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1.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND NEED 

An integral part of Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA) mission is to promote economic 
development within the TVA service area. TVA provides financial assistance to help bring to 
market new/improved sites and facilities within the TVA service area and position communities 
to compete successfully for new jobs and capital investment. TVA proposes to provide an 
economic development grant through InvestPrep funds to the Marshall County Industrial 
Development Authority (MCIDA) to assist with the development of the Springs Industrial Park. 
The area of TVA’s proposed action (herein referred to as the Project Area) comprises 103.3 
acres of the total 1,200-acre Springs Industrial Park located 0.5 mile east of the intersection of 
United States (U.S.) Highway 78 and Landfill Road and 3.3 miles northwest of Holly Springs, 
Mississippi (MS) (see Figure 1-1 below and Attachment 1, Figure 1-A). TVA funds would be 
used for the purchasing of the 103.3-acre Project Area, clearing of 16.7 acres of trees, and 
grading of a dirt building pad. Work associated with the dirt building pad would require 27.6 
acres of earth disturbance to create a 20.0-acre dirt building pad. The Appalachian Regional 
Commission (ARC) is funding an access road and other activities outside the Project Area that 
would be under construction or built prior to TVA issuing a Notice to Proceed (NTP). The access 
road would be built between the two (2) areas of earth work for the proposed dirt building pad. 
The Springs Industrial Park is located in Marshall County, MS.  

The primary purpose of the Proposed Action is to enable the MCIDA to continue development of 
the Springs Industrial Park. MCIDA has identified the development of the Project Area, located 
at the entrance to the Springs Industrial Park, as a jumpstart to further development of the 
overall site. MCIDA has seen significant project activity in the area over the last five (5) years, 
but has determined these opportunities have not been realized at the Springs Industrial Park 
due to the lack of a large, publicly-owned, shovel-ready site. The proposed grant to the MCIDA 
would assist with site preparation activities to put the Springs Industrial Park in a more 
marketable position. Proposed improvements would lead to an increased probability of 
achieving TVA’s core mission of job creation and capital investment. Target industries for the 
Springs Industrial Park include light manufacturers and advanced manufacturers. This 
Environmental Assessment (EA) assesses the environmental resources that would potentially 
be affected by TVA’s Proposed Action. TVA’s decision is whether or not to provide the 
requested funding to the MCIDA.   
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2.0 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS AND DOCUMENTATION 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the Project Area was performed consistent with 
the procedures included in ASTM E 1527-13 (Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process) by Headwaters, Inc. 
(Headwaters) in April 2018 (Headwaters 2018a). Headwaters also conducted a wetland 
assessment in February 2018 to identify wetlands and waterbodies jurisdictional to the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) within the Springs Industrial Park (Headwaters 
2018b). Headwaters’ wetland assessment was the basis for a Jurisdictional Determination 
issued by the USACE on October 3, 2018 (USACE 2018). In 2018, Headwaters coordinated 
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify federally threatened and 
endangered species issues that were associated with the Springs Industrial Park (Headwaters 
2018c) and as a result, the USFWS provided recommendations for the Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalist), northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), and wood stork (Mycteria americana) 
(USFWS 2018). In October 2018, TerraX produced a Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for the 
Springs Industrial Park (TerraX 2018), which was reviewed by the Mississippi Department of 
Archives and History (MDAH), the State Historic Preservation Office, in June 2019 (MDAH 
2019). The MDAH provided comments and recommendations to protect and preserve cultural 
resources identified within the Springs Industrial Park (MDAH 2019). These reports and 
associated agency correspondences were used in the preparation of this EA. 

3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Based on internal scoping, TVA has determined that there are two (2) reasonable alternatives to 
assess under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): the No Action Alternative and the 
Action Alternative. 

