if not the busiest, area of Pickwick 
Lake in terms of boat traffic.  Over the years, there have been numerous accidents and 
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near accidents within the area located at the west of the YC corridor, and existing property 
owners are already encountering problems due to the enormous wakes being generated by 
the existing boat traffic (Comment by Marvin H. Palmer and Ann Ward Palmer) 

(In Appendix C)  Response to the concern of increased boat traffic – “To me this is not large 
increase in boat traffic” is nothing more than Rodney’s opinion.  My opinion is that he is 
wrong.  How about some substantial facts?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

Applicant statement that YC overcrowding caused by the increase each year in trailer boats 
unloading at the two ramps close by.  If the YC area is already overcrowded then the 
additional boats from the proposed marina would make it worse?  (Comment by Larry 
Nolan) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

65.  Comment: The draft SEA inconsistently states on one page that additional boaters 
would be “assumed” merely to transit the area to reach less congested areas (largely 
because of the congestion TVA would be permitting) but on the very next page says 
additional boaters can be expected to use the embayment.  (Comment by John Heflin, et 
al.) 

TVA Response: It is expected that some boaters will seek to find less crowded areas of 
the embayment/reservoir, while others will continue to use the embayment.   

66.  Comment: A trend line from secondary data (Mississippi Department of Wildlife, 
Fisheries, and Parks and a survey of retail storage facilities) going back 5 years should 
cause grave concern for watercraft traffic forecast in 2010 and 2015.  Annual growth rates 
of 15 percent and 20 percent are likely.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58.   

Boating Safety/Accidents    
67.  Comment: I have witnessed several boating accidents and a tremendous amount of 
boats mainly from the marinas and the already private homes in the area.  The additional 
boat traffic is going to cause accidents and I am sure will result in the death of several 
people.  (Comment by Larry Nolan) 

Cove area in Yellow Creek only safe area available for water activities while staying out of 
the main channels.  (Comment by John Lichterman)  

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58.  TVA has coordinated review of the 
proposed marina with the Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks (Boating 
Law Administrator) which includes a review of recreational boating accidents and boating 
safety issues in the area.  They have indicated that they do not object to the proposal. 

68.  Comment: Most of the large boat owners (are uninformed) leave very large wakes 
when heading to and from the river channel.  Large wakes cause safety concerns.  “I have 
seen my mother thrown from chair sitting on swim platform next to boathouse due to large 
boat wake.”  (Comment by Larry Nolan)  
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I am terribly concerned for the safety of my children and their friends on a summer 
weekend.  With the tremendous increase in traffic on this portion of the lake, even the most 
cautious boat operator is at risk on a summer weekend.  Not all operators understand the 
dangers involved with boat operation.  Please observe the area on a holiday weekend and 
you will better understand the seriousness of my statement.  (Comment by Katie Dalton) 

The authors of the SEA have not personally observed boating traffic on this portion of 
Pickwick, had their boat nearly swamped by wakes from large boats, had SeaDoos pass 
blindly within feet of their bow, or had to face the relatives of persons injured or killed by 
careless boaters.  (Comment by Mark Field) 

The authors of the SEA assign too little weight to safety concerns raised by the 
development.  While noting that boating safety is an important concern, the SEA authors 
shift the burden for that to the boating public.  Why?  They shift the burden to the public 
because the government doesn’t have the resource “to patrol all of the waters in their 
jurisdiction all the time.”  The SEA solution is to add to the problem by increasing 
congestion further and taxing citizen groups with the responsibility of chasing down even 
more ”unsafe and suspicious” boaters to write down particulars.  I submit that if the proper 
solution, if the government doesn’t have the resources to police this section of the lake, is to 
… reject this development.  Doing so will prevent the undue increase in safety issues that 
will result from adding hundreds of additional boats to this already highly congested area.  
(Comment by Mark Field) 

The statement (in 3.4.6) that “boating congestion and boating safety are important public 
concerns” is meant to convey the PPM developers are acting in a concerned way.  The 
following paragraph stating that “boating safety is primarily the responsibility of the boating 
public” seems a more truthful view of what PPM considers to be their responsibility to public 
safety.  Encouraging congestion with the proposed marina is indicating the developer’s 
financial concerns while ignoring the concerns for public safety.  (Comment by Nancy and 
Lynn Magill) 

(In Appendix C)  Response to concern of safety/accidents – On what does Rodney base his 
opinion that “operators of larger boats are usually more educated on proper boating 
techniques”?  As a long time boater my experience is that operators of larger boats have 
less regard for smaller boats, are less aware of their own size and power (especially in 
regard to their wake) and are often boaters who take their boats out very infrequently and 
for very short distances  - in other words they are inexperienced.  (Comment by Nancy and 
Lynn Magill) 

I am very disturbed by the apparent lack of concern for the safety of all boater’s attracted to 
Pickwick and by the lack of concern for the future of the Pickwick area.  (Comment by 
Nancy and Lynn Magill)  

TVA Response: See response to Comment 58. 

