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J. CULTURAL IMPACTS 

1. Archaeological Impacts 

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800 regulations, staff members of the 

Tennessee Department of Transportation's Cultural Resource Section 

surveyed the general area of the proposed project to determine if 

any archaeological resources would be affected. Survey reports 

detailing the findings of this evaluation are a.n Appendix C. In 

cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), it 

was determined that the proposed project will have no effect on any 

eligible or listed National Register archaeological resource (See 

SHPO letter dated 4-9-02 in Appendix C). The entire archaeological 

report can be found at the Environmental Planning and Permits 

Division. 

I 2. Architectural/Historical Impacts 

It is the opinion of the Department that the proposed project, 

I as presently designed, will have no effect to any architectural or 

I 
historical resources included in or eligible for inclusion in, the 

National Register of Historic Places (Refer to the SHPO letter 

I 
dated 5-12-99 in Appendix C). The entire architectural/historical 

report can be found at the Environmental Planning and Permits 

Division. 

I 
I 

K. VISUAL IMPACTS 

The visual impacts associated with the proposed improvements 

I 
would be the removal of trees and portions of front yards along the 

existing State Route 29. There are no sensitive urban or rural 

settings to be impacted by the project. The view from the road will 

allow the traveler to enjoy pleasant aesthetic views of this areat of Roane and Morgan Counties. Visual impacts would be most evident 

ln Alternate B where no highway presently exists.
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L. ENERGY IMPACTS 

Construction of the proposed project will involve the 

commitment of energy resources both during the. short-term 

construction stage and throughout the long-term operation of the 

highway. The "Build" Alternative will require greater energy 

resources in construction than the "No Build" Alternative will 

require in its maintenance. The post-construction operational 

energy requirements of the facility should be less with the "Build" 

Alternative than the "No Build" Alternative. The long-term energy 

impact would result in net savings in energy usage. 

M. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

During the actual construction phase of the project there are 

several categories of unavoidable environmental effects which are 

expected to occur. These are (1) soil erosion and siltation of 

watercourses, (2) disposal of solid waste including open burning 

and fugitive dust, (3) construction noise and (4) detours, public 

safety, and utility relocations. These adverse construction impacts 

are primarily short-term in duration and only exist during the 

construction period. 

Construction procedures and public safety shall be governed by 

the latest guidelines contained in TDOT' "Standard Specifications 

for Road and Bridge Construction", (March 1995) and FHWA's Best 

Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control, (June 1985). 

Disposal of solid waste generated by the construction of this 

project shall be in accordance with all State waste management 

rules and regulations. If open burning is used to dispose of 

vegetation or construction materials, the process must comply with 

the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Regulations as well s any local 

regulations . 
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N. GEOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

The area topography includes rock cuts, rolling to steep 

hills. The project involves rocks of the Cumberland Plateau and the 

Valley and Ridge Province north of Harriman. A preliminary report 

discussing potential geotechnical ·problems was completed in June of 

1999 and a geotechnical investigation for Sections I-III was 

completed in February 2002. 

Several coal beds are present and the unweathered black shales 

are pyritic, as are the hard unweathered sandstones. A potential 

foundation problem may be posed by springs, small wetlands and soft 

ground, which may require rock pads or undercutting. Also, 

interbedded soft shales and hard sandstones if cut vertically or at 

high angles have produced an under-weathering problem along some of 

the existing roadway of the Cumberland Plateau. The shales weather 

quickly, leaving large overhangs of sandstone, which break off and 

cause a rock fall problem. It is recommended that slopes, where 

this is a potential problem, be cut back on a 1.5:1 slope ratio to 

avoid the problem. 

Samples of pyritic rock were collected in Sections I-III. A 

mitigation plan will be formulated and followed during and after 

construction to ensure the protection of the ecology of the area. 

The Department has extensive experience with road construction 

projects involving pyritic material. 

In Section IV, Alternative B, there are strip mines in the 

area. The proposed alignment does avoid the known mines, but some 

of the area is strongly suspected to be unmapped and may possibly 

contain reclaimed mines. Undiscovered reclaimed strip mines will be 

investigated further in the road design phase for this section. 

Section IV, Alternative A, crosses rolling topography with 

moderate stream dissection resulting in small but steep canyons and 

stream courses. However, no exceptional geotechnical problems were 

noted. 
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O. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPACTS 

Along the proposed widening of this section of State Route 29, 

there are several locations within the project limits that may 

contain underground storage tanks that could be affected by right­

of-way acquisition. The removal of any underground storage tanks 

will be accomplished by following the applicable procedures adopted 

by Federal and State agencies. It is expected that the required 

procedures for monitoring the use of the tanks for possible leaks 

and spillage will be taken at the appropriate time. It is not 

anticipated that there will be problems with clearing the right-of­

way at these locations. 

In the event hazardous substances/wastes are encountered 

within the proposed right-of-way, their disposition shall be 

subject to the applicable sections of the Federal Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended; and the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as 

amended; and the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983. 

P. PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS IMPACTS 

The project will have no impact on the Cumberland Trail State 

Park or any potential corridor it might follow. Although they are 

not specifically marked for pedestrian and bicycle usage, the 

project is being designed with paved shoulders that will allow for 

these functions. 
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CHAPTER IV 

COORDINATION AND COMMENTS 

A. Initial Coordination 

Initial coordination packages were sent. out on October 9, 

1998, to federal, state, and local agencies and officials. They 

were asked to review the proposal and to comment on its possible 

effects or their areas of environmental concern so that all 

foreseeable impacts could be considered in the environmental and 

location studies. Copies of the replies and a list of those who 

received the initial coordination are in Appendix B. 

B. Initial Coordination Mailing List 

LIST OF AGENCIES TO WHICH THE INITIAL COORDINATION WAS SENT 

RECEIVED 

RESPONSES (X) 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Appalachian Regional Commission 

Federal Emergency Management Agency - Mitigation Division 

Department of Housing and Urban Development - Environmental 
Officer 

U.S. Department of Interior 
U.S. Geological Survey - Environmental Affairs 
U.S. Geological Survey - Water Resources Division 
Office of Surface Mining 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Fish and Wildlife Service (X) 

Department of Commerce - Ecology and Environmental 
Conservation 

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (X} 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES (Cont.) 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission-Atlanta Regional 
Office (X) 

u. S. Department of Transportation - Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Tennessee	 Valley Authority 
Environmental Management (X) 
Land Management 

u.s. Army Corps of Engineers (X)
 

Environmental Protection Agency - EIS Review Section
 

STATE AGENCIES 

Tennessee State Planning Office 

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 
Commissioner's Office 
Division of Water Pollution Control (X) 
Division of Water Supply 
Division of Ground Water Resources (X) 
Division of Natural Heritage 
Division of Solid Waste Management (X) 
Division of Air Pollution Control (X) 

Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency 

Tennessee Historical Commission 

Tennessee Department of Agriculture 

Tennessee Department of Education 

Emory River Watershed 

LOCAL AGENCIES AND OFFICIALS
 

East Tennessee Development District (X)


• Roane County Executive
 

Road Superintendent - Roane County (X)
 

Morgan County Executive 
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LOCAL AGENCIES (Cont.) 