3.1 The No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, TVA would not provide InvestPrep funds to the MCIDA.  TVA 
would not be furthering its mission of promoting economic development by assisting the local 
community to compete successfully for new jobs and capital investment through the Proposed 
Action. If the MCIDA were to obtain alternate funding and proceed with its current plans, the 
overall environmental consequences would be similar to those expected from implementing the 
Action Alterative. In the event the project is postponed, any environmental effects would be 
delayed for the duration of the postponement. If the project were cancelled, no direct 
environmental effects are anticipated, as environmental conditions on the site would remain 
essentially unchanged from the current conditions for the foreseeable future.    

3.2 The Action Alternative 

Under the Action Alterative, TVA would provide InvestPrep funds to the MCIDA for purchase of 
103.3 acres of land and site improvements to the Springs Industrial Park. These improvements 
would include clearing of approximately 16.7 acres of trees and ground disturbance of 27.6 
acres to construct a 20.0-acre dirt building pad within the Springs Industrial Park. Final site 
elevation is expected to be 549 feet above Mean Seal Level (MSL) once grading activities are 
complete. The Project Area is divided into two (2) distinct sections (Attachment 1, Figures 1-A 
and 1-B) totaling 27.6 acres to allow for development of the dirt building pad. The dirt building 
pad will be constructed in the western section and the eastern section will provide fill material.  
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An access road and other activities, funded by ARC, would be under construction or constructed 
between the two (2) sections of the Project Area prior to TVA issuing a NTP. Site activities 
required for the Action Alternative would occur over a short period of time, approximately eight 
(8) months, and would involve operation of an excavator, bulldozer, dump truck, or similar 
vehicles and heavy machinery. Cleared trees, stumps, vegetation, and debris would be cut and 
burned onsite. TVA’s preferred alternative is the Action Alternative. 

The MCIDA, or its contractors, would take appropriate feasible measures, such as implementing 
best management practices (BMPs) and best construction practices, to minimize or reduce the 
potential environmental effects of the Action Alternative to insignificant levels. These practices 
would include but are not limited to installation of sediment and erosion controls (silt fences, 
sediment traps, etc.), management of fugitive dust, and daytime work hours. 

The Action Alternative does not include assessment of activities that may be directly or indirectly 
associated with adjacent lots already developed or under construction or the eventual build-out, 
occupation, and future use of the Project Area. It would be speculative to do so because the 
future use of the site has not been fully defined. ARC-funded activities adjacent to, but outside, 
the Project Area are excluded from this assessment.  

4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ANTICIPATED IMPACTS 

4.1 Site Description 

The 103.3-acre Area of Potential Effect (APE), herein referred to as the Project Area, is located 
within the 1,200-acre Springs Industrial Park in Marshall County, MS, approximately 0.5 mile 
east of the intersection of U.S. Highway 78 and Landfill Road and 3.3 miles northwest of Holly 
Springs. The Project Area consists of pasture grasses with stands of mixed-deciduous and 
coniferous forest. No wetlands are located within the Project Area. Access is provided along the 
southern border of the Project Area from Landfill Road, approximately 0.5 mile east of the 
intersection with U.S. Highway 78 (Attachment 1, Figure 1-A). The Project Area is bordered by 
similar habitats consisting of a mix of agricultural fields of mainly pasture grasses and 
woodlands with localized areas of single-family residential, commercial, industrial, and 
public/semi-public uses.    

The current land use within the Project Area consists of agricultural farmland (pasture/hay) with 
areas of mixed-deciduous and coniferous forest and is currently zoned as Industrial 1 and a 
Designated Opportunity Zone (MCIDA 2021). Access to the Springs Industrial Park is provided 
from State Highways 4, 7, 78, and 311 as well as Interstate 22 and there is a Burlington 
Northern-Santa Fe (BNSF) rail line outside the Project Area but onsite (MCIDA 2021). Direct 
access is provided from Landfill Road (also known as State Highway 4) along the southern 
boundary of the Project Area (Attachment 1, Figure 1-A). A wood framed barn is the only 
structure in the Project Area (TerraX 2018).  