69.  Comment: There is little validity in SEA regarding the discussion relating to Lake 
Watch Program.  (Comment by Dave Davis)  

TVA Response: The Lake Watch Program has had great success on many reservoirs but 
is dependent upon local residents’ and lake-user participation.  Law enforcement agencies 
do not have the resources to maintain a constant presence on all water bodies and they 
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rely heavily upon information from the boating public to help maintain safe conditions on the 
region’s lakes and waterways. 

Navigation Safety   
70.  Comment: Refers to a run away barge episode belonging to Ergon in 2001.  Also 
refers to a second barge episode on 3/12/06 in which difficulty maneuvering in the wind 
resulting in the barge ending up in the area in which the proposed marina would be located.  
States that towboat operators must have sufficient room to operate.  (Comment by Vince 
and Marsha Marascuilo) 

Familiar thru friends and pictures with two boating/marine accidents, one which involved 
damages over $500.  Another which involved an empty barge which became unattached 
from its mooring and ended up aground in the cove immediately north of the PPM’s 
proposed fuel dock.  If the PPM marina had been there at the time, the barge would have 
caused severe property damage and as well as environmental.  (Comment by Tom Burkett) 

The draft SEA acknowledges that “the large open embayment at YC is known for windy 
conditions.  Liquid tank barges sit about 13 feet out of the water when empty and can act 
like sails in windy conditions.  Under the right conditions, the wind may catch the end of an 
empty tow while it is pulling away from the terminal and blow it several hundred feet 
sideways before the pilot is able to gain enough forward momentum to gain control.”  
Attached are photos showing barges which have broke loose recently in the precise area of 
the proposed PPM.  Communications with representatives of Ergon reveal continued 
concern over navigation and liability issues.  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

Strong concerns over navigation and safety from the largest tenet at the YC Port seemed to 
have been discounted.  It would appear from the SEA that their objections questioning the 
engineering and method of analysis risk were not being given a proper review.  (Comment 
by Dave Davis) 

TVA Response: The wind blown tow scenario was the issue that prompted the rejection 
of the first marina design submitted by Pickwick Pines.  The alternate design was created 
after TVA held discussions with Ergon and their carrier, other members of the towing 
industry, USACE navigation specialists, and the U.S. Coast Guard.  Ergon’s comments in 
response to the draft SEA dated July 14, 2006, indicate that they feel that TVA and the 
USACE, through the revised design, have adequately resolved the safety issue associated 
with wind blown tows. 

TVA recognizes that several events have occurred in the recent past under conditions in 
which there was no marina present.  Without the marina, tow operators are free to utilize all 
of the space in the embayment to bring their tows under control.  With the redesign of the 
marina so that it lies parallel to the shoreline, TVA and USACE and members of the towing 
industry have determined that there is sufficient room for a tow operator to regain control 
with a minimal risk to the marina.  In the event that the tow is blown due west, the dolphin 
will reduce the risk of a barge striking the marina (see TVA response to Comment 33).   

Breakaway barges may occur at any location where barges are fleeted or moored although 
it is a rare occurrence.  The Yellow Creek embayment is no more susceptible to this than 
any other location on the inland waterway.    
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Water Pollution    
71.  Comment: Believes construction of a new marina will cause more water pollution 
from boats dumping waste into YC.  Boaters do not use the (waste) pump-out facilities.  
Ninety percent of the large boats flush their toilets directly into the river.  Another 228 toilets 
has to add more (water) pollution to the water.  (Comment by Larry Nolan)  

TVA Response: SEA Chapter 6, Permit Conditions, Special Condition No. 3 states that 
“All requests for proposals from developers would require that proposals follow TVA’s 
Tennessee Valley Clean Marina Guidebook for ensuring properly installed, operated, and 
maintained facilities.  Additionally, guidelines would be established to ensure proper and 
complete usage of sewage disposal by the occupants of the marina.”  Yellow Creek 
embayment has been designated as a no discharge area by MDEQ.  Therefore, no boats 
are supposed to discharge any sewage into the waters of this embayment.  Enforcement 
would be done by MDEQ or their designee.  There are three other marinas on Pickwick 
Reservoir that have received TVA’s Clean Marina Certification during the period 2003-2005.  
If approved, Pickwick Pines Marina has also agreed to comply with TVA’s Clean Marina 
standards as stated above. 

72.  Comment: The monitoring of water quality is not thoroughly detailed.  Who will be 
checking this and how often?  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: Mississippi DEQ and TVA both assess water quality in Pickwick 
Reservoir and streams in this area. 