Superintendent of Highways - Morgan County 

Mayor of Wartburg 

Public Works Director of Wartburg 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

Tennessee Trails Association/Cumberland Trail 

Sierra Club - Knoxville 

Tennessee State Chapter of the Sierra Club 

Tennessee Conservation League 

Tennessee Scenic Rivers Association 

Tennessee Environmental Council 

C.	 Summary and Disposition of Comments 

Received from the Initial Coordination 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Conference (X) 

Comment: The improvement will not impact any of the 

hydroelectric developments under the jurisdiction of the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission . 

•	 Disposition: None. 
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;; FEDERAL AGENCIES (Cant.) 

United States Department of the Interior - Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Comment: The above agency 1S concerned that highway proj ects 

frequently accelerate erosion and sedimentation in streams, 

resulting in adverse effects to the aquatic environment. They 

recommend that silt barriers and several other control 

measures to mitigate adverse impacts be put in place when 

working adjacent to all streams to prevent runoff of sediment. 

In addition, the USFWS provided a list of four federally 

listed or proposed endangered or threatened species that may 

occur in the project impact areas. These are the Spotfin chub 

(Hybopsis monacha), Cumberland elktoe (Alasmidonta 

atropurpurea), . Cumberland rosemary (Conradian verticillata) 

and Virginia spiraea (Spiraea virginiana). (Refer to Appendix 

B for their letter) . 

Disposition: A Biological Assessment (BA) is being performed 

and requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 

1973 will be fulfilled prior to approval of the final 

environmental document. See Ecological Impacts in Chapter III. 

Department of the Army - Nashville District Corps of Engineers 

Comment: The proposed project would be crossing of Little 

Emory River and a number of other streams. These waterways, as 

well as wetland locations which may be impacted by the project 

should be submitted to the above agency for review prior to 

execution of construction. 

• Disposition: Concerns are discussed in Chapter III. Also, The 

Department will continue to coordinate with the above agency 

during all stages of the proposed improvement. 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES (Cont.) 

United States Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources 

Conservation Service 

Comment: They submitted the Farmland Impact Rating Form (See 

Appendix B) to determine farmland impacts. 

Disposition: None. 

TVA - Environmental Management Department 

Comment: (December 23, 1998 letter), the above agency is 

concerned about Little Emory River, Bitter Creek, Crooked 

Fork, and other tributaries crossings. In addition, an 

easement to cross TVA land and permission to fill in flowage 

easement along the Little Emory River also would be needed. 

Other issues concern the Cumberland Trail State Park in the 

area under study. Endangered species habitat in the Little 

Emory River/Bitter Creek area are also of concern. They 

requested to be a cooperative agency during the NEPA process. 

Disposition: TDOT will keep TVA informed during the NEPA 

process and we will coordinate with the appropriate agencies 

to meet their requirements. A Cumberland Trail Conference 

letter (August 26, 2002) indicated that the project would have 

no impact on the Cumberland Trail State Park or any potential 

corridor it might follow. (Letter is on file at EPPD office) 

STATE AGENCIES 

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 

Comment: The above agency prefers Alternative B because it 

crosses fewer streams and it encompasses less distance than 
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STATE AGENCIES (Cont.) 

Alternative A. The agency also prefers a narrower median and 

shoulder in both Section 1 and Alternative B. The number and 

size of stream crossings should be minimized. 

Disposition: See "Build" Alternative in Chapter II. This 1S 

our standard typical section for this type of roadway. 

Department of Environment And Conservation - Division of Air 

Pollution Control 

Comment: The above agency noted that the project is not in a 

nonattainment or maintenance area, therefore a formal 

conformity determination is not required. It was also noted 

that since the project is in proximity to the Smokey 

Mountains, some concern has been expressed in regards to 

regional haze effects, and traffic simulation modeling has 

been suggested. However, their agency is not requiring any 

specific actions above what would be included in the standard 

Environmental Assessment, as pursuant to the NEPA process. 

Disposition: None. 

Department of Environment And Conservation - Division of 

Ground Water Protection 

Comment: The Department does not anticipate that this project 

will effect or conflict with any of their programs. 

Disposition: None. 
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STATE AGENCIES (Cont.) 

Department of Environment And Conservation Knoxville 

Environmental Field Office 

Comment: The above agency noted that a site investigation was 

performed for the project. Some commercial facilities were 

located along Alternative A that have the potential to containI 
- .. \ 

soil contamination. Alternative B was not investigated because 

it was on private property. The above agency stated that there 

are no permitted solid or hazardous waste facilities in the 

proposed right-of-way and dependent upon final placement of 
\; 

the proposed improvement, the right-of-way could be 

contaminated from convenient stores or old service garage 

sites. 

Disposition: The "Hazardous Materials Impacts" Section of this 

report addresses these concerns. 

Local Agencies 

~ East Tennessee Development District 

'---' 

Comment: The above agency completed its review of the project~ 
and expressd no opinion. The ETDD response did include a 

letter from the president of the Plateau Utility District, who 

supported the project and Alternative B. 

• 
Disposition: None. 

-.,)
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Local Agencies (Cont.) 

Roane County Highway Department 

Comment: The above agency sent letters to two residences and 

one commercial establishment along Bitter Creek Highway. One 

resident responded that they were against the project. 

Disposition: None. 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

Cumberland Trail Conference/ Tennessee Trails Association 

Comment: The above agencies indicated that the project would 

have no impact on the Cumberland Trail State Park or any 

potential corridor it might follow. 

Disposition: None. 

D.	 COOPERATING AGENCIES 

TVA - Environmental Management Department 

Comment: In response to TDOT requesting TVA to become a 

cooperating agency, TVA indicated that they were pleased to 

participate as a cooperating agency in development of the EA. 

By incorporating the TVA Section 26a and land use review into 

the	 Department of Transportation EA process, TVA hoped to 

increase the efficiency of the environmental review process 

for both agencies. 

In order to assist TVA in meeting its NEPA responsibilities, 

this	 agency asked that information related to wetlands and 
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COOPERATING AGENCIES (Cant.) 

potential mitigation, Floodplain Management Executive Order, 

National Historic Preservation Act compliance, and Endangered 

Species Act compliance be included in the EA and Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI). Other issues TVA noted that may 

included, as appropriate, state-listed species (biodiversity 

impacts), farmland, noise, and visual impacts. 

Disposition: The information requested is discussed in the 

appropriate sections of the EA. 

On August 20, 2002 a preliminary EA was sent to TVA for their 

review. 

Comment: On September 3, 2002, TVA commented on the 

preliminary EA. Their first comment was to make sure the 

project would not adversely impact the endangered species 

habitats near the Little Emory/Bitter Creek and Flat Fork 

areas. TVA's second comment concerned the natural gas pipeline 

upgrade project in the area between Lone Mountain State Forest 

and the Little Emory River. 

