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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

TVA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROPOSAL FOR PREPARATION OF A PAD-
READY SITE AT FORT PAYNE INDUSTRIAL PARK, CITY OF FORT PAYNE, ALABAMA 

DEKALB COUNTY, ALABAMA 
 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
 

 JULY 2014 
 

The Proposed Decision and Need 
The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) proposes to provide a grant to the Industrial 
Development Board of the City of Fort Payne (City) for the preparation of a 330,000 square feet 
(SF) (400 by 825 feet) earthen/gravel “pad ready” site and access road within a 39.6-acre parcel 
which has been zoned for “Light Industrial” activity.  The “pad ready” site would be raised to an 
elevation of approximately 974 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL).  The elevation of this “pad ready” 
site would eliminate the primary barrier to making the site eligible for industrial development.  
(see Attachment A).  TVA contribution would be 50 percent of the estimated total cost. 

The primary purpose of this project is to prepare an industrial site in the Fort Payne Industrial 
Park in DeKalb County, Alabama.  An industrial or commercial facility at this site could provide 
long-term economic growth and development opportunities for the County by creating a more 
diverse regional economy and stronger economic base.   

TVA provides financial assistance for projects within the TVA area of service for economic 
development.  The multi-year economic development program designed to bring to market 
new/improved sites and facilities within the TVA area and position communities to compete 
successfully for new jobs and investment.   

TVA’s action is to make a decision on providing a grant to the Industrial Development Board of 
the City of Fort Payne for the infrastructure improvements in the Fort Payne Industrial Site.  To 
address the potential environmental impacts of the proposal, TVA has prepared this 
environmental assessment (EA) in accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality’s 
regulations and TVA’s procedures for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

Background 
The Industrial Development Board of the City owns the 40-acre tract, which it  purchased the in 
1999 to be part an industrial park being developed on the north side of Interstate (I)-59 in 
DeKalb County, Alabama, City of Fort Payne, Alabama.     

The City would like to provide site preparation to construct a building pad in shovel ready 
condition.  The proposed site is about a mile south of exit 218 on I-59 and preparing a raised 
pad could provide a competitive advantage with regard to future commercial and or industrial 
prospects (Figure 1).  This project would provide the infrastructure necessary for future job 
creation and retention, and strengthen the economy.  The City has committed to provide funds 
for the project.  However, TVA funds are important in order to fully implement the project.  
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Figure 1.  Location of Proposed Project 

Alternatives  
Scoping by TVA has determined that from the standpoint of NEPA, there are two viable 
alternatives available:  the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative.    

The No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative TVA would not provide funding.  In this event, the City could 
seek funding from alternative sources, or not complete the project.  If the project were not 
completed, the site would continue to be at a competitive disadvantage for selection by 
developers.  If the City obtained alternative funding, the overall environmental consequences 
would be similar to the Action Alternative.  

Action Alternative – The Proposed Action Alternative 
Under the Action Alternative, TVA would provide funding.  The site would be prepared and 
available for industrial and/or commercial development (Attachment A).  The City would 
implement best management practices (BMPs), standard and special conditions to minimize or 
reduce the environmental effects of the proposed project to levels of insignificance, or 
implement mitigation to offset adverse project impacts.   

Future commercial or industrial development of the proposed site may involve facilities, such as 
manufacturing, service, utility, assembling, and/or warehouses.  However, the particular kind of 
industrial or commercial development that would occur at this site is unknown at this time.  Nor 
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is it known at this juncture whether other TVA actions may be necessary for any such future 
development.    

Affected Environment and Evaluation of Impacts 
Site Description 
The proposed project is in DeKalb County Alabama, within the City of Fort Payne which is the 
largest community in the county.  The county is located in north east Alabama and is largely 
rural with many small communities and much of its area devoted to agriculture and forest.  The 
proposed project is in the Southern Limestone/Dolomite Valleys and Low Rolling Hills Level IV 
ecoregion. Common vegetation types in this region are oak-hickory and oak-pine forests, along 
with pasture and row crops in areas with more productive soils (Griffith et al 2001). 

The site is located on Jordan Road approximately one mile south of Glenn Boulevard and 
Alabama State Route (SR) 35. It is bounded on the South by Ferguson Enterprises, Inc., a 
750,000 SF distribution center, on the west by Wills Creek, and on the north by a right of way 
and a medical clinic.  The subject property has been in pasture for over 40 years and is gently 
rolling with elevations from 780 to 800 feet MSL. The proposed project area is currently vacant 
with no structures and has historically been agricultural pasture land with about half being 
cleared.  There is forest cover along Big Wills Creek.  Topography is relatively flat with overall 
grade falling to the North West. The site is also traversed by several small to medium drainage 
features that provide storm water drainage into Big Wills Creek.  

Impacts Evaluated 
The applicant’s proposed actions, subsequent to TVA’s selection of the Action Alternative, 
would have no impacts on several natural resources.  These resources are either not present on 
the site or would not be affected by the proposal: navigation, unique or important aquatic wildlife 
habitats, prime or unique farmland, recreation, visual resources, wetlands, natural areas, and 
wild and scenic rivers.  These resources were therefore not evaluated further in this EA.   