The Project Area is gently sloping with elevations varying between 515 feet to 580 feet. The 
area of the proposed building pad is relatively flat and currently at 550 feet. One stream with 
ephemeral and intermittent reaches (hereafter referred to as Stream-1), one ephemeral stream 
(hereafter referred to as Stream-2) and five (5) ponds (hereafter referred to as Pond-1, Pond-2, 
Pond-3, Pond-4, and Pond-5) are within the Project Area. Stormwater from the Project Area 
flows to the southwest towards unnamed tributaries that eventually flow into Dawson Creek. The 
five (5) man-made ponds do not have any surficial hydrologic inflows or outflows and are 
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isolated. Three (3) of the ponds (Pond-1, Pond-2, and Pond-3) are within the area proposed for 
earth disturbance activities related to the dirt building pad.     

4.2 Impacts Evaluated 

TVA has determined that the Proposed Action, subsequent to TVA’s selection of the Action 
Alternative, would have no impact on solid and hazardous wastes, floodplains, land use and 
prime farmland, wetlands, natural areas, or recreation as discussed below. Therefore, potential 
impacts to these resources are not described in further detail in this EA. 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment did not identify any current or historical chemical, 
petroleum, or hazardous substance operations or storage areas or locations within the Project 
Area that would indicate the presence of solid or hazardous wastes (Headwaters 2018a).   
Therefore, the Proposed Action is not expected to result in significant impacts from the creation 
or disposal of solid and hazardous wastes.  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance rate map for Marshall 
County, Mississippi (panel number 28093C0165C, effective 7/4/2011) and the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) 1:24,000 topographic map for Holly Springs, MS indicate the Project 
Area would be located outside identified 100-year floodplains, which would be consistent with 
Executive Order (EO) 11988. The Proposed Action would therefore have no significant impact 
on floodplains and their natural and beneficial values.  

There would be no impact to land use and prime farmland as the Project Area is located within a 
property zoned as Industrial 1 and the Proposed Action would not result in a change to the 
zoned land use.  

Onsite wetland determinations were conducted in 2018 for the parcel by Headwaters 
(Headwaters 2018b). Surveys were performed according to USACE standards (Environmental 
Laboratory 1987). The USACE wetland standards require documentation of hydrophytic 
vegetation (Reed 1997), hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. Broader definitions of wetlands, 
such as the one used by the USFWS (Cowardin et al. 1979), and as defined under 18 Code of 
Federal Register (CFR) Part 1318.40, were also considered in this review. The field survey 
concluded there are no wetlands present within the Project Area.  

Natural areas include ecologically significant sites; federal, state, or local park lands; national or 
state forests; wilderness areas; scenic areas; wildlife management areas; recreational areas; 
greenways; trails; United States National Park Service (USNPS) Nationwide Rivers Inventory 
(NRI) segments; and Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSRs). Managed areas include lands held in 
public ownership that are managed by an entity (e.g., TVA, United States Department of 
Agriculture [USDA], United States Forest Service [USFS], State of Mississippi) to protect and 
maintain certain ecological and/or recreational features. A review of data from the TVA Regional 
Natural Heritage Database, USNPS NRI database (USNPS 2021), and WSR database (WSR 
2021) indicated there are no natural or managed areas within or immediately adjacent (<0.10-
mile) to the Project Area. Two (2) natural areas are located within three (3) miles of the 
proposed project. The Strawberry Plains Audubon Center is located 1.26 miles northeast of the 
Project Area and the North Mississippi Branch Experiment Station lies 2.75 miles northeast of 
the Project Area. Given that both facilities are located more than a mile from the Project Area, 
the Proposed Action is not expected to result in impacts to these resources.  
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There are no parks or outdoor recreation areas in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.  
Since there are no parks or outdoor recreation areas, the Project Action would have no impact 
on outdoor recreation.  