Disposi tion: TDOT has completed a Biological Assessment (BA) 

addressing the endangered species question. A summary of the 

project was send to East Tennessee Natural Gas Company. 

Natural gas pipelines will be addressed more fully in the ROW 

and design phase of the project. 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Department of the Army - Nashville District Corps of Engineers 

On August 20, 2002 a preliminary EA was sent to the U.S. Corps 

of Engineers for their review. 
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COOPERATING AGENCIES (Cont.) 

Comment: On October 2, 2002, the Corps commented on the 

preliminary EA. Their review of the information provided 

indicated that the proposed work would involve impacts from 

fill activities to Little Emory River, Biter Creek, Forked 

Creek, Muddy Branch, Crooked Fork, Flat Creek, Mud Creek and 

other unnamed tributaries. Several wetlands identified would 

also be impacted. Therefore, the proposed subj ect work would 

require a Department of the Army (DA) permit. In order to make 

a complete and final determination, the Corps would need 

specific information about the project such as topographical 

maps if each fill and/or crossing, type of fill, detailed 

plans with a typical profile and cross-section and the method 

of construction. Compensatory mitigation may be required for 

certain activities. 

The Corps noted that other federal, state and/or local 

approvals may be required and indicated that no work should be 

performed in the waterway below ordinary high water until a 

validated DA permit is received. 

Disposition: TDOT will continue to coordinate with all 

permitting agencies and obtain all required permits. 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P12, P13, P17, P18, P19, P20,
 
P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, and H12.
 



Appendix B
 

Initial Coordination Reply Letters
 



Tennessee Valley Authority. 400 West Summit Hi" Drive. KnoX\lille. Tennessee 37902·1499 

December 23, 1998 

-j­
:.;.(~. 

Mr. Charles E. Bush 
Transportation Manager II 
Environmental Planning Office
 
Department of Transportation
 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
505 Deaderick Street
 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334
 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO STATE ROUTE 29 (U.S. 27) FROM STATE ROUTE 61 
NORlH OF HARRIMAN TO STATE ROUTE 62 AT WARTBURG, WATTS BAR 
RESERVOIR AND TRIBUTARIES, MORGAN AND ROANE COUNTIES, TE1\'NESSEE 

• 

TVA has reviewed information provided in your letter and Project Data Summary Sheet of 
October 9,1998, on proposed improvements to U.S. 27. Approvals under Section 26a of the 
TVA Act would be required for the bridges or culverts associated with crossings of Little Emory 
River, Bitter Creek, Crooked Fork, and perhaps other tributaries depending on final design. In 
addition, an easement to cross TVA land and permission to fill in flowage easement along the 
Little Emory River also would be needed. If a Federal environmental document is to be prepared 
for this project, we request that Tennessee Department ofTransportation and Federal Highway 
Administration include TVA as a cooperating agency in the National Environmental Policy Act 
review process. If it is determined that a Federal NEPA review is not to be conducted, please 
note that environmental information related to wetlands and mitigation, floodplains, National 
Historic Presenration Act compliance, Endangered Species Act compliance, and other 
environmental information would greatly facilitate TVA's eventual review and approval of the 
project. 

In addition, we are aware of the following environmental resources and issues that should be 
addressed in the review of this project: 
•	 The corridor for the Cumberland Trail State Park crosses U.S. 27 in the area under study, 

although the trail may not have been constructed near the proposed highway improvement. 
•	 A 1981 study by the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency identified the Little Emory 

RiverlBitter Creek area as a key endangered species habilat. The Little Emory River 
conlains the Alabama lampmussel (federally endangered) and the langerine darter (state­
listed in need of management). Smoky shrew (Slate-listed in need of management) habitat is 
known along Bitter Creek. 



II 

,-.-,;.:~
 

.Mr. Charles Bush
 
Page 2
 
December 23, 1998
 

Should you have any questions, please contact Harold M. Draper at (423) 632-6889 or 
hmdraper@tva.gov. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Mr. James E. Scapellato 
Federal Highway Administration 
249 Cumberland Bend Drive 
Nashville, Tennessee 37228 

~. 
, •. 

II 

I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NASHVlu.£ DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGoINEERS 

P. O. BOX 1070 

NA5HVIl.l.L, TU'««:SS£E :1I720Z-f070 

November 19, 1998 

Regulatory Branch 

SUBJECT: File No. 980019450; Proposed Improvement of State Route 
29 from State Route 61 to State Route 62 in Roane and Morgan 
Counties, Tennessee 

. ::::."/ 

• 
Tennessee Department of Transportation
 
ATTN: Charles E. Bush
 
Suite 900
 
James K. Polk Building
 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334
 

Gentlemen: 

This is in response to your letter dated October 9, 1998, 
requesting comments with respect to the potential environmental 
impacts which may occur as a result of the proposed project. 

As stated in your project data summary sheet, there would be 
a crossing of Little Emory River and a number of other streams 
which may require Department of the Army Permits. These along 
with any wetland locations which may be impacted by the project 
should be submitted to us for our review prior to execution of 
construction contracts. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on.this matter. If 
you have any questions, you can contact me at the above address 
or call (615) 736-5181. 

Sincerely, 

G:(jJcmcJil~ 
E. Ronald Green 
Project Manager 
Construction-Operation Division 



• United States Natural Tennessee State OfficeUSDA Department of Resources 675 US Courthouse• Agricultun Co~---. 801 Broadway 
. S~te~··~ . Nashville, TN 37203 

.' 

. December 11, 1998 

Mr. Charles E. Bush 
Transportation Manager n 
Department ofTransportation 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, Tennessee 31243-0334 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

Enclosed is the completed AD-l006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for the proposed 
improvement ofState Route 29 (US 27), from State Route 61 North ofHarriman to State Route 62 
at Wartburg, in Roane and Morgan Counties, Tennessee. 

Ifyou have any additional questions please contact me. 

~ ~~ .~ 

AMESW.FORD 
State Conservationist 

Enclosure 



• u.s. ~f1nten( of Agriodture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
.I. 

Date Of Land E~lua(i()(\ Req<I~;IT I (To be C<Jmplete(/ by Federal Agency) October 9, 1998 
~ame Of P.-oiea. r:r....~ hwolyed._J State Route 29 1 Ih Qhwav Admi ni stra·ti on,0{J0Sed Laftd {XU' h oane an .19 way Co~ Aftd St~te d Horgan Counties 

(H(e R~~ 6ySCS
,;;~T (( (To be completed by SCSI .i/: (he site cootain prime. unique. statewide or 10Caf important facmlandl 

f 00, the FPPA dQe$ noc ~ply - do nor complete additionalPJtU of chi~ form). ~~ 
~ OO{)(d fJ, (,,' ,rfJ.#__ Of lAnd ~OonS~ (ked 

LF~A-

Fannabl. Land In Govt. J<Kisdictio« 

Aaes: %.. 
Name Of Loosl Sit. A.aeument Svnem 

. 