73.  Comment: Water quality tests that are 6 to 7 years old cannot be in the ball park.  
(Comment by Frank Dalton) 

The draft EA fails to address water quality.  The draft SEA indicates water quality 
assessments have not been updated since 1999 (7 years ago).  (Comment by John Heflin, 
et al.) 

TVA Response: The SEA includes results of water quality assessments conducted by 
TVA in 2004 and by MDEQ for their 305(b) Water Quality Assessment program in 2004 and 
again in 2006.  None of these assessments showed impairment of the water quality of 
Pickwick Reservoir.  TVA’s report stated that Pickwick had the highest score to date based 
on their overall water quality index.  Both Mississippi 305(b) reports indicated that Pickwick 
Reservoir is meeting all of its designated uses, including aquatic life support, contact 
recreation, and public water supply.   

Visual Resources   
74.  Comment: The draft SEA gauges scenic integrity in the YC area as ranging “from 
moderate to low.”  The 2000 FEA assessed scenic integrity as “moderate,” so TVA 
documents reflect degradation over the past 6 years.  Presumably, the scenic integrity of 
the area is deserving of protection from further deterioration.  Why then would TVA support 
a project that would cause further deterioration of the scenic integrity to the detriment of all 
homeowners and business in the area?  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: The 2000 FEA does not use the term “scenic integrity,”, rather, it used 
“scenic coherence.”  These terms are similar in context and reference the influence of 
human or natural alteration in the viewshed in varying degrees.  Scenic integrity is a 



Pickwick Pines Marina Inc. 
 

 Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment 70 

measure of scenic importance based on the degree of visual unity and wholeness of the 
natural landscape character.  Scenic attractiveness is a measure of scenic quality based on 
human perceptions of intrinsic beauty as expressed in forms, colors, textures, and visual 
composition of each landscape.  These elements are considered together with scenic 
visibility to describe a scenic value.   

It is stated in the Affected Environment section of Visual Resources in the 2000 FEA that 
“Visual coherence is moderate.”  The document further states that if no action is taken 
“Shoreline erosion would likely continue, thereby, increasing the exposed bank height and 
probably dislodging trees from the steep slopes.  This would increase visual discord over 
time, further reducing the scenic attractiveness and visual coherence.” This has occurred as 
the process of shoreline erosion has further undercut the exposed bank along the property.  
The 2000 FEA continues in the section for Alternative B: “Activities, equipment, and 
materials seen during the construction period would add temporary visual discord until 
project cleanup was complete.” The preliminary work that has begun on the landward 
portion of the development has increased the visual discord visible from positions described 
in the FEA and SEA.  This temporary visual discord would have an incremental effect on 
the scenic integrity at the time of the field assessment for the SEA.   

The parcel was allocated to Commercial Recreation during the 2000 Pickwick Reservoir 
Land Management Plan (Plan).  A management strategy relative to visual resources was 
not developed due to the fact that no significant resources were determined to be present at 
the time data were collected for the Plan.  Impacts to visual resources in this situation would 
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as land-use requests were received.   

TVA reviewed the conceptual design for the commercial recreation development in 2000 
and determined that the impacts associated with construction and operation would not 
result in a net change of the scenic value to exceed the threshold for significance.  TVA has 
again reviewed the impacts associated with the proposed marina in this supplement to the 
original environmental assessment during 2006.  It was determined, based on the 
applicant’s proposed concept for development of the marina and shoreline features, that the 
existing scenic value would not be significantly impacted.   

A copy of TVA’s visual resources assessment criteria is included in Appendix F to the SEA. 

75.  Comment: The SEA states that the proposed PPM would be similar in design and 
construction to Aqua Yacht Harbor’s marina facilities.  The draft SEA also references a 
color scheme applicable to all land and water-based facilities and even signage that will be 
“visually compatible with natural background colors” with “dark roofs on all structures.”  The 
roofs at Aqua Yacht Harbor are off-white.  So which of these inconsistent provisions 
control?  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: The reference to the similarity in design and construction was not 
intended to include colors or material finishes.  Rather, the layout and juxtaposition of 
marina features would be similar to those at Aqua Yacht Harbor, and the construction; e.g., 
the berths, docks, and fueling facilities would be constructed similar to those at Aqua Yacht 
Harbor.  The material finishes and facades would be left to the discretion of the developer, 
with the commitment that those facades and finishes would be compatible with the natural 
background colors. 
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76.  Comment: The 2000 FEA commitment requiring that buildings shall not exceed 
three stories above grade and shall use natural material is omitted from the draft SEA.  
(Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: The draft SEA addresses potential impacts relative to request that the 
agencies approve the proposed marina.  The land based features were addressed in the 
2000 FEA and the commitments and conditions established for these features remain in 
effect.   

Traffic   
77.  Comment: Also familiar with several fatal accidents which have occurred on the 
adjoining highway north of the area.  Those accidents occurred on an almost blind, hill 
curve as exists in front of the proposed PPM.  (Comment by Tom Burkett) 

TVA Response: Warning signs for the entrance/intersection, in addition to an adequate 
roadway design, should minimize accidents due to turning movements. 