Resources that could potentially be impacted (negatively or positively) by implementing the 
Action Alternative include air quality and climate change, groundwater, surface water, aquatic 
ecology, terrestrial zoology, botany, and archaeology and historic structures and sites. 
Implementation of the Action Alternative could create potential impacts to the human 
environment, including visual effects, noise, socioeconomics and environmental justice, and 
transportation issues. Potential impacts to resources and impacts to the human environment 
resulting from implementation of the Action Alternative are discussed in detail below.  

4.2.1 Air Quality and Climate Change 

Federal and state regulations protect ambient air quality. With authority granted by the Clean Air 
Act (CAA) 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. as amended in 1977 and 1990, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) established National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) to protect human health and public welfare. The USEPA codified NAAQS in 40 CFR 
50 for the following “criteria pollutants:” nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, particulate matter (PM) with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less 
than 10 microns (PM10), and PM with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 
microns (PM2.5). The NAAQS reflect the relationship between pollutant concentrations and 
health and welfare effects. Primary standards protect human health, including the health of 
sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards are 
designed to protect public welfare, including visibility, animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.  
These standards reflect the latest scientific knowledge and have an adequate margin of safety 
intended to address uncertainties and provide a reasonable degree of protection. The air quality 
in Marshall County, Mississippi, meets the ambient air quality standards and is in attainment 
with respect to the criteria pollutants (USEPA 2021).   

Other pollutants, such as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) and greenhouse gases (GHGs) are 
also a consideration in air quality impact analyses. Section 112(b) of the CAA lists HAPs, also 
known as toxic air pollutants or air toxics, because they present a threat of adverse human 
health effects or adverse environmental effects. Although there are no applicable ambient air 
quality standards for HAPs, their emissions are limited through permit thresholds and 
technology standards as required by the CAA.   

GHGs are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. They are non-toxic and non-hazardous at 
normal ambient concentrations. At this time, there are no applicable ambient air quality 
standards or emission limits for GHGs under the CAA. GHGs occur in the atmosphere both 
naturally and resulting from human activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels. GHG emissions 
due to human activity are the main cause of increased atmospheric concentration of GHGs 
since the industrial age and are the primary contributor to climate change. The principal GHGs 
are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, and nitrous oxide.   

Air quality impacts associated with activities under the Action Alternative include emissions from 
fossil fuel-fired equipment, fugitive dust from ground disturbances, and emissions from the 
burning of wood debris. Fossil fuel-fired equipment are a source of combustion emissions, 
including nitrogen oxides (NOX), CO, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), SO2, PM10, PM2.5, 
GHGs, and small amounts of HAPs. Gasoline and diesel engines used as a result of the Action 
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Alternative would comply with the USEPA mobile source regulations in 40 CFR Part 85 for on-
road engines and 40 CFR Part 89 for non-road engines. These regulations are designed to 
minimize emissions and require a maximum sulfur content in diesel fuel of 15 parts per million 
(ppm). In addition, the Action Alternative would comply with Mississippi Department of 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Air Emission Regulations for the Prevention, Abatement, and 
Control of Air Contaminants, 11 Mississippi Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 1. Rule 1.3 
(D), (1).     

Fugitive dust is a source of respirable airborne PM, including PM10 and PM2.5, which could result 
from ground disturbances such as land clearing, grading, excavation, and travel on unpaved 
roads. The amount of dust generated is a function of the activity, silt and moisture content of the 
soil, wind speed, frequency of precipitation, vehicle traffic, vehicle types, and roadway 
characteristics. The MCIDA, or its contractors, would be expected to comply with MDEQ Air 
Emission Regulations for the Prevention, Abatement, and Control of Air Contaminants, 11 
Mississippi Administrative Code, Part 2, Chapter 1. Rule 1.3 (C), (2), which requires reasonable 
precautions to prevent PM from becoming airborne. Such reasonable precautions include, but 
are not limited to the use of water or chemicals for control of dust in construction operations on 
dirt roads and stockpiles as needed.    