_. 
....«'ll; 'ffioa(ed , A~ Famt Size 

A,moont Of Fumland As. Defined in FPPA 
tv:xes: % 
Oat. Laftd Ewfuation RetlKned BY SCS 

. . .,:J1/O79~ 
Alternative Site Ratil\9'''T III (To be comp/ered by Federal Agency} Site e~HI3 A Site C Si(e 0-•. Total Acres To Be Converted Di.-ecdy 0 40.51 !" 

10.00 ;
 
1" 

.," Total Acres In Site
 

- Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectfy 0 
0 me;] ±
 

~~ IV (To be completed bySCSI Land Evaluation Information
 

.. Total Aaes Prime And Unique Fannland
 . ~ if­7Y 
0 Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland-. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted-. Pe<ccnc.ag<: Ot Fa<mtllnd 10 Govt. Juriroietioo Wi(n ~me Or Higtle<- Re{a(ive Vatue 

.... ..<T V (ro be completedbV SCSI Land Evaluation Criterion 
Relative Value Of Faon(and To Be Converted (Scare of0 to 100 Points) 9~Joi 9!:J -­

-~ VI (To becomplered by Federal Agency) Maximum
 
.-AsS<!ssment Criteria (Th~(! cdt(!d~ are (!xplaine<! in 1 CFR 658.5(bJ
 Poiots
 

'JiIl. Area In Nonuman Use
 5 6 
•. Perimeter In Nonuman Use ~ 7 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 6 >t 
_ .1. Protection Provided By State And Local Government -( ~ 8 
•. Distance from Urban Builtup Area { 0 

("'f>. Distance To U<han Support Services 0 
7. Size Of Present Fafm Unit Compared To Average 

rC. Oeation Of Nonfarmable farmland '3'- ­ '" 
/LI. Availability Of Farm Support Services 
(f.0. On·Farm Investments ~ 

.iJJ. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services Jf~ 

•. Comoatibility With Existing AQ("icoltural Use I 
160'OTAl SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 36 ~9 

\'~T VII ITo be completed by Federal A~) 

.', elative ValeJe Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 q5 15 
.1- 'Jtal Site Assermem (From Part VI above or a local 160:e assessment L/fj36-_nAl POINTS (TotiJl of above 21inesJ 260 /_~1 /4~ I,­ Was A Local $«e A~""s"",o( Used? ...... <'"'-, __ ... 7 __~ .-. .. .-." 



FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
 
ATLANTA REGIONAL OFFICE
 
Parkridge 85 North Building
 

~. 3125 Presidential Paoo.vay - Suite 300
 
Attanta. Georgia 30340
 

(770) 452-2360
 

~ OCT 16 1998 

• ~tr. Charles E. Bush 
Transportation Manager 2 
Environmental Planning Office 
state of Tennessee 
Department of Transportation 
suite 900 - James K. Polk Building 
505 Deaderick street 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

This acknowledges your letter dated October 9, 

comments on the improvement to state Route 

1998, soliciting 

29 in Roane and 

~ Morgan counties, Tennessee. It appears that the improvement will 

not impact hydroelectric developments under the jurisdiction of 

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Therefore, we have no 

comment. 

Sincerely, 

r .~~-I#~ 
~JerrOld w. Gotzmer, P.E. 

Director 



,~ 
'I, 

..
 
.­.. 

United States Department of the Interior 
~ FISH AND Wll..DLIFE SERVICE
 

446 Neal Strect
 
Cookeville, Tennessee 38501
 

~ 

November 18, 1998 

• 
~ 

Mr. Charles E. Bush 

4 Transportation Manager II 
Tennessee Department ofTransportation
 
505 Deaderick Street, Suite 900
 

II Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334
 , Dear Mr. Bush: 

• 
Thank you for your letter and enclosures of October 9, 1998, concerning the proposed U.S. 27 
improvement project in Morgan and Roane Counties, Tennessee. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) has reviewed the information submitted and the following comments are provided in 
accordance with the provisions ofthe Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 
16 U.S.c. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.c. 1531 

~ et seq.). 

The Service is concerned that highway projects frequently accelerate erosion and sedimentation in ~ streams, resulting in adverse effects to the aquatic environment The use of heavy equipment to 
move earth and existing vegetation disrupts natural drainage patterns and exposes large areas of 
disturbed soil to erosion. Excessive sedimentation can clog stream channels and contribute to ~ 
increased flooding. It can also increase water temperatures and cause oxygen demands which can 
damage or destroy fish and invertebrate populations. Deposition ofsediment on the channel bottom .- also degrades aquatic habitat by filling in substrate cavities, bwying demersal eggs, and smothering 
bottom organisms.. In addition, turbidity, as induced by accelerated erosion and sedimentation, 
results in further damage to aquatic systems. Increased particulate matter suspended in the water 
column may drive fish from the polluted area by irritating the gills, concealing forage, and/or 
destroying vegetation that may be essential for spawning and cover habitat for particular species. -
Turbidity also degrades water quality by reducing light penetration, pH and oxygen levels, and the 
buffering capacity ofthe water. Degraded water quality may continue far downstream from the point 
where the erosion occurs. 

Prevention of excessive sedimentation can occur only through application of Best Management 
Practices during daily construction activities. Rigid application ofyour agency's construction erosion 
control standards can preclude most sedimentation problems; however, in some cases additional 
measures will need to be taken by on-site inspectors and construction representatives. 



Upon review of the proposed projects, we find that the infonnation provided is insufficient to 
detennine ifthe proposed action will require U.S. Anny Corps ofEngineers' pennits. Since pennit 
applications could more thoroughly reveal the extent of construction activities affecting aquatic 
resources, we will provide additional comments during the 404 review process should the project 
necessitate Corps' permits. However, we would likely have no objection to the issuance ofpermits 
if any necessary stream channel work is held to a minimum and Best Management Practices are 
utilized and enforced, effectively controlling erosion, sedimentation, and other potential hazards. 
The following conditions are specifically recommended: 

l.	 Erosion and sediment control measures, including but not limited to the following, 
should be implemented on all vegetatively denuded areas: 

a.	 Preventive planning: A well~eveloped erosion control plan which entails a 
preliminary investigation, detailed contractplans and specifications, and [mal 
erosion and sedimentcontrol contingency measures should be formulated and 
made a part of the contract. 

b.	 Diversion channels: Channels should be constructed around the construction 
site to keep the work site free of flow-through water. 

c.	 Silt barriers: Appropriate use should be made of silt fences, hay bale and 
brush barriers, and silt basins in areas susceptible to erosion. 

d.	 Temporary seeding and mulching: All cuts and fill slopes, including those 
in waste sites and borrow pits, should be seeded as soon as possible. 

e.	 Limitation ofinstream activities: Instream activities, including temporary fills 
and equipment crossings, should be limited to those absolutely necessary. 