78.  Comment: Section 3.4.7 addresses transportation concerns regarding SR 25/57.  
What about traffic making left turns from SR 350 onto SR 25?  This is already a difficult turn 
due to speed and frequency of traffic on SR 25.  This turn is also at the end of the trip to the 
lake therefore drivers tend to be more anxious to get through this intersection and are less 
cautious regarding cross traffic.  Increasing cross traffic will only worsen this situation.  Why 
has this not been addressed?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response:  The SEA contains data that show even with the projected development, 
traffic levels on SR 25 are far below the HCM capacity of the facility (16.2 percent).  
Therefore ample spacing between successive vehicles in the traffic flow on SR 25 should 
be available to allow vehicles from secondary streets to gain access.  SR 25 is an 
interrupted-flow facility (i.e., it has external devices that periodically interrupt traffic flow 
such as driveways and side streets), and there will be constant stopping and restarting of 
the traffic stream.  This variation in the traffic flow should assist in speed regulation of the 
individual vehicles in the traffic stream. 

79.  Comment: In the 2000 FEA, TVA estimated a 30 percent increase in vehicular traffic 
resulting from a convention center facility with a 100-slip marina.  The draft SEA, considers 
a facility which would involve a much greater flow of traffic in and out of the facility, yet this 
issue of increased vehicular traffic is largely ignored.  (Comment by John Heflin et al.) 

TVA Response: These issues were not ignored.  The SEA discusses the percent 
increases in traffic and also discussed/compared the projected peak-hour rates with the 
HCM capacity of a similar roadway.  Clarification was added to the SEA table. 

Other Environmental   
80.  Comment: Pollution concerns focus on four areas:  noise, sewage, water, and litter.  
At this time shore owners have to manage all of these items at the current traffic levels.  
Adding more boats, PWC, and people will escalate this problem.  (Comment by Michael 
Reddoch) 
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Believes the PPM project will impact the wildlife, environment, safety and the public.  
(Comment by Martha Huie)  

TVA Response: Chapter 3 of the 2000 FEA and the 2006 SEA address the environmental 
consequences of locating a proposed commercial marina in Yellow Creek embayment.  
Each resource area is evaluated independently to determine potential impacts from a 
proposed action.  No significant impacts were identified in any of the resource areas.   

81.  Comment: (In Appendix C)  Response to concern of noise pollution – I’m very glad 
that a nighttime “curfew” is planned, but I’m also concerned about engine noises during the 
daytime from these additional boats.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

TVA Response: Comment noted.  Section 3.4.8 of the SEA addresses potential noise 
impacts. 

82.  Comment: (In Appendix C)  Response to concern of loss of wildlife habitat – fish 
congregating around marinas are not usually the fish attractive to fishermen.  And yes, 
“squirrel, beaver, waterfowl, and an occasional eagle” will be visible after construction of 
PPM but they will no longer be “abundant” as Rodney insists.  (Comment by Nancy and 
Lynn Magill) 

83.  Comment: I know you have a large amount of data and concerns from several 
people.  Please keep in mind all the thoughts on water quality, loss of recreational usage, 
high density boat storage, scenic views, increased traffic on a small corridor of the lake, 
land values, erosion of the shoreline, noise pollution, and more.  (Comment by Katie 
Dalton) 

TVA Response: Comment noted. 

Socioeconomic   
84.  Comment: Is it true that this land was taken through Eminent Domain?  If true, If so, 
how can private developer use it for personal gain?  (Comment by Martha Huie, Mary Ben 
Heflin) 

TVA Response:  The lands TVA has granted by easement to Tishomingo County 
Development Foundation were acquired through voluntary acquisition. 

85.  Comment: Your report mentions work and new jobs for people in the area.  I am 
sure a minimum of people will be employed at the PPM and outside contractors will likely 
be responsible for its construction.  (Comment by Larry Nolan) 

Does TCDF understand that the local economy will not benefit from this?  (Comment by 
Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

The development is about revenue for the county and property tax revenue for off-lake 
property.  This development benefits a few select people at the expense of others that use 
the lake.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 
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Conclusions like “significant economic advantages to the area” are not supported by any 
time series data from which one might infer or extrapolate-just a subjective opinion.  
(Comment from Dave Davis) 

Our modeling indicates that the marina would employ a maximum of 12 (FTEs) and as few 
as 6.  If 12 are employed, 8 to 10 are minimum wage type jobs.  Construction should take 
180 days and likely come from out-of-state firms.  This is hardly a “significant economic 
impact” to the county or the region.  (Comment by Dave Davis, Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

The authors of the SEA fail to take into account the existence of other forms of commercial 
development would offer similar economic benefits with less harm.  Another form of 
development that demands less surface acreage and generate less boat traffic, such as a 
hotel, an on shore boat storage facility and launch, or restaurant, would have the potential 
to generate just as much economic benefit with significantly less harm.  (Comment by Mark 
Field) 

TVA Response: Employment in construction or in operation of the marina would be small 
compared to employment in the area; however, this would provide a small but positive 
impact on the local economy and to local government revenues.   The SEA describes these 
as positive effects on the local economy, but not as significant.   