Many variables affect emissions from ground-level open burning, including wind, ambient 
temperature, composition and moisture content of the debris burned, and compactness of the 
pile. In general, the relatively low temperatures associated with open burning increase 
emissions of NOX, CO, VOCs, PM10, PM2.5, GHGs, and HAPs. The MCIDA, or its contractors, 
would be subject to local burn permits and the requirements in MDEQ Air Emission Regulations 
for the Prevention, Abatement, and Control of Air Contaminants, 11 Mississippi Administrative 
Code, Part 2, Chapter 1. Rule 1.3 (G), which provides open burning prohibitions, exceptions, 
and certification requirements.     

With the use of BMPs and other required measures described above to reduce emissions 
associated with the Action Alternative, air quality impacts would be minimal, temporary, and 
localized; and would not be anticipated to result in any violation of applicable ambient air quality 
standards or impact regional air quality.   

Concerning climate change, trees, like other green plants, are carbon sinks that use 
photosynthesis to convert CO2 into sugar, cellulose, and other carbon-containing carbohydrates 
that they use for food and growth. Carbon sequestration is the process by which carbon sinks 
remove CO2 from the atmosphere. Although forests do release some CO2 from natural 
processes such as decay and respiration, a healthy forest typically stores carbon at a greater 
rate than it releases carbon. The clearing of approximately 16.7 acres of land containing trees 
for the Action Alternative would result in a minor loss of carbon sequestration capacity in the 
area since evergreen and deciduous forest habitat is common and well represented throughout 
the region and in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area. 

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, similar emissions associated 
from equipment, ground disturbances, and burning would occur, resulting in similar air quality 
and climate change impacts as those described above for the Action Alternative. If the MCIDA 
were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, emissions associated 
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from equipment, ground disturbances, and burning would not occur and there would be no 
impacts to air quality and climate change from the No Action Alternative.  

4.2.2 Groundwater 

The Project Area is located within the East Gulf Coastal Plain Section of the Coastal Plain 
Province (USNPS 2017). The East Gulf Coastal Plain Section extends from Eastern Louisiana 
and includes parts of Mississippi, Alabama, western Tennessee, western Georgia and the 
Florida panhandle. The East Gulf Coastal Plain Section in the vicinity of the Project Area is 
characterized by poorly unconsolidated to consolidated clastic sedimentary rocks consisting of 
sands, clay, limestone, chalk and marl. (USGS 1995a, USGS 2021).   

In northern Mississippi, the principal aquifers in the Coastal Plain Province consist of 
sedimentary rocks, sand and clay that are primarily Eocene, Paleocene and Upper Cretaceous 
in age (USGS 2021). The local aquifer systems underlying the Project Area include: (in 
descending order) the Pearl River aquifer (that outcrops in this area and may not be really 
extensive) also referred to as the Claiborne aquifer, Black Warrior River confining unit, 
intersected by the McNairy Sand Member of the McNairy-Nacatoch aquifer (begins to pinch out 
in this area) and the Black Warrior River aquifer (USGS 1996). The Pearl River aquifer unit 
consists of consolidated to unconsolidated sand, gravel, sandstone and limited limestone beds. 
This unit is part of the larger Mississippi Embayment that extends to Texas (USGS 1996). The 
Black Warrior River confining unit consists of chalk, shale and clay. The McNairy Sand Member 
of the McNairy-Nacatoch aquifer consists of sandy limestone, clay and glauconitic sand (USGS 
2021). The Black Warrior River aquifer consists of glauconitic quartz sand that is loosely 
consolidated, and is fine to medium grained (USGS 1996). The Pearl River water quality varies 
from 0 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to 500 mg/L of dissolved solids (USGS 1995b). Water quality 
in the McNairy Sand Member ranges from 500 mg/L to 2,000 mg/L for dissolved solid 
concentrations and the Black Warrior River aquifer contains dissolved solid concentrations of 
200 mg/L to 1,000 mg/L (USGS 1995b, USGS 1995c). Recharge in the Pearl River, McNairy 
Sand Member and the Black Warrior River aquifers occurs primarily along areas where the 
aquifer outcrops and groundwater flow is generally from topographic highs and westward in the 
Pearl River and McNairy Sand Member; while flow in the Black Warrior River aquifer migrates 
down gradient into the confined portions of the aquifer and discharges into rivers that have 
deeply eroded and exposed the aquifer. (USGS 1995b, USGS 1995c).  