2.	 Concrete box culverts should be placed in a manner that prevents any impediment 
to low flows or to movement of indigenous aquatic species. 

I 3. Channel excavations required for pierplacement should be restricted to the minimwn 
necessary for that purpose. Overflow channel excavations should be confined to one 
side of the channel, leaving the opposite bank and its riparian vegetation intact. 

4. All fill should be stabilized immediately upon placement. 

5. Streambanks should be stabilized with riprap or other accepted bioengineering 

•
 
technique(s).
 

2 



II 

6.	 ~xisting transportation conidors should be used in lieu oftemporary crossings where 
possible. 

7.	 Good water quality should be maintained during construction. 

Efficient management practices can minimize adverse impacts associated with construction. It is 
important that these and other measures be monitored and stringently enforced. This will aid in 
preserving the quality of the natural environment 

The list below indicates whether ornot federally listed orproposed endangered or threatened species 
may occur in the project impact areas. You should assess potential impacts to listed species and 
determine if the proposed projects may affect them. A "may affectff finding may necessitate formal 
consultation. Candidate species are not currently listed orproposed, but they are under consideration 
for listing. They are not legally protected at this time, but we would appreciate anything you might 
do to avoid impacting them. 

Spotfin chub (Hybopsis monacha) 
Cwnberland elktoe (Alasmidonta atropurpurea) 
Cwnberland rosemary (Conradina verticillata) 
Virginia spiraea (Spiraea virginiana) 

• 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on these actions. If you have any questions, 
please contact Jim Widlak ofmy staffat 931/528-6481, ext. 202. 

Sincer~ly, 

lJdaA~ 
Lee A. Barclay, Ph.D. 
Field Supervisor 

•	 3 

I 
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~ ..	 STATE OF TENNESSEE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 
October 22.1998 

Mr. Char1es E. Bush
 
Environmental Planning Office
 
Tennessee Department of Transportation
 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
50S Deadrick. Street
 
Nashville, TN 37243-0334
 

D<3ar Mr. Bush: 

Thank you for your recent request for scoping information concerning a proposed construction 
improvement project on State Route 29 (U.S. 27), from State Route 61 north of Harriman to State 
Route 62 at Wartburg, in Roane and Morgan Counties, Tennessee. 

Staff from the Knoxville Environmental Assistance Center were contacted for their comments. 
Alternative B is the preferred route in that it crosses fewer streams and it encompasses less 
distance than Alternative A. The division is concerned about the width of the median. 48 feet in 
Section 1 and in Alternative B. A narrower median and shoulder is preferred. Additionally, the 
number and size of stream crossings should be minimized. 

Our general concerns about similar projects indude some or all of the following issues (not listed 
in priority order): 

• • That appropriate erosion and stormwater controls are installed and maintained 

•	 That appropriate permits are obtained prior to beginning work 

•	 That impacts to water resources, induding wetlands, are avoided if possible. Several streams 
will be crossed by the proposed project: Bitter Creek. Mud Lick Creek. Muddy Branch, Mud 
Creek, Whetstone Branch, Forked Creek, Crooked Creek. Flat Fork. and Summers Branch, 
along with the Little Emory River. 

•
 
• The Tennessee Dace, a Deemed in Need of Management spedes, is recorded in Flat Fork.
 

TOOT should be aware of the possibility the species exists in the other small streams
 
mentioned above.
 

•	 That appropriate mitigation be undertaken should impacts to water resources be unavoidable 

We 'ook forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement mentioned in the scoping 
letter. If you have questions concerning my comments, please contact me at 615-532-0699. 

Sincerely. 

• <t~'YM~
 
Gregory M. Denton, Manager 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE 
OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

10th Floor, L& CTower· 
401 Clum:h Stroet 

Nashville, Tennessee 

November" 16, 1998 

Mr. Charles E. Bush
 
Environmental Planning Office
 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
505 Deadericlc Street
 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-{)334
 

Re: Proposed Improvements to State Route 29
 
Roane and Morgan Counties, Tennessee
 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

The Division ofGround Water Prolection regulales aU aspects of the subsurface sewage disposal (SSD) 
program in the State of Tennessee. In tIllS regards, division staff have worked closely with mOT on 
those construction projects where il is anticipaled that the project will potentially impact existing SSD 
systems. 

Regarding the proposed improvement project for State Route 29, the Division of Ground Water Protection 
does not anticipale that this project will effect or conflict with any of our programs. However, if it 
becomes apparent tItat our assistance will be requested on a particular project, we ask that our field staff 
be given adequate prior notice to alIow for scheduling of the additional work load. 

Ifyou b4ve anY.Questions or feel that our assistince will be requested on this project, you should contact 
Mr. Isaac ~with the Knoxville Etiw9nmental Assistance Center at (423) 5945446. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Kenl D. Taylor
 
Director
 
Division of Ground Water PrOlection
 

KDT/SWM 

ce: lsa<lc Russell, Kno"..ville-EAC 

' .. 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
 

~ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVAnON
 

M
 
KNOXVILLE ENVIRONMENTAL AELD OFFICE
 

2700 MIDDLEBROOK PIKE, SUITE 220
 
KNOXVlUE, TENNESSEE 37921·5602
 
(615) 594-M35 FAX (615) 5~105
 

November 10, 1998 
.......A
 

j 

~ Mr. Charles E. Bush 
--:.~~ Transportation Manager 2 

Environmental Planning Office 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
505 Deadrick Street
 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334
 ~ 
Subject:	 Potential Environmental Impacts, State Route 29 From State 

Route 61 north ofHarriman to State Route 62 at Wartburg, in Roane and MorganM 
Counties, Tennessee. 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

A site investigation was performed by David K. Reece ofthe Hazardous Waste Unit on November 4, 
1998. Some commercial facilities were located along the Alternative A proposed route that have the 
potential to contain soil contamination. Alternative B is approximately 2.9 miles through private 
property (non commercial), thus a walk over was not conducted. 

There are no permitted solid or hazardous waste facilities in the proposed right ofway.
 
Dependent upon final placement ofthe proposed improvement, the right-of-way could be
 
contaminated from convenient stores or old service garage sites.
 

Sincerely, 

~ 
David K. Reece
 
Environmental Specialist III, DSWM
 

c:	 Tom Tiesler, DSWMlNCO
 
Mike Apple, DSWMfNCO
 
DSWM, Nashvill~
 

Enclosure: 



STATE Of TENNESSEE
 

OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
 
9th Hoor L&C Annex, 4()1 Church Street
 

Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1531 / 

. ,~-. 

j . ':-.October 12, 1998 >-t Ii 

Mr. Charles E. Bush 
Department ofTransportation 
Environmental Planning Office 
Suite 900, James K. Polk: Building 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, TN 37243-0334 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

The Division of Air Pollution Control has reviewed your project summary for the 
proposed improvements to State Route 29 (U.S. 27) , from State Route 61 to State Route 
62 in Roane and Morgan Counties, Tennessee. 1his project is not in a nonattainment or 
maintenance area, therefore a formal confonnity determination is not required. Since this 
project is in such proximity to the Smoky Mountains, some concern has been expressed in 
regards to regional haze effects, and traffic simulation modeling has been suggested. 1his 
agency, however, is not requiring any specific actions above what would be included in the 
standard Environmental Assessment, as pursuant to the NEPA process. 