86.  Comment: What are the financial benefits that accrue to the TCDF and are they at 
fair market value?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

In reading the SEA, it seems that the TVA is looking for method to accommodate the 
Tishomingo County Development Authority for more tax revenue.  (Comment by Michael 
Reddoch)  

TVA Response: The proposed development is expected to modestly increase tax 
revenues of the county government.  Whether these revenues would be made available to 
the TCDF is something to be decided by the local government.    

87.  Comment: The 2000 FEA was for a convention center that could seat at least 200 
people and a 100 room hotel.  It was not opposed because the number of people it would 
employ in the county.  How many people would it employ full time?  (Comment by Mary Ben 
Heflin) 

TVA Response: Total full-time employment for the originally proposed commercial 
recreational facilities, including the convention center and hotel, would depend on a number 
of factors including the types and lengths of meetings utilizing the facilities, the sizes of the 
groups involved, and to what extent users were from the local area.  However, for a 
convention center, hotel, and marina as in the 2000 FEA, TVA estimates that total full-time 
employment likely would be in the range of 40 to 60 people.  In addition, some part-time 
employment would be likely during special events. 

88.  Comment: Being a banker for 10 years, I have grown to appreciate the wonderful 
economic benefits of recreational development.  However this development if built as 
planned has the potential to devastate YC’s recreational opportunities.  While this 
development may make money for the developer and potentially for the county, it will cost 
the environment, homeowners, and TVA more.  (Comment by Frank and Amy Davis) 
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The people who are on this committee obviously have no stake in what happens to our 
beautiful Tennessee River.  I cannot believe you are willing to trade the safety and welfare 
of this wonderful area of the state for such questionable economic good.  (Comment by 
Patricia McHughes) 

TVA Response: Analysis of recreation impacts (see Section 3.4.6) does not indicate that 
the new development would have any significant impact on existing recreation opportunities 
or on the natural and human environment (various sections in Chapter 3). 

89.  Comment: What is the public bidding process for all construction work?  It is also 
our understanding that there is no local construction company qualified to build a public 
marina.  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: Neither TVA nor USACE would construct the proposed marina.  It is a 
private development.  The agencies’ roles are to respond to the applicant’s request for 
approval of the marina.  The process used to retain a construction firm and who that 
construction firm might be are up to the applicant and not the agencies. 

Property Values   
90.  Comment: States that the Pickwick Pines Marina development will adversely affect 
property values of lake front property owners.  (Comment by Dave Davis, 6/20/06, Daily 
Journal) 

There is no basis for the claim in the SEA that the facilities of this type (marina) are likely to 
increase property values in the area.  More congested shoreline conditions detract from the 
attractiveness of surrounding property, greater boat congestions detracts from the appeal of 
the area, and thus detracts from property values.  The 2000 FEA recognizes that property 
values would be negatively affected by noise, inadequate security, or poor maintenance 
and upkeep of the proposed facility.  The SEA ignores these facts and provides no 
safeguards to prevent these detrimental impacts from occurring.  (Comment by John Heflin, 
et al.) 

There will be a decrease in property values due to an increase in noise and traffic.  
(Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

TVA Response: Development of the type proposed could increase property values by 
increasing the demand for the property in the area, either for residential use by persons 
attracted to the area by the recreation opportunities available in the area or for further 
commercial development in the general area.  Changes that inhibit or limit potential uses of 
the property or nuisance factors that decrease its desirability for current uses can have 
negative impacts on property values.  Such impacts could arise due to increased noise, 
allowing undesirable nearby land uses, negative impacts to visual resources, increases in 
road traffic, or overcrowding of boat traffic, and other recreational activities.  As discussed 
in Chapter 3 of the DSEA, the proposed development would not be likely to have significant 
negative impacts on any of these resources.  Nevertheless, these nuisance factors could 
have some effect on property values in the area. 
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Regulatory   
91.  Comment: Who will provide enforcement of water quality permits and construction 
observation?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for 
enforcing water quality permits.  TVA and USACE are responsible for enforcing the 
conditions in their approvals/permits. 

92.  Comment: Request for detailed information concerning the MDEQ Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and how sediments from dredged areas and proposed 
backfilling of the lake is to be handled.  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

The plans call for dredging of a cove and shoreline I have fished all my life.  (Comment by 
Frank and Amy Davis)  

TVA Response:  Information about MDEQ programs may be found at 
www.deq.state.ms.us   All dredge spoils would be disposed of at the location on the map on 
page A-13 of the SEA.  Any backfill used would be required to be from an upland source.   