Resources that could potentially be affected by the proposed action or need further assessment 
additional  include groundwater, floodplains, threatened and endangered terrestrial species, 
cultural resources, terrestrial ecology, water quality, socioeconomics, environmental justice, 
transportation, noise, air quality, and solid waste. 

Groundwater 
The project area is located in the Valley and Ridge Physiographic Province and is underlain by 
Mississippian to Ordovician rock strata (Miller 1990).  The Valley and Ridge aquifer consists of 
folded and faulted bedrock comprised of carbonates, sandstone, and shale. Soluble carbonate 
rocks and some easily eroded shales underlie the valleys in the province, and more erosion-
resistant siltstone, sandstone, and cherty dolomite underlie ridges.  The arrangement of the 
northeast-trending valleys and ridges are the result of a combination of folding, thrust faulting, 
and erosion. Compressive forces from the southeast have caused these rocks to yield, first by 
folding and subsequently by repeatedly breaking along a series of thrust faults.  The faulting has 
resulted in geologic formations which are repeated several times across the region often with 
older age strata overlying rock of a younger geologic age.    

Groundwater in the Valley and Ridge aquifers primarily is stored in and moves through 
fractures, bedding planes, and solution openings in the rocks.  These aquifers are typically 
present in valleys and rarely present on the ridges. Most of the carbonate-rock aquifers are 
directly connected to sources of recharge, such as rivers or lakes, and solution activity has 
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enlarged the original openings in the carbonate rocks.  In the carbonate rocks, the fractures and 
bedding planes have been enlarged by dissolution of the rock. The dissolution occurs as slightly 
acidic water dissolves some of the calcite and dolomite which are the principle components of 
carbonate-rock aquifers.  The progression of chemical weathering can possibly results in the 
development of karst features (caves, sinkholes, springs).  Currently, however, there is no 
evidence of karstic features at ground surface of the site.    

Public drinking water for Dekalb County, Alabama is supplied by both surface water and 
groundwater sources (EPA 2013). A majority of the population is supplied by the public water 
system; however, some private residences rely on private wells.  
 
No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts to groundwater would occur 
within the project area.  If the City obtained alternative funding, the overall environmental 
consequences would be similar to the Action Alternative.  

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, the proposed construction activities have the 
potential to impact groundwater.  Site clearing and grading for structures and access roads 
could cause erosion resulting in the movement of sediment into springs or groundwater 
infiltration zones.  The contractor would follow all applicable regulations regarding storm water 
permitting and utilize applicable BMPs to minimize and control erosion during construction.   
Contractor would implement and utilize control methods to contain and properly dispose of all 
wastes and accidental spills in order to prevent the discharge of potential contaminants to 
groundwater. 

Herbicides used during clearing and subsequent maintenance activities have the potential to 
enter groundwater.  Although some herbicides break down quickly, others may persist in 
groundwater.  Use of fertilizers and herbicides would be considered with caution before 
application and applied according to the manufacturer’s label.  BMPs dealing with herbicide 
application would also be used to prevent impacts to groundwater.   

Proper implementation of these BMP’s and control measures are expected to result in 
insignificant impact to groundwater as a result of the proposed action. 

Floodplains 
Based on the site map entitled “Proposed Contours for the Industrial Development Board of the 
City of Fort Payne, Alabama”, developed by Greenhill Engineering Consultants (GEC), Inc. on 
February 6, 2014, the site is located within the 100-year floodplain of Wills Creek.  According to 
DeKalb County, Alabama, Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 292 the 100-year flood elevation is 
794 MSL.  DeKalb County participates in the National Flood Insurance Program, and any 
development must be consistent with these regulations. 

As a federal agency, TVA is subject to the directives of Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain 
Management.  The objective of EO 11988 is “…to avoid to the extent possible the long- and 
short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and 
to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative” (United States Water Resources Council 1978).  The EO is not intended to prohibit 
floodplain development in all cases, but rather to create a consistent government policy against 
such development under most circumstances.  The EO directs Federal agencies, prior to taking 
actions, to avoid the 100-year floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative.  For certain 
“Critical Actions”, the minimum floodplain of concern is the area subject to inundation from a 
500-year (0.2 percent annual chance) flood. 
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No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, the building pad would either not be 
constructed, or TVA would not be involved in the review process.  If alternative funding is 
obtained the overall environmental consequences would be similar to the Action Alternative. 

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, the building pad would be located entirely 
within the Big Wills Creek 100-year floodplain.  Under EO 11988, fill for a building pad is not 
considered to be a repetitive action in the 100-year floodplain.  Therefore, it was necessary for 
the applicant to evaluate alternatives and provide supporting information to document that there 
is no practicable alternative to siting the building pad in the 100-year floodplain. 

The applicant provided documentation to TVA (see Attachment B) to support the selection of 
this site for the construction of the building pad.  The best available information at the time of 
purchase by the City indicated the site was outside the 100-year floodplain.  This is the largest 
tract of land of industrial development that the City owns and no other tracts are currently for 
sale at this time.  The site is less than one mile from I-59 and the City has constructed a road 
adjacent to the tract with utilities in anticipating industrial development.  A public notice 
requesting comments about the project appeared in the Fort Payne Times Journal for 10 days, 
from July 11 to 21, 2014, no comments were received.  TVA reviewed the all the above 
information and made a determination that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed 
floodplain siting.   