We appreciate the chance to comment on this, and we would also appreciate the chance to 
review the completed Environmental Assessment when it is available. 

Ifyou have any questions or comments, please feel free to call me at (615) 532-0554. 

, 
Tracy R- Carter 
Director 

cc: Dodd Galbreath 
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East Tennessee Development District 

5616 Kingston Pike P.O. Box 19806
 
PHONE: (423) 584-8553 FAX: (423) 584-5159
 

November 11, 1998 

Mr. Chanes E. Bush
 
Transportation Manager II
 
Tennessee Department of Transportation
 
Environmental Planning Office
 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
505 Deaderick Street
 
Nashville. TN 37243-0334
 

~ ... , 

Knoxville, TN 37939-2806 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

SUBJECT:	 Result of Regional Review 
Tennessee Department of Transportation - SR 29 (US 27) from SR 61 North of Harriman 
to SR 62 at Wartburg in Roane and Morgan Counties (Federal Highway Administration) 

The East Tennessee Development District has completed its review of the above mentioned proposal, in 
its role as a regional clearinghouse to review state and federally-assisted projects. 

Floyd E. Freytag. President of the Plateau Utility District, has written a letter to the East Tennessee 
Development District supporting this proposal. In his letter Mr. Freytag recommends alternative route 8. 
His letter is attached as part of ETDD's review. 

On the other hand, others have expressed concern that Alternative B routes all traffic directly by two 
schools (where it coincides with SR 62). would require the purchase of several expensive homes (near 
where it intersects SR 62 on the east). and would tend to discourage tourists from finding the access to 
the abed National Scenic River in downtown Wartburg. 

ETDD expresses no opinion at this time, and other than a 4-lane route should be built. and understands 
that public hearings will be held; therefore, all interested parties will have ample opportunity to comment. 

ETDD or other reviewing agencies may wish to comment further at a later time. 

•
 
We appreciate e opportunity to work with you in coordinating projects in the region.
 

cc Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Tommy Kilby, Morgan County Executive 
Mr. Floyd E. Freytag, President, Plateau Utility District 
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PLATEAU UTILITY DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 407 

WARTB~G TN, 37887 
. Telephone 423 ~46-JI0l 

Floyd E. Freytag JOM M. Davis II Joe Walls 

President Secretary Member 

October 21, 1998 

Trudy Garrett 

Project Review Coordinator 

East Tennessee Development District 

P.O. Box 19806
 

Knoh'Ville, TN 37939-2806
 

Dear Trudy, 

I am extremely glad and appreciate the East Tennessee Development Di<;trict taking an interest 

in the proposed highway project for Morgan County. It is a project that it well past due and very 

much needed. This project, if completed, will mean an awful lot to Morgan County for several 

reasons. It will give us better access to the rest of the state and make us a more interesting site for 

business industries looking for new locations. It will also make our recreational sites more 

accessible. 

Having said that a study of the routes and alternate routes, leads me to believe that alternate 

route B would be the best choice, and I strongly recommend it. 

We appreciate the Development District's interest in this and your assistance in this 

improvement. 

;~roIy, t:i 0 

floyd E. ;ipreSiden~~ 
Plateau l:tility District 



••••• 
Cumberland Trail Conference 

Route 1, Box 219A .. Pikeville, TN 37367 
423-533-2620 '1f /. <fr?-c- 1 :'1 

An Associate Organization of Tennessee Trails Association 
Visil Our Web Sile al: hUp:/lusers.mullipro.com/cumbcrlandlrail 

Cu..ber....d
 
Tr.11
 

. CO.rere.ce
 

May 7, 1999 

Gus Awali
 
TOOT - Environmental Planning Office
 
Suite 900, 1.K. Polk Building
 
505 Oeadrick St.
 
Nashville, TN 37243
 

Dear Mr. Awali: 

.~ .. 
···TTA .':'. 

This is to inform your organization that the potential expansion of State Hwy 27 in 
Morgan county, from the current State Hwy 611Hwy 27 junction to the city of Wartburg, 
will have no impact on the Cumberland Trail State Park or any potential corridor it might 
follow. While this trail corridor might cross Hwy. 27 at some point in the near future, no 
property located in the vicinity of the Hwy 27 has been purchased for this purpose at this 
time. 

Thank you for your consideration on this matter. 

r-~IY 

~l~4r\'--'---_-
Rob Weber
 
Project Manager
 

•
• 

MISSION: To presen'e the hIstorical and cultural heritage of Tennessee. conserve natural resources, and provrde educational and 
recreational opportunities through the development alld completion of the Cumberland Trail Corridor, and to establish a foundation of 
support by interconnecting local communities within the trail corridor to acquire, maintam, and promote the LlImberland TrOll. 
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TENNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION
 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
 

2941 LEBANON ROAD
 
NASHVillE, TN 37243-Q442
 

(615) 532-1550
 

April 9, 2002 

Mr. Gerald Kline 
Tennessee DepartInentofTransportation 
Environmental Planning Office 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334 

RE: FHWA, ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT, SR-29/NORTH OF HARRIMAN TO SR-62, 
UNINCORPORATED, ROANE COUNTY, TN 

Dear Mr. Kline: 

At your request, our office has reviewed the above-referenced archaeological survey report in 
accordance with regulations codified at 36 CFR 800 (Federal Register, December 12, 2000, 
77698-77739). Based on the information provided, and the revised design, we concur that the 
project area contains no archaeological resources eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Therefore, this office has no objection to the implementation of this project. If project plans are 
changed or archaeological remains are discovered during construction, please contact this 
office to determine what further action, if any, will be necessary to comply with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

~J-Y.+ 
Herbert l. Harper 
Executive Director and 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

HLH/jmb 



TENNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION
 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
 

2941 LEBANON ROAD
 
NASHVILLE. TN 37243-0442
 

(615) 532-1550
 

May 12,1999 

Ms. Martha Carver 
Environmental Planning 
mOT. 9th. Floor Polk Bldg 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

RE: FHWA, ARCHITECTURAUH1STORlCAL ASSESSMENT, SR-29 IMPVTS/SR-61 TO SR-62, 
MORGAN. ROANE COUNTY 

Dear Ms. Carver: 

At your request. our office has reviewed the above-referenced document received on Friday, April 
23, 1999 in accordance with regulations codified at 36 CFR 800 (51 FR 31115, September 2, 
1986). Considering the information provided, we find that the area of potential effect contains no 
architectural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. You should 
notify interested persons and make the documentation associated with this finding available to the 
public. 