93.  Comment: Why are the “Special Conditions” on page 35 of the draft SEA 
“Recommended” rather than “Required” (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

TVA Response: They are not “recommended special conditions for the applicant,” rather, 
they are recommended to be included in the DA permit or TVA’s Section 26a approval.  If 
they are established as conditions, the applicant would have to meet them.  Chapter 6 lists 
required permit conditions. 

94.  Comment: Does the Coast Guard (law enforcement) have the manpower and 
budget to police this area and insure the marina is operating safely and complying with 
regulations?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: TVA met with the Coast Guard on December 6, 2005, about this 
proposal, and they did not express any concern about carrying out their responsibilities. 

95.  Comment: What criteria does the District Engineer (COE) use to determine if the 
proposal is “contrary to public interest?”  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: The USACE criteria are contained in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Part 320 – General Regulatory Criteria..   

96.  Comment: Due to the increase in recreational boating traffic mixing with the nearby 
barge activity at YC Port, has a contingency plan been developed to contain a potential 
hazardous materials spill?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Regarding potential spills from that could possibly occur at the proposed 
marina, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan would be required of 
the applicant prior to permitting of the fuel facility.  Contingency plans for emergency 
response to hazardous material spills associated with the Yellow Creek State Inland Port 
would be under the authority of the Yellow Creek State Inland Port or the carrier of the 
hazardous material. 
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Compliance   
97.  Comment: The dock on the south side was built without a prior permit.  Even though 
the permit was subsequently pulled - Was TVA giving preferential treatment?  Also is the 
cruiser moored on the dock being used as a residence for the harbormaster?  (Reference 
5.R in the Grant of Term Recreational Easement, TCDF which states “No vessels shall be 
used for human habitation”).  Where is the owner of this cruiser pumping out the waste?  
(Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

TVA Response: TVA granted permission for the dock to be located on site during 
planning of the marina and development.  The dock will be incorporated into the final 
approved structure.  The harbormaster also has a residence in a nearby subdivision.  He 
has a 30 gallon portable storage unit which is pumped out at Pickwick Pines Resort on 
Highway 350.   

98.  Comment: Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) has already cleared trees from the land 
and added run off into the lake.  They have erected a fence, building and signage in an 
effort to push this project through.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch). 

States that there were trees cleared on the property in 2005 and asks if the appropriate 
permits were issued prior to tree clearing.  Cites SEA, Chapter 6 reference “The applicant 
would be required, though deed restrictions, to maintain a 50 foot undisturbed buffer to be 
managed as a shoreline management zone…Minimum openings are acceptable for water 
access on the south end.”  States that this is one example of developer not abiding by the 
commitments in SEA.  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

Section 6.0 (Commitments), No. 5 states that “undisturbed forest buffers at least 50 feet 
wide would be maintained and enhanced around the site.”  The hill ending at the water’s 
edge has already been cleared.  How does that fit into the Commitments?  And how did 
PPM have authority to clear that land before obtaining all the necessary approvals for 
construction of this project?  And what of all the erosion that has already taken place on this 
bare hillside during the rainy spring and summer?  Is this an indication of PPM’s 
commitment?  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

Why was PPM allowed to build a dock before their permit was issued?  Why was PPM 
allowed to bulldoze hundreds of trees without a final EA?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 97.  In 2000, TVA completed a FEA and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for a 40-year commercial recreation easement 
over this tract to Tishomingo County Development Foundation (TCDF).  The easement was 
approved by the TVA Board in 2001.  TVA also approved the lease from TCDF to PPM.  
The ongoing environmental review is for the TVA/USACE permit(s) for the marina portion of 
the development.  TVA has approved all the land disturbances that have taken place.  Tree 
removal along the shoreline was allowed for development and construction of the cart path 
on the property.  TVA will continue to work with PPM once construction is complete to 
develop a manageable riparian zone along the shoreline. 
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Supportive Comments   
99.  Comment: Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) is needed because other facilities are full.  
The ramp across from Aqua on the Tennessee side is often full and needs improvement.  
(Comment by Ron Smith) 

PPM marina will bring economic progress to the area and provide the best use for the area 
(Comment by Ron Smith).   

I think the project would boost the economy in our area.  We need this in Tishomingo 
County.  (Comment by Danny Kennedy) 

PPM marina can’t help but improve property values (comment by Ron Smith) 

Safety is not an issue and that safety concerns are due to irresponsible actions by the 
public.  (Comment by Ron Smith).   

TVA Response: The above comments have been reviewed and noted.   