To minimize adverse floodplain impacts, the least amount of fill would be used to construct the 
building pad, the fill would be located outside of the Big Wills Creek 100-year floodway, the top 
elevation of the pad would be at or above elevation 795 MSL, which is one foot above the 100-
year flood elevation, and any future building would be 1.5 to 2 feet higher, such that the final 
floor elevation would be at or near elevation 797 MSL.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
be consistent with EO 11988 and have no significant impact on floodplains. 

Aquatic Ecology and Water Quality 
An April 2014 field survey of the proposed 40 acre parcel documented two perennial, one 
intermittent, and three ephemeral streams.  Aquatic life and water quality could be affected by 
the proposed action either directly by the alteration of habitat conditions or indirectly due to 
modification of the riparian zone and storm water runoff resulting from construction activities 
associated with the site preparation.  Potential impacts due to removal of streamside vegetation 
within the riparian zone include increased erosion and siltation, loss of in-stream habitat, and 
increased stream temperatures.  Other potential construction impacts include alteration of 
stream banks and stream bottoms by heavy equipment and runoff of herbicides into streams. 

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to aquatic 
ecology and water quality.  The City could seek alternative funding, resulting in impacts similar 
to those associated with the proposed action.  However, changes to aquatic life would likely 
occur over the long term due to factors such as population growth and land use changes within 
the area.  

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, based on the plans, the proposed building pad 
would not be constructed on either of the perennial streams.  However, watercourses that 
convey only surface water during storm events such as ephemeral streams could be affected by 
the proposed site preparation.  Impacts would be minimized by standard BMPs designed in part 
to minimize disturbance of riparian areas, and subsequent erosion and sedimentation that can 
be carried to streams.  Because appropriate BMPs would be implemented during site 
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preparation work, and no stream alteration would occur, any impacts to aquatic ecology and 
water quality would be minor. 

Terrestrial Ecology 
A site visit to the project area was conducted in April, 2014.  The vast majority of the project 
area is dominated by herbaceous vegetation, which is characterized by greater than 75 percent 
cover of forbs and grasses and less than 25 percent cover of other types of vegetation.  The 
open field is regularly mowed and contains plant species indicative of early successional, 
heavily disturbed sites.  Common species in the field include broomsedge, dandelion, Kentucky 
bluegrass, large yellow vetch, red clover, tall fescue, and timothy.  Small areas, primarily 
riparian zones along Big Wills Creek, contain mature deciduous forest.  American beech, sugar 
maple, and white oak are common in the overstory with fire pink, may apple, spring beauty, 
violet wood sorrel, and wood anemone in the herbaceous later. Other areas of fragmented 
woods on the site had an understory dominated by species indicative of disturbed habitats or 
had small diameter trees (< 10 inches diameter at breast height).  No plant communities on the 
site have conservation value.   
 
EO 13112 (Invasive Species) serves to prevent the introduction of invasive species and 
provides for their control to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that 
those species potentially cause.  In this context, invasive species are non-native species that 
invade natural areas, displace native species, and degrade ecological communities or 
ecosystem processes (Miller 2010).  The project area is currently dominated by weedy 
herbaceous vegetation, which reflects the frequency and magnitude of disturbance present on 
site. Disturbances associated with agriculture, grazing, and mowing prevent tree species from 
becoming established, but can also encourage invasion and establishment of weedy plants. 

The project footprint is comprised primarily of herbaceous field (i.e., pasture) with several small, 
fragmented forest blocks and narrow linear strips that are primarily concentrated in the 
southwest corner of the footprint. Red maple, shortleaf pine, eastern boxelder, and eastern red 
cedar are dominant species in these forest segments, which are dense in the mid and 
understory with species that include Chinese privet and devil’s walking stick.  White oak and 
hickory also are present in the canopy.  Several aquatic features (one stream and two wetlands) 
are present. The project area is bordered by additional interspersion of agriculture and forest 
fragments to the north and west, industrial infrastructure to the south, and impervious surface 
(i.e., interstate highway) to the east.  
 
Birds observed during the site visit included: tree swallow, red-winged blackbird, and common 
yellowthroat, species typical of early-successional habitat in or near aquatic features; eastern 
bluebird, field sparrow, and eastern meadowlark, typical species of large open fields; and 
eastern towhee, tufted titmouse, northern flicker and house finch, common associates of 
interspersed field-forest habitat. Red-tailed hawks were observed in flight overhead.  Mammal 
observations included presence of a beaver dam located on the northern end of the stream, 
near the western boundary of the project area. Other mammals frequently observed in this type 
of habitat include Virginia opossum, eastern cottontail, striped skunk, white-tailed deer, eastern 
mole, woodchuck, and rodents such as white-footed mouse and hispid cotton rat.  Garter snake, 
upland chorus frog, and southern leopard frog were in abundance in close proximity to the 
wetlands and stream.  Other amphibians and reptiles typical in this type of environment include 
spring peeper, black racer, and black rat snake.  
 
An active great blue heron nesting colony was documented during the site visit (Figure C-1 of 
Attachment C).  At least 10 nests and 13 individuals were observed within a single tree located 
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close to the northern boundary of the project footprint, adjacent to the northern end of the 
stream and to one of the forest blocks.   

No caves have been documented within 3 miles of the project area.  No caves or unique 
habitats were observed during the field survey. 