Implementation of the Action Alternative would result in ground disturbance during construction 
activities. Tree clearing would result in minor ground disturbance at shallow depths. Site grading 
and compaction for development of a dirt building pad would result in greater ground 
disturbance at moderate depths. Ground disturbances may intercept surficial aquifers but are 
not anticipated to be at depths that would alter public groundwater supplies (typically 0 to 1,000 
feet beneath the land surface [USGS 1996]) or result in significant impacts to groundwater 
resources. Shallow aquifers could sustain minor impacts from changes in overland water flow 
and recharge caused by clearing, grading and construction of a dirt building pad within the 
Project Area. Water infiltration, which is normally enhanced by vegetation, would be reduced 
until vegetation is re-established. In addition, near-surface soil compaction caused by heavy 
construction vehicles could reduce the ability of soil to absorb water. These minor impacts 
would be temporary and would not significantly affect groundwater resources. Furthermore, it is 
expected that the MCIDA, or its contractors, would conduct operations involving chemical or fuel 
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storage or resupply and equipment and vehicle servicing with care to avoid leakage, spillage, 
and subsequent ground water contamination.   

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA, similar ground disturbance would occur, resulting in 
similar impacts to groundwater resources as those described above for the Action Alternative. If 
the MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, ground 
disturbance associated with tree clearing and constructing/compacting of a building pad would 
not occur and there would be no impacts to groundwater resources.  

4.2.3 Soil Erosion and Surface Water 

The Project Area is located within the Southeastern Plains ecoregion (USNPS 2017). This 
Project Area drains to streams within the Upper Coldwater River (0803020401) 10-digit 
hydrologic unit code (HUC) watershed. A November 2020 field review conducted by qualified 
wetland and waterbody experts documented two (2) streams (Stream-1 and Stream-2) and five 
(5) ponds (Pond-1, Pond-2, Pond-3, Pond-4, and Pond-5) in the Project Area (Headwaters 
2018b). Additional streams, wetlands, and ponds were found within the Springs Industrial Park 
(Headwaters 2018b). In 2018, the USACE conducted a jurisdictional determination for the 
Springs Industrial Park (USACE 2018). The USACE jurisdictional determination noted that 
Stream-1 and Stream-2 were jurisdictional, while the five (5) ponds were non-jurisdictional stock 
ponds (USACE 2018). No work is proposed within or adjacent to Stream-1, Stream-2, Pond-4, 
or Pond-5. The remaining three (3) ponds (Pond-1, Pond-2, and Pond-3) are within the area 
proposed for earth disturbance activities to support the construction of the dirt-building pad. No 
other aquatic features are within the area of proposed earth disturbance activities.  

Precipitation in the general area of the proposed project averages about 57.5 inches per year.  
The wettest month is May with approximately 6.1 inches of precipitation, and the driest month is 
August with 3.3 inches. The average annual air temperature ranges from an annual average of 
46 degrees Fahrenheit to 72 degrees Fahrenheit (US Climate Data, 2020). Stream flow varies 
with rainfall and averages about 18.88 inches of runoff per year, i.e., approximately 1.39 cubic 
feet per second, per square mile of drainage area (USGS 2008). 

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires all states to identify all waters where required 
pollution controls are not sufficient to attain or maintain applicable water quality standards and 
to establish priorities for the development of limits based on the severity of the pollution and the 
sensitivity of the established uses of those waters. States are required to submit reports to the 
USEPA. The term “303(d) list” refers to the list of impaired and threatened streams and 
waterbodies identified by the state. There are no streams in the vicinity of the Project Area 
identified on the most recent 303(d) list. Table 4-1 provides a listing of local streams with their 
state (MDEQ 2014) designated uses. 