General Comments Opposing  
100.  Comment: The Pickwick Pines Marina (PPM) developer has been very 
unresponsive to our concerns, and it is quite obvious that he does not care.  I am 
disappointed in TVA, their weak reports, their apparent lack of knowledge regarding the 
outcome if the marina is constructed.  If you allow the PPM construction, I am going to e-
mail you with regards to injuries, deaths, property damage, water pollution, etc.  (Comment 
by Larry Nolan) 

There needs to be a formal inquiry into the relationship between the developer and the 
Yellow Creek Port Authority.  (Comment by Vince and Marsha Marascuilo) 

I feel like responding to the PPM proposal once again is a total waste of time.  The 
committees that are supposed to be protecting the homeowners and the welfare of the 
public property have obviously already decided that this marina will happen.  Mr.  McMeans 
has already promised that this marina will be available to the residents of his resort and he 
will stop at nothing to make it happen.  (Comment by Patricia McHughes) 

Given all the corruption scandals currently floating around the State of Tennessee, maybe 
these Land Use Representatives don’t want their business dealing studied too closely.  
How many of the decision makers are friends or relatives of Mr.  McMeans?  (Comment by 
Patricia McHughes) 

I feel confident that if you read the developer’s response to the homeowners’ concerns, you 
too will see how inadequate the responses are.  I think Mr.  McMeans should have his 
marina … just not in YC on this site.  (Comment by Patricia McHughes) 

TVA Response: Comments noted. 

101.  Comment: PPM letter responding to issues of concern is comprised entirely of 
unsupported opinion by a person having a direct financial interest in the outcome of TVA’s 
decision.  Why would TVA give credence to the interested and unsupported opinions of the 
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GM of the proposed PPM?  What support does he have for his statements such as “I do not 
believe that boat traffic will be greatly increased?”  He makes reference to what “statistics 
show” but never cites any supporting statistics.  (Comment by John Heflin, et al.) 

The applicant’s response to public comment (Appendix C to SEA) during the COE Public 
Notice reviews – can only be described as shallow, inadequate, and without authentication.  
If this is acceptable to TVA and COE, then there seems to be a clear desire to not hold the 
developer accountable.  (Comment by Dave Davis)  

TVA Response: The applicant’s responses have been considered, but TVA and USACE 
have independently examined the issues raised by the public. 

102.  Comment: “We feel that TVA’s role is custodian of the river.  If TVA allows Yellow 
Creek to become a garage for Pickwick Lake, then it’s not being a good custodian.” 
(Comment by John Heflin, Wheeler Lake News, 7/11/06) 

TVA Response: TVA takes its responsibilities for managing the Tennessee River system 
very seriously.  The issues raised by the public have been carefully considered and 
appropriately evaluated partly in furtherance of those responsibilities. 

103.  Comment: The fact that Rodney is boasting of having “75 slips spoken for” leads me 
to ask if he is undercutting prices at the existing marinas or is he referring to residents of 
Pickwick Pines who were promised water slips when they purchased their condo?  And the 
boaters affected by the hurricanes are temporary tenants.  (Comment by Nancy and Lynn 
Magill) 

TVA Response: See response to Comment 4.  TVA does not know the motivation for 
those planning to use the proposed marina, but TVA analyses indicate a need for additional 
dock and storage space. 

104.  Comment: Seems that TVA is “hell bent” to allow construction of the marina 
regardless of what the people on YC want and what is right for the area.  “Allowing the 
construction of PPM over all the objections that approximately 300 families have is 
staggering for me to believe.”  (Comment by Larry Nolan) 

TVA Response: Comments have been received both supporting and opposing the 
proposed marina. 

105.Comment: Please do not cave in to the pressures of money, especially since you 
are voted in/hired body in charge of protecting the lake from short sighted people only 
interested in making a profit.  (Comment by Drew Renshaw) 

TVA Response: TVA and USACE have been requested to approve plans for the 
proposed marina.  Other than application fees and the recovery of administrative review 
costs, the agencies have no financial stake in the outcomes of their permitting processes.  
Commercial recreation facilities necessarily have a profit-making objective, but they still 
provide important benefits to the areas in which they are located. 

106.  Comment: Why does the PPM proposal directly contradict the 2001 Pickwick 
Reservoir Land Management Plan that reported 83 percent of respondents indicated a 
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need for more natural resource conservation, protection of water, shoreline, and public 
land?  (Comment by Mary Ben Heflin) 

TVA Response: Use of the parcel for commercial recreation, including the proposed 
marina, is consistent with the Pickwick Reservoir Land Management Plan.  Significant 
acreage has been allocated to the identified uses under the plan.   