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, the industrial site could remain in its 
current condition for some length of time.  The City could seek alternative funding or not 
complete the project.  If the project is not completed, no impacts to terrestrial ecology would 
occur.  If the project is completed with alternative funding, the impact to terrestrial ecology is 
likely to be similar to the Action Alternative.    

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, as the herbaceous vegetation currently found 
on the site does not support native plant communities with conservation value; the permanent 
conversion of the site, which is comprised primarily of non-native plants, would have a negligible 
impact on the terrestrial ecology of the region.  It is unlikely that development of the industrial 
site would disturb the approximately 2-acre patch of mature deciduous riparian forest along Big 
Wells Creek, but even if that area was cleared the impact would be negligible when considered 
in the context of the amount of similar forested habitat in the region.  Adoption of the Action 
Alternative would not significantly affect the terrestrial ecology of the region.   

The site preparation primarily includes development of a building pad on an herbaceous field.  
The proposed actions do not include tree removal or impacts to aquatic features.  Wildlife 
associated with these habitats are thus not expected to be directly impacted by proposed 
actions.  Terrestrial animals that may be present during construction may be disturbed by 
human presence, human activity and associated human noise, and thus may move into 
surrounding similar habitat during construction activities.  It is likely wildlife would return to the 
area upon completion of the building pad.  
 
One heronry has been documented within three miles of the proposed project area.  The 
heronry is located in a tree within the project area, near the northern end of a stream and in 
close proximity to the western boundary.  To avoid adverse impacts to the birds, any proposed 
actions would need to stay at least 330 feet away from the heronry (Figure C-1 of Attachment C) 
during the heronry nesting season (i.e., February 15 – July 15). 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The Endangered Species Act provides broad protection for species of fish, wildlife, and plants 
that are listed as threatened or endangered in the United States or elsewhere.  The Act outlines 
procedures for federal agencies to follow when taking actions that may jeopardize federally 
listed species or their designated critical habitat.  The policy of Congress is that federal 
agencies must seek to conserve endangered and threatened species and use their authorities 
in furtherance of the Act’s purposes.  

Review of the TVA Natural Heritage Database (database), in April 2014, indicates that one 
federally listed and no state-listed rare plant species have been previously documented within a 
five-mile vicinity of the project area (Table C-1 of Attachment C).  Two additional federally listed 
plant species are known to occur in DeKalb County, Alabama; no designated critical habitat for 
plant species occurs in the project area.  Neither federally nor state-listed plant species occur on 
the site. 
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Based on review of the database for records of terrestrial animals, no federally-listed or state 
listed species have been documented within three miles of the project area.  Records for one 
federally-protected species (gray bat; USFWS 1982) occur within DeKalb County, but not within 
three miles of the project area.  The project footprint falls within the range of one additional 
federally endangered species (Indiana bat; (USFWS 2007) and one species proposed for listing 
as federally endangered (northern long-eared bat).  See Table C-2 in Attachment C.   

Gray bat hibernates in caves in large numbers during winter months and migrates to warmer 
caves to form summer maternity colonies (adult females and young) or bachelor colonies (adult 
males).  This species is closely associated with rivers, lakes, and other large bodies of water 
over which it forages for aquatic insects (Best et al. 1995, Tuttle 1976).  It occurs primarily in the 
cave region of Missouri, Arkansas, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Alabama.  Summer and winter 
ranges are essentially the same (Nature Serve 2014).   

Although summer roosting gray bats have been documented in several caves in DeKalb 
County, all known roost sites are greater than three miles from the project site.  Habitat suitable 
for roosting or foraging by gray bats is not present within the project footprint.  

Indiana bat is listed as federally endangered (USFWS 2007).  The species overwinters in caves 
and forms small colonies under loose bark of trees and snags in summer months (Barbour and 
Davis 1974). Indiana bats disperse from wintering caves to areas throughout the eastern US.  
The species favors mature forests interspersed with openings.  Use of living trees with suitable 
roost characteristics in close proximity to suitable snags also has been documented.  Multiple 
roost sites generally are selected.  The availability of trees of a sufficient bark condition, size, 
and sun exposure is another important limiting factor in how large a population an area can 
sustain (Tuttle and Kennedy 2002, Harvey 2002, Kurta et al. 2002).    

Indiana bat has not been documented in DeKalb County.  Winter occurrence has been reported 
from caves in Marshall and Jackson Counties, Alabama, west of DeKalb County and the project 
area. Northern long-eared bat is found in the eastern US.  Suitable winter habitat includes 
underground caves and cave-like structures (e.g. abandoned or active mines, railroad tunnels). 
During summer this species roosts singly or in colonies in cavities, underneath bark, crevices, or 
hollows of both live and dead trees (typically ≥3 inches in diameter).  Northern long-eared bat 
forages in upland and lowland woodlots, tree-lined corridors, and water surfaces, feeding on 
insects.  In general, habitat use by northern long-eared bat is thought to be similar to that by 
Indiana bat (USFWS 2014b). 