All borrow areas outside proposed rights-{)f-way will require separate certification as specified 
under Section 107.06-Federal Aid Provisions. If your agency proposes any modifications in 
current project plans or discovers any archaeological remains during the ground disturbance or 
construction phase, please contact this office to determine what further action. if any, will be 
necessary to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

This office appreciates your cooperation. 

SinJ€Jely~ /) Ih .~ ~ 
~t:. V'J 7J'-'­

Herbert L. Harper 
Executive Director and 
Deputy State Historic 

Preservation Officer 
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Tennessee Valley Authority. 400 West Summit Hill ()m.e. KnoJMlle. Tennessee 37902·1499 

March 19. 1999 

Mr. Otarles E. Bush
 
Transportation Manager
 
Environmental Planning Office
 
Tennessee Department of TranSportation
 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building
 
505 Deaderick Street
 
N?shvi!!e, Te"n~~<:t"'" ~7~43-O134
 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR STATE ROUTE 29 (US 27) FROM SR 61 
NORTH OF HARRIMAN TO SR 62 IN WARTBURG, WATTS BAR RESERVOIR AND 
TRffiUfARIES, MORGAN AND ROANE COUNTIES, TENNESSEE 

In response to your January 9, 1999 letter, TVA is pleased to participate as a cooperating 
agency in development of the subject EA. By incorporating the TVA Section 26a and land use 
review into the Department of Transportation EA process, we hope to increase the efficiency of 
the environmental review process for both agencies. 

In order to assist TVA in meeting its NEPA responsibilities, infonnation related to wetlands and 
potential mitigation, Aoodplain Management Executive Order, National Historic Preservation 
Act compliance, and Endangered Species Act compliance should be included in the EA and 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!), as appropriate. Other issues to be discussed would 
vary according to project location and impacts but may include, as appropriate, state-listed 
species (biodiversity impacts), fannland, noise, and visual impacts. 

Please invite TVA to any interagency site visits, if any are found to be necessary. Please send a 
draft copy of the EA for review prior to completion, and a copy of the EA and FONSI when it is 
completed. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Harold M. Draper at (423) 632-6889 or 
hmdraper@tva.gov. 

Sincerely, 

/1 a4­
~ ..f! _Jon M. Loney, Manager 

1""1 Environmental Management 
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Tennessee Valley Authority, 400 West Summit Hill Drive, Knoxville, Tennessee 37902-1499 

September 3, 2002 

Mr. Charles E. Bush 
Transportation Manager II 
Tennessee Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning and Permits Division 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building 
505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) - STATE ROUTE (SR) 29 (U.S. 27) 
FROM SR 61 EAST OF HARRIMAN TO SR 62, ROANE AND MORGAN COUNTIES, 
TENNESSEE 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the preliminary EA for the proposed four-lane and 
five-lane construction of SR 29 (currently signed as US 27) across the Little Emory River, 
Crooked Fork, Flat Fork, Bitter Creek and other Watts Bar Reservoir tributaries. The document 
correctly notes that a Section 26a approval would be needed from TVA. An easement for the 
use of TVA Watts Bar Reservoir lands also may be required. The following comments are 
provided: 

•	 Section HA. and H.5, Impacts to Other Unique or Sensitive Ecological Resources and 
Endangered and Threatened Species, pages 20-21. In our December 23, 1998 letter 
responding to the initial coordination, we mentioned that a 1981 study by the Tennessee 
Wildlife Resources Agency identified the Little Emory River/Bitter Creek area as a key 
endangered species habitat. The Little Emory River contains the Alabama lampmussel 
(federally endangered) and the tangerine darter (state-listed in need of management). 
Smoky shrew (state-listed in need of management) habitat is known along Bitter Creek. 
Also, the October 22, 1998 letter from the Department of Environment and Conservation 
stated that the Tennessee Dace was present in Flat Fork, and the November 18,1998 
letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed several species. You may wish to state 
that Department biologists did not find these species in their field studies, if true. 

•	 There is a natural gas pipeline in the area between Lone Mountain State Forest and the 
Little Emory River. It is proposed to be upgraded as part of the East Tennessee Natural 
Gas (Duke Energy) Patriot Project. A Draft EIS for the Patriot Project was released by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in April 2002. A copy of page 3-75 and maps 8, 9, 
10, and 78 from that EIS are enclosed. You may wish to send a copy of the US 27 draft 
EA to East Tennessee Natural Gas Company, 1575 Downtown West Boulevard, Knoxville, 
Tennessee 37919 for comment. 



Mr. Char1es E. Bush
 
Page 2
 
September 3,2002
 

TVA appreciates the opportunity to serve as a cooperating agency on this project. Upon 
completion of the EA, please send a copy to me. In addition, please send a copy of the signed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS!) to this office when completed. Should you have any 
questions. please contact Harold M. Draper at (865) 632-6889 or hmdraper@tva.gov. 

Sincerely, 

(t~_J
 
~M.~r
 

NEPA Administration
 
Environmental Policy and Planning
 

Enclosures 
cc:	 Mr. Char1es S. Boyd
 

Division Administrator
 
Federal Highway Administration
 
640 Grassmere Park., Suite 112
 
Nashville, Tennessee 37211
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NASJMu.E DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

3701 Bell Road 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37214 OCT 0SIM~ 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
REPLY TO October 2, 2002 
ATTENTION OF: AND PERMITS 

Regulatory Branch 

SUBJECT: File No. 980019450; Proposed Improvements to SR 29 
(US Hwy 27), in Roane & Morgan Counties, Tennessee 

Mr. Charles E. Bush
 
Transportation Manager II
 
TDOT Environmental Planning
 

and Permits Division
 
Suite 900, J.K. Polk Bldg.
 
505 Deaderick Street
 
Nashville, TN 37243-0334
 

Dear Mr. Bush: 

This is in response to your August 20, 2002 letter 
requesting our review of the preliminary Environmental Assessment 
prepared by your agency regarding the subject work. 

The U.S. Army administers regulatory jurisdiction over 
navigable waters of the United States under Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and all waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Review of the information provided indicates the proposed 
work would involve impacts from fill activities to Little Emory 
River, Bitter Creek, Forked Creek, Muddy Branch, Crooked Fork, 
Flat Creek, Mud Creek and other unnamed tributaries thereof. 
Several wetlands identified would also be impacted. Therefore, 
the proposed subject work would require a Department of the Army 
(DA) permit. In order to make a complete and final determination, 

we would need specific information about the project such as a 
topographical map indicating each fill and/or crossing, type of 
fill, detailed 8 ~" x 11" plans, with a typical profile and 
cross-section and the method of construction. Compensatory 
mitigation may be required for certain activities. 

Other federal, state and/or local approvals may be required. 
Particularly, the State of Tennessee Department of Environment 
and Conservation may require a water quality certification and/or 
Aquatic Resources Alteration Permit (ARAP). Also, the Tennessee 
Valley Authority may require approval under their Section 26 
program. It is the applicant's responsibility to obtain theseI· approvals. 