107.  Comment: There is an apparent lack of concern for property owners who are a 
major reason the area has thrived – our property taxes, food purchases, fuel purchases, 
boat purchases, boat license, fishing licenses, many services including boat maintenance, 
yard maintenance, fishing guides and everything else that goes into maintaining a 
second/vacation home have all been instrumental in development of the area.  I can’t tell 
you how disappointed we are that we cannot count on our government agencies to be our 
advocates and that this beautiful area is being overtaken by unfettered commercialism.  
(Comment by Nancy and Lynn Magill) 

How is it that a development can be built taking away a publicly used common natural 
resource without compensating the public for the loss?  The public has a right to keep these 
areas public.  The TVA is the public’s only protection.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

Taking away a portion of the right-of-way, adding more boats, personal watercraft, and on-
lake amenities here is a permanent mistake.  Permanent, irreversible effect on quality of 
this area of the lake.  (Comment by Michael Reddoch) 

TVA Response: TVA fully appreciates and is grateful that existing reservoir users, 
property owners, and commercial interests want to protect their lifestyles.   It is TVA’s 
responsibility to try to achieve a balance among all of the existing and proposed uses of 
TVA’s reservoirs.  Public review processes such as this one help us do that. 

108.  Comment: No substantive response to the challenge that the marina would largely 
eliminate a key recreational skiing area.  (Comment by Dave Davis) 

The authors of the SEA assign too little weight to the disruption of the existing recreational 
use of the lake surface area where the marina will be located.  The SEA notes that this 
facility will only create “a little less room on the embayment as the marina would occupy 
about 21 surface acres” (the embayment itself is about 500).  This assessment is off track.  
The problem is the faulty assumption that all 500 surface acres of the embayment are 
equally useful for recreation.  Most of the 500 acres is devoted to ingress and egress to the 
main river, the Tenn-Tom Waterway, marinas, and various other commercial facilities.  Vast 
other portions of the 500 acres are too shallow for skiing and tubing.  The area where the 
marina’s footprint will be is the most popular area in the embayment for waterskiing and 
tubing.  It is relatively sheltered and outside of the traffic flow, which makes it safe for kids.  
I believe that the proposed marina will eliminate ½ of the YC embayment suitable area for 
skiing and tubing.  Believes that SEA authors should reexamine this factor after taking 
proper measurements of the surface area that is suitable for skiing and tubing now, and the 
area that will be suitable if the PPM is built.  (Comment by Mark Field) 

There is plenty of “open” water everywhere on Pickwick Lake except on Yellow Creek.  
(Comment by Larry Nolan) 
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Development of PPM at the proposed location will impact uses by current residents 
regarding recreational use: waterskiing, boating, jet skiing, relaxing and fishing.  Currently 
used by homeowners in YC and the local area and visitors.  (Comment by John 
Lichterman)  

TVA Response   The data and findings in the attached Appendix E, Yellow Creek 
Embayment Boating Capacity Study, reflect actual boat counts and estimated recreational 
boat impacts from the proposed Pickwick Pines Marina and the actual surface at summer 
pool (414 feet) of 2,678 acres with 43.7 miles of shoreline.  In addition, the data show the 
capacity for all types of recreational boating activities should not be congested on 
weekdays and weekends prior to noon with boat counts increasing during Saturday and 
Sunday afternoons.   
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APPENDIX A  –  JOINT PUBLIC NOTICE 05-87-A 
 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

AND 
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

 
PICKWICK PINES MARINA INC. 

IUKA, MISSISSIPPI 
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APPENDIX B  –  2000 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

TISHOMINGO COUNTY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 
REQUEST FOR LONG-TERM TENURE COMMERCIAL RECREATION 

EASEMENT 
TRACT NO. XPR-460RE 

DECEMBER 2000 
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APPENDIX C  –  APPLICANT RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC NOTICE NO. 05-87-A 
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APPENDIX D  –  DOLPHIN LOCATION  
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Figure D-1. Dolphin Location 
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APPENDIX F  –  SCENIC VALUE CRITERIA FOR SCENERY 
INVENTORY AND MANAGEMENT 
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APPENDIX G  –  AGENCY RESPONSES  
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November 20, 2006 
 
Mr. Thomas O. Maher 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
400 West Summit Hill Drive 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902-1401 
 
RE: Proposed 26A Permit Request, Proposed Commercial Marina, Pickwick Reservoir, MDAH Project 

Log #11-013-06, Tishomingo County 
 
Dear Mr. Maher:    
 
We have reviewed your request for a cultural resources assessment for the above referenced project in 
accordance with our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 
Part 800. After reviewing the information provided, it is our determination that no properties listed in or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places will be affected. Therefore, we have no 
reservations with the proposed project. Please note that we sent a clearance letter for essentially the same 
project to Mr. Ken Hardwick, Pickwick Pines Resort, on November 18, 2005. 
 
Should there be additional work in connection with the project, or any changes in the scope of work, please let 
us know in order that we may provide you with appropriate comments in compliance with the above referenced 
regulations. If we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
H.T. Holmes 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
 
 
 
By:  Jim Woodrick 
        Review and Compliance Officer 
 
c:  Clearinghouse for Federal Programs 
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