Federal agencies have been directed under Section 7 to assess the suitability of habitat and 
potential impacts to Indiana bat within project footprints that occur within the potential range of 
the species (USFWS 2014a).  This increased vigilance is based on the continued decline of 
Indiana bat and the recent and continued impact of white-nose syndrome on cave-dwelling bat 
species.  Since 2006, when white-nose syndrome was first observed in a cave in New York, the 
associated fungus, Pseudogymnoascus destructans, has adversely impacted cave-dwelling bat 
species up and down the eastern seaboard.  Impacts are spreading further south and west, with 
close to 100 percent mortality in affected caves after 2-3 years (USFWS 2012).  Indiana bat is 
one of the species that has experienced mortality due to white-nose syndrome.   

Twenty trees with characteristics considered suitable for roosting (i.e., dead and living trees with 
exfoliating bark, solar exposure, and ranging in diameter from 8 to 30 inches) by Indiana bat 
and/or northern long-eared bat were identified within the project footprint.  These trees were 
located in the northwest section of the footprint, within one of the forest blocks.   Foraging 
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habitat on the site is lacking to marginally suitable, based on presence of an extensive open 
area (pasture) and low plant diversity and abundance, which corresponds to low insect diversity 
and abundance, and thus low food availability for insect-eating bats. 

Two federally listed endangered mussels, two federally listed threatened species (a fish and a 
mussel), and six state-listed species (5 insects and a fish) are known to occur within DeKalb 
County and/ or the Big Willis Creek watersheds (Table C-3 of Attachment C).   

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, the project area would likely remain in 
its current condition for the foreseeable future.  If the City obtained alternative funding, the 
overall environmental consequences would be similar to the Action Alternative. 

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, the project would not impact federally or state-
listed species because no individual plants or habitat capable of supporting listed species 
occurs in the project area.  Suitable foraging habitat is not present within the footprint of the 
project area for gray bat, and is lacking to marginally suitable for Indiana and northern long-
eared bat.  Because no listed aquatic species or designated critical habitat are known from the 
project site, and appropriate BMPs would be implemented during site preparation activities, no 
impacts to federal or state listed aquatic species are anticipated to occur.  Furthermore, a letter 
dated February 10, 2014 from the USFWS office determined that the proposed site 
development would have no effect on federally listed species or their designated critical habitat.    

Cultural Resources  
TVA determined the Area of Potential Effects (APE) to be the footprint of any proposed 
disturbance that would be funded by TVA including the pad, associated parking lot and access 
road.  The APE is located within a 40-acre parcel owned by the City and has been previously 
been zoned for light industry. 

Historic and cultural resources, including archaeological resources, are protected under various 
federal laws, including: the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  
Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consult with the respective State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) when proposed federal actions could affect these resources. 

Prior to TVA’s involvement, the City’s contractor sent a letter to the Alabama SHPO regarding 
the proposed project.  In a letter dated February 6, 2014, SHPO stated that the proposed project 
would have no effects to historic properties. 

No previous archaeological sites or archaeological surveys have been conducted within the 
proposed APE.  In April 2014, TVA Cultural Compliance archaeologists conducted an 
archaeological field reconnaissance of the APE.  No intact cultural deposits or artifacts were 
identified.   

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no project-related 
effects to historic or archaeological resources under this alternative.  Likewise, no direct, 
indirect, or cumulative effects to these resources are expected.  If the City obtained alternative 
funding, the overall environmental consequences would be similar to the Action Alternative.  

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, TVA determined the APE to be the footprint of 
any proposed disturbance that would be funded by TVA including the pad, associated parking 
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lot and access road.  The APE was subjected to an archaeological reconnaissance by a TVA 
Archaeologist in 2014.  As a result no archaeological sites were identified. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4, implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, on April 29, 2014, TVA consulted with the Alabama SHPO on the TVA finding that, no 
historic properties would be affected by the proposed undertaking.  In a letter dated June 9, 
2014, the SHPO concurred with TVA findings of no effect.   

Pursuant to 36CFR§ 800.2 (c)(2)(ii), 800.3 (f)(2), and 800.4 (a)(4)(b), TVA also consulted with 
federally recognized Indian tribes regarding properties within the proposed project’s APE that 
may be of religious and cultural significance to them and eligible for the NRHP.  TVA received 
responses from The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma and The 
Chickasaw Nation who had no objections to the project but would like notification should any 
human remains be inadvertently discovered.  

Transportation 
Trucks going to or from the proposed site would travel to the site by Jordan Road which 
connects to Alabama State Route (SR) 35 via Industrial Boulevard a mile to the northeast.  Exit 
218 to I-59 is about 0.5 miles further to the east.  Jordan Road currently dead ends near 
Ferguson Distribution Center, which contributes about 200-300 trips per day to the road traffic. 

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, existing transportation would not be 
affected.  If the earthen building pad and associated access road is constructed at this location 
without TVA involvement, the impacts would be much the same as the Action Alternative. 

Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, there would be a minor temporary increase in 
transportation while the proposed earthen building pad and associated access road were 
constructed.  After the initial mobilization of equipment, traffic to and from the proposed site 
would consist of a small workforce of operators, laborers, and construction foreman observing a 
typical eight to ten-hour work day.  The minor temporary increase in transportation while the 
proposed earthen building pads and associated access road is constructed would be 
insignificant.    

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
The proposed facility would be located in DeKalb County, Alabama, which had a population of 
71,109 in 2010 (US Census Bureau 2014).  The most recent unemployment rate was 11.0 
percent, which is higher than the state’s rate of 10.3 percent.  The minority population share 
was at 15.5 percent in the county, which is lower than the state (29) and national (36) 
percentages.  According to the American Community Survey 2008-2012 estimates, the 
population below the poverty level at the county level is 19.5 percent and the state and national 
levels at 18.1 and 14.9 percent, respectively. 