I 
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We appreciate your awareness of our regulatory program. No 
work should be performed in the waterway below ordinary high 
water until you 
questions, you 
369-7518. 

receive 
can cont

a validated DA permit. 
act me at the.above add

If you 
ress or 

have 
call 

any 
(615) 

Sincerely, 

Q( 
Deborah T. Tuck 
Regulatory Specialist 
Operations Division 
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STATE ROUTE29
 
FROM STATE ROUTE 61 EAST OF HARRIMAN
 

TO STATE ROUfE 62
 
ROANE AND MORGAN COUNTIES
 

AIR AND NOISE EVALUATION 

•
• 

PREPARED BY
 
MICHAEL RASMUSSEN
 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING OFFICE
 
JUNE 2002
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Air Quality Evaluation 

Based upon the analyses of highway projects with similar meteorological conditions and 

traffic volumes, the carbon monoxide levels of the subject project will be well below the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standard. This project will have no significant impact on the air 

quality of the area. 

Noise Impacts Evaluation 

The effects of increased noise levels due to the project have been evaluated according to 

the guidance of the 23 CFR, Part 772 which is included in the Tennessee Department of 

Transportation guidelines on Traffic Noise Abatement. Predicted noise levels have been 

compared to existing levels and to the Federal Noise Abatement Criteria (See Table 1) to 

determine the impact of highway generated noise on the community. A noise impact can occur 

when predicted noise levels approach (l dBA less than) or exceed the noise abatement criteria 

~ and also when there are "substantial" increases in the design year noise levels over the existing 

noise levels. The criteria used to defme "substantial" are as follows: ~ 
Increase (dBA)	 Subjective Descriptor 

..~~ 

~ 
0-5 No Impact
 
6 - 15 Moderate Impact
 
> - 15 Substantial Impact
 

One of the provisions of the federal noise guidelines is that the designer must account for 

the statistical variation in traffic noise with respect to time. This is accomplished by stating the 

existing noise levels, the predicted design noise levels, and the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

_	 in terms ofan "L lo" value. This value specifies the sound level (measured on the "A" frequency 

weighting scaie, dBA) which is exceeded no more than to percent of the time for the period 

under consideration. This value indicates both the magnitude and the frequency of occurrence; 

that is, it gives the dosage of the loudest noise events. 



TABLE 1 - Noise Abatement Criteria 

Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level - decibels (dBA) 

Activity 

Category LlO(h) Description ofActivity Criteria 

A 60 
(Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quite 
are ofextraordinary significance 
and serve an important public need 
and where the preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area 
is to continue to serve its 
intended pwpose. 

B 70 
(Exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, 
schools, churches, libraries, and 
hospitals. 

C 75 
(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties, or 
activities not included in 
Categories A or B above. 

D Undeveloped lands. 

E 55 
(Interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public 
meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
libraries, hospitals, and 
auditoriums. 
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With the utilization of the most recent functional layouts and traffic estimates available, 

the existing and design year (2024) peak-hour levels were predicted at five (5) representative 

sensitive receptors along the two alternatives. No industrial or commercial receptors were 

analyzed. The FEDERAL lllGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL (STAMINA 

2.0/0PTIMA) was used to predict these levels. The locations of the predicted levels are shown 

on the Noise Location Map. 

• 
The predicted existing and design year noise levels for the project are shown in Table 2. 

From this table it can be seen that the sensitive receptors represented by location points 2A and 

3A will experience levels approaching or exceeding the noise abatement criteria In addition the 

sensitive receptors represented by location point 2B will be subjected to moderate noise impacts 

when comparing existing and design year noise levels. 

Abatement measures were considered for each of the sensitive receptors represented that 

would be subjected to noise levels that would approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria 

Noise barriers were not considered feasible because a five dBA attenuation is not attainable due 

to the requirement to provide access to all properties. Other forms ofnoise attenuation, that were 

also analyzed, included traffic management measures (such as reducing speed limits, prohibition 

ofheavy trucks, etc.) and alteration ofhorizontal and vertical alignments. The reduction of speed 

limits and the elimination of truck traffic were determined to be contrary to the major reason for 

improving the highway, which is to facilitate movement of truck and automobile traffic in the 

area. Alteration of the horizontal and vertical alignment for the subject project would require .. 
undesirable curvature in the alignments or additional construction costs and right~f-way 

t1	 purchases. Each of these methods seems to be unreasonable and infeasible when compared to 

any limited noise attenuation they might offer. For these reasons, it is unlikely that any fonn of 

noise abatement will be incorporated into the design of this project. 



• 
Mitigation of Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction procedures shall be governed by the Standard Specifications for Road and 

Bridge Construction as issued by TDOT and 3$ amended by the most recent applicable 

supplements. The contractor will be bound by Section 107.01 of the Standard Specifications to 

observe any noise ordinance in effect within the project limits. Detoured traffic shall be routed 

during construction so as to cause the least practicable noise impact upon residential and noise 

sensitive areas. 

Coordination with Local Officials 

The following table, Table 3, indicates the future predicted noise levels and their critical 

distances for the proposed project. This infonnation is being included to make local officials and 

planners aware of anticipated highway noise levels so that future development may be 

compatible with these levels 

The distances in the table are measured perpendicular to the center of the proposed near 

lane at an at-grade situation for both of the proposed alternatives. The predicted "LIO" noise 

levels displayed are conservative and should be considered to be maximum (highest) noise levels 

expected at any location along the entire roadway at the same distance from the roadway. "LIO" is 

the decibel level measured on the "A" frequency weighting scale (dBA) which is exceeded no 

more than 10 percent of the time during the peak traffic hour of the design year (2024). 

Table 1 indicates the relationship between various land use or activity categories and the 

~ upper limits of recommended traffic noise levels for each category as established by 23 CFR, 

Part 772. 

I 
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TABLE 2 

Summary and Comparison of the 
Existing and Design Year (2024) 

"LlO" Noise Levels In dBA 

Number and Type 
Existing Design Year Design Year of 

Location Noise Noise Levels Noise Levels Sensitive Receptors 
Point Levels With Project Without Project Represented 

1 A-B 66 67 66 18 residences 

2A 67 69 68 20 residences 
2 churches 

2B 50 59 50 10 residences 

3A 69 71 70 64 residences 

3B 65 67 66 13 residences 
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'. TABLE 3 
,c:,..

Design Year (2024) Predicted "LIO" 

Project-Contributed Noise Levels (dBA) 

Distance* 

100 Feet (30.5 m) 

200 Feet (60.9 m) 

300 Feet (91.4 m) 

400 Feet (121.8 m) 

500 Feet (152.3 m) 

"LIO" Noise Levels 

67 

63 

61 

59 

58 

*Perpendicular Distance to the center of the proposed near 
traffic lane for an at-grade situation. 
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