Medium household income in DeKalb County was $36,853, as of 2012, about 69 percent of the 
national level of $53,040 and 85 percent of the state level of $43,160.  Employment in the 
county is dependent primarily on manufacturing, education and health care, and retail, but less 
dependent on service and professional sectors of the economy. 

DeKalb County Alabama lost 6,000 to 8,000 jobs during 2005‐2010 when the unemployment 
rate reached a high point of 14.1 percent.  2011 average unemployment rate was 10.9 percent 
(U. S. Census Bureau, 2012).  In 2012, the average unemployment rate was 8.5 percent. The 
loss of manufacturing industry in DeKalb County has caused under‐utilized utility infrastructure 
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in Fort Payne where the use of the City’s water system went from about 4 million gallons of 
water per day down to 0.6 million gallons per day. 

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, socioeconomics or environmental 
justice would not be affected.  If the proposal is constructed with alternative funding, the impacts 
would be much the same as the Action Alternative. 
 
Action Alternative - Under the Action Alternative, any construction or operation activities related 
to the proposed facility would be remote from the area’s population and not likely to have any 
noticeable impact on residents.  The proposal would add temporary construction jobs to the 
local economy as the facility is constructed.  Therefore, minor beneficial impacts on commercial 
activity or other activities in the area are likely to occur because of new or increased purchases 
of local services and goods.  Minority and low-income populations occur in the county and 
vicinity of the project area.  However, there are no adjacent residences.  Therefore, any impacts 
that might occur would be economically beneficial and not disproportionately affect 
disadvantaged populations. 

Noise, Air Quality, and Solid Waste 
Construction activities including the movement of large amounts of earth can produce noise 
from machinery and handling as well as fugitive dust and combustion emissions from engines 
and burning of unwanted vegetation.  Also, localized solid waste would result from the 
packaging of materials used during the construction process or accumulated in the form of 
vegetation and construction debris.  The proposed project would be located in an existing 
industrial operations area.  No residential development is adjacent to the project area. 

No Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, there would no additional impacts to 
noise, air quality, or solid waste.  If project is constructed with alternative funds, the impacts 
would be much the same as the Action Alternative.  

Action Alternative - Under the No Action Alternative, construction noise and impacts to air 
quality (fugitive dust) expected during the building period would come from equipment used for 
excavating, grading, and hauling.  Most of the construction activities would occur during 
weekday, daylight hours; however, construction could occasionally occur during nights and 
weekends, if necessary.  The immediate area would experience temporary noise increases 
during construction; however, most activities would be during weekday daylight hours within an 
existing Industrial Park removed from the nearest residential receptor. Therefore, the 
construction noise is expected to result in minor impacts.  Construction of the proposed earthen 
building pad and associated access road would cause temporary minimal offsite fugitive air 
emissions, but with the employment of BMPs, is expected to result in minor impacts. 

Solid wastes produced during the construction of the proposed building pad and associated 
infrastructure would consist of general refuse.  These materials would be disposed of by a 
licensed waste management company in a permitted landfill.  Therefore, the action alternative 
would result in only minor or temporary direct, indirect or cumulative effects relating to noise, air 
quality, and solid waste. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Resources that could be cumulatively affected by TVA providing the grant and the construction 
of the earthen building pad and associated infrastructure are transportation, socioeconomics, 
noise, air quality, and solid waste.  Transportation, noise, air quality, and solid waste would 
continue to be affected by general population increases, industrial use, and development growth 
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in the area.  Socioeconomics would be beneficially impacted by direct job growth and indirectly 
by associated services.  However, this action would not result in cumulative impacts on a 
regional or Valley-wide basis.  Although it would have a somewhat greater impact than the No 
Action Alternative, the Action Alternative would result in a minimal impact on the environment 
and improve local economy when the proposal was completed.  Therefore, TVA has determined 
that cumulative impacts of this action would be insignificant.  

Necessary Permits 
As the impacted area would be greater than one acre, a Construction Storm Water Permit from 
the Alabama Department of Environmental Management would be required, pursuant to Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act.  The applicant is responsible for obtaining any local, state, or 
federal permits necessary for this project. 

Agency Involvement 
The City submitted a completed grant application for the proposed construction of an earthen 
building pad and associated infrastructure within the Industrial Park on August 1, 2013.  The 
Applicant’s contract engineer, Greenhill Engineering Consultants (GEC), Inc., contacted the 
following agencies regarding the proposal; 

• A February 6, 2014 letter from the Alabama Historical Commission concurring that the 
project will have no effect on properties listed or eligible for listing in the NHRP.  

• A February 10, 2014 response from the USFWS to a January 9, 2014 letter from GEC, 
stating that no federally listed species/critical habitats occur within the project area, and 
the project will have no significant impact on fish and wildlife resources.   

• A February 21, 2014 response from the USACE to a January 9, 2014 letter from GEC 
that the project will not require a Department of the Army Permit. 

In addition to the provided correspondence, TVA contacted the following agencies, as well as 
federally recognized Native American tribes, concerning the proposed project. 

• Alabama Historical Commission 
• Cherokee Nation 
• The Chickasaw Nation 
• Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Kialegee Tribal Town 
• Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
• Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 
• Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
• Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 
• Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
• Shawnee Tribe 
• United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma 
• Poarch Band of Creek Indians 

Correspondence received from other agencies related to this review and coordination is 
contained in Attachment D. 
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Mitigation Measures 
To minimize or reduce the environmental effects of the proposed project, the Applicant is to 
ensure all construction activities are in compliance with storm water permitting requirements and 
utilize applicable BMPs to minimize and control erosion during construction.  To minimize 
disturbance to nesting herons during construction, any construction activity would stay at least 
330 feet away from the heronry (Figure C-1 of Attachment C) during the nesting season (i.e., 
February 15 – July 15). 

Preferred Alternative 
TVA’s Preferred Alternative is the Action Alternative where TVA would provide the grant and the 
building pad would be constructed on the 40 acre site as proposed location.   

TVA Preparers 
Adam Dattilo, Botanist, Biological Resources, Terrestrial Ecology and Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Michaelyn Harle, Contract Archaeologist, Cultural Resources, National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 Compliance 

Andrew R. Henderson, Aquatic Endangered Species Biologist, Aquatic Ecology and Aquatic 
Threatened and Endangered Species 

Holly G. LeGrand, Biologist, Biological Resources, Terrestrial Resources and Terrestrial 
Endangered Species 

Robert A. Marker, Recreation Specialist, Recreation Resources 

Craig L. Phillips, Contract Aquatic Ecologist, Biological Resources, Aquatic Ecology and 
Endangered Species  

Carrie C. Mays, Civil Engineer, River Operations, Floodplains 

Roger Milstead, Program Manager, River Operations, Floodplains 

Kim Pilarski, Biologist, Biological Resources, Wetlands and Natural Areas 

Amos Lee Smith, Water and Waste Compliance Specialist, Groundwater 

Richard L. Toennisson, Contract Senior NEPA Specialist, NEPA Compliance and Document 
Preparation 

Wells, Edward W., III, Archaeologist, Cultural Resources, National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 Compliance 

Bill L. Zotto, Economic Development, Project Manager 

Agencies and Others Consulted 
Alabama Historical Commission, Montgomery, Alabama 

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Homewood, Alabama 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Daphne, Alabama 

United States Natural Resources Conservation Service, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 

The Chickasaw Nation 

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma 

 15 



 

References  
Barbour, R. and W. Davis. 1974. Mammals of Kentucky. The University Press of Kentucky, 

Lexington, Kentucky. 

Best. T. l., Cvilikas, W. S., Goebel, A. B., Haas, T. D., Henry, T. H., Milam, B. A., Saidak, L. R., 
and Thomas, D. P.  1995.  Foraging Ecology of the Endangered Gray Bat  (Myotis 
grisescens) at Guntersville Reservoir, Alabama, Joint Agency  Guntersville Project Aquatic 
Plant Management.  295 pp. 

Griffith, G.E., Omernik, J.M., Comstock, J.A., Lawrence, S., Martin, G., Goddard, A., Hulcher, 
V.J., and Foster, T., 2001, Ecoregions of Alabama and Georgia, (color poster with map, 
descriptive text, summary tables, and photographs): Reston, Virginia, U.S. Geological 
Survey (map scale 1:1,700,000). 

Harvey, M. J.  2002.  Status and Ecology in the Southern United States.  Pages 29-34 in Kurta, 
A. and Kennedy, J (Eds.). The Indiana bat: biology and management of an endangered 
species (A. Kurta and J. Kennedy, eds.). Bat Conservation International, Austin, TX. 

Kurta, A, S. W. Murray, and D. H. Miller.  2002.  Roost selection and movements across the 
summer landscape.  In Kurta, A. and J. Kennedy, eds. The Indiana Bat: Biology and 
Management of an Endangered Species.  Bat Conservation International, Austin, Texas. 

Miller, James A. 1990. Ground Water Atlas of the United States, Segment 6. United States 
Geological Survey. Reston, VA. http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/ch_g/index.html 

Miller, J.H., Manning, S.T., and S.F. Enloe.  2010.  A management guide for invasive plants in 
the Southern forests. Gen. Tech. Rep.  SRS-131.  US Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, Southern Research Station: 1-3. 

NatureServe. 2014. NatureServe Explorer: An online encyclopedia of life [web application]. 
Version 7.1. NatureServe, Arlington, Virginia. Available http://explorer.natureserve.org. 
(Accessed: April 29, 2014 ). 

Tuttle, M. D.  1976.  Population ecology of the gray bat (Myotis grisescens): philopatry,  timing, 
and patterns of movement, weight loss during migration, and seasonal  adaptive 
strategies.  Occasional Papers of the Museum of Natural History,  University of Kansas, 
54:1-38. 

Tuttle, M. D. and J. Kennedy.  2002  Thermal requirements during hibernation. In The Indiana  
bat: biology and management of an endangered species (A. Kurta and J. Kennedy, eds.). 
Bat Conservation International, Austin, TX. 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  1982. Gray Bat Recovery Plan.  U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Denver, Colorado. 

------.  2007.  Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) Draft Recovery Plan: First Revision.  U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Fort Snelling, MN. 258 pp. 

------.  2012.  North American bat death toll exceeds 5.5 million from white-nose  syndrome.  
News Release, Office of  Communications, Arlington, Virginia, January 17, 2012.  
http://www.fws.gov/whitenosesyndrome/index.html 

16 
 

http://www.fws.gov/whitenosesyndrome/index.html


 

___.  2014a.  Range-wide Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidelines, January 2014.  U. S.  Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  Accessed at: 
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/inba/inbasummersurveyguidance.html 

------.  2014b.  Northern long-eared bat interim conference and planning guidance. Available at 
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nlba/pdf/NLEBinterimGuidance6Jan201
4.pdf.  Accessed January 08, 2014. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture.  2012.  Invasive and Noxious Weeds.  Retrieved from 
<http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxiousDriver> (Accessed 30 March 2012). 

Environmental Protection Agency, 2013.  Local Drinking Water Information. 
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/dwinfo/index.html 

U. S. Natural Resource Conservation Service.  2014.  Personal communication with Milton 
Tuck, Research Soil Scientist, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, May 10, 2014. 

U. S. Water Resources Council.  1978. Floodplain management guidelines for implementing 
Executive Order 11988. 43 FR 6030, Federal Register 43(29), Feb. 1978. 

U. S. Census Bureau. 2012. 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t  June, 2014 

 

Attachments 
A. Maps and Plans 
B. Floodplain Map and Documentation 
C. Supporting Information 
D. Agency Letters 

 
  
 
 

 17 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/inba/inbasummersurveyguida
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxiousDriver
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/dwinfo/index.html
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t


 

Attachment A - Maps and Plans 
 

18 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page intentionally blank 
 
  

 



 

 

 
 
 

20 
 



 

 
  

21 
 



 

 
 
  

22 
 



 

 

Attachment B – Floodplain Maps and Documentation 
 

23 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page intentionally blank 
 
 
 
  

 



 

 

 
  

25 
 



 

 
 
  

26 
 



 

 
  

27 
 



 

 
 
 
 

28 
 



 

Attachment C – Supporting Information 
  

29 



 

Table C-1.  Federal-listed plant species from DeKalb County, Alabama and all species of 
conservation concern previously reported from within a 5 mile vicinity of the I  
Fort Payne EA project area. 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal 
Status 

State  Status 
(Rank) 

Harparella Ptilimnium nodosum END SLNS(S1) 
Little River Arrowhead1 Sagittaria secundifolia THR SLNS(S1) 
Green Pitcher-plant1 Sarracenia oreophila END SLNS(S2) 

Source: TVA Natural Heritage Database, April 2014.  
Status codes: END = Endangered; SLNS = Listed by the state of Alabama, but not assigned a status; THR = 
Threatened. 
Rank Codes:  S1 = Extremely rare and critically imperiled in the state with 5 or fewer occurrences, or very few 
remaining individuals, or because of some special condition where the species is particularly vulnerable to extirpation; 
S2 = Very rare and imperiled within the state, 6 to 20 occurrences. 
1Federal-listed species occurring within the county where work would occur, but not necessarily within 5 miles of the 
project area. 

Table C-2.  Federally Listed or Protected Terrestrial Animal Species documented in 
DeKalb County, Alabama, and other species of Conservation Concern Documented 
within Three Miles of the Project Area.1 

Common Name Scientific Name Status2 

Federal  State (Rank3) 
Gray Bat Myotis grisescens LE PROT (S2) 
Northern long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis PE PROT (S2) 
Indiana bat Myotis sodalist LE PROT (S1) 
1 Source: TVA Natural Heritage Database, April 2014 
2 Status Codes: LE = Listed Endangered; PE = Proposed Endangered; PROT = Protected 
3 Status Ranks: S1 = Critically Imperiled; S2 = Imperiled 
 
Table C-3.  Records of federal and state-listed aquatic animal species from Dekalb 
County, Alabama and/or in the Big Willis Creek watersheds.1 

Common Name Scientific Name Element 
Rank2 

Federal 
Status3 

State 
Status3 

State 
Rank4 

INSECTS 
     A Caddisfly Ceraclea alabamae E 

 
RARE S1 

A Caddisfly Ceraclea alces E 
 

RARE S1 
A Caddisfly Phryganea sayi E 

 
TRKD S1 

A Caddisfly Polycentropus nascotius E 
 

TRKD S1 
Helma's Cheumatopsyche 
Caddisfly Cheumatopsyche helma E 

 
RARE S1 

MUSSELS      
Alabama Moccasinshell Medionidus acutissimus H LT PROT S1 
Southern Pigtoe Pleurobema georgianum H LE PROT S1 
Triangular Kidneyshell Ptychobranchus greenii H LE PROT S1 
FISH 

     Blue Shiner Cyprinella caerulea X LT PROT S1 
Southern Cavefish Typhlichthys subterraneus H 

 
PROT S3 

1Source: TVA Natural Heritage Database, accessed May 2014 
2Status Codes: LE = Listed Endangered; LT = Listed Threatened; RARE = Listed Rare; PROT = Listed Protected; 
TRKD = Tracked by state Natural Heritage program.  
2Heritage Element Occurrence Rank; E = extant record ≤ 25 years old; H = Historical ≥ 25 years; X = Extirpated. 
4State Ranks:  S1 = Critically Imperiled; S3 = Vulnerable 
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Figure C-1 Heronry Location and Proposed Buffer 
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