 

 





 Environmental Assessment 

11 
 

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, similar site activities would 
occur, resulting in similar impacts to surface water resources as those described above for the 
Action Alternative. If the MCIDA were unable to secure the funding no immediate environmental 
impacts to surface water would occur.  

4.2.4 Aquatic Ecology 

4.2.4.1 Aquatic Species 

As described above, according to the field survey conducted in November 2020, two (2) 
streams (Stream-1 and Stream-2) and five (5) Ponds (Pond-1, Pond-2, Pond-3, Pond-4, and 
Pond-5) were documented within the Project Area (Headwaters 2018b). Temporary effects to 
surface waters within and near the vicinity of the Project Area because of stormwater runoff 
during construction activities are described above.   

Pond-1, Pond-2, and Pond-3 would be drained and then graded or filled as part of the Action 
Alternative. The aquatic communities within the ponds would be directly and permanently 
impacted from their removal. The aquatic communities within the ponds are expected to be 
lacking in diversity and of low quality due to each pond’s isolation from surface water inflows 
and outflows and lack of littoral or aquatic vegetation. These aquatic ecosystems are not unique 
to the surrounding area with other similar ponds occurring on the Springs Industrial Park and 
surrounding properties. 

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, impacts to aquatic species 
would be similar to those described for the Action Alternative. If the MCIDA were not able to 
secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, no direct effects are anticipated, as 
environmental conditions on the site would remain essentially unchanged from the current 
conditions for the foreseeable future.    

4.2.4.2 Threatened and Endangered Species 

A query of the TVA Regional Natural Heritage Database, conducted November 16, 2020, for 
records of listed aquatic animal species did not document any federal or state-listed species 
within the Upper Coldwater River (0803020401) 10-digit HUC watershed encompassing the 
proposed Project Area.  

The aquatic ecosystem within the ponds designated to be filled do not provide essential habitat 
for federal or state-listed aquatic species. Removal of Pond-1, Pond-2, and Pond-3 should have 
no impact on federal or state-listed aquatic species.  

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, similar impacts to federal or 
state-listed aquatic species could occur as described above for the Action Alternative. If the 
MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, the proposed 
disturbances would not occur and existing site conditions would likely be maintained also 
resulting in no impacts to federal or state-listed aquatic species.  
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4.2.5 Terrestrial Zoology 

4.2.5.1 Terrestrial Wildlife 

A field survey conducted in December 2020 included a habitat assessment for terrestrial animal 
species in the Project Area (Cardno 2021). The Project Area is comprised of pastureland 
habitats and forested areas. The forested areas consist of deciduous and evergreen trees. Each 
of the varying land cover types offer habitat for species common to the region, both seasonal 
individuals and permanent residents. 

Pastureland habitats consisting of open fields for cattle grazing constitute most of the Project 
Area. Common inhabitants of this type of habitat include red winged black bird (Agelaius 
phoeniceus), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), eastern towhee (Piplo erythrophthalmus), 
savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), gray catbird (Dumetella carolinensis), eastern 
meadowlark (Sturnella magna), cedar waxwing (Bonbycilla cedrorum), and mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura) (National Geographic 2002, Sibley 2003). Bobcat (Lynx rufus), coyote 
(Canis latrans), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), cotton mouse (Peromyscus 
gossypinus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) are 
mammals typical of fields and cultivated land (Kays and Wilson 2002, Whitaker 1996). 

Amphibians such as American toad (Bufo [Anaxyrus] americanus) and reptiles including black 
racer (Coluber constrictor priapus) and black rat snake (Elaphe o. obsoleta) also occur in this 
habitat type (Bailey et al. 2006, Conant and Collins 1998, Dorcas and Gibbons 2005). 
Pollinators such as long-tailed skipper (Urbanus proteus), northern cloudy wing (Thorybes 
pylades), and red-spotted purple (Limenitis arthemis) may occur in this region (Brock and 
Kaufman 2003). 

Deciduous forests in the Project Area provide habitat for an array of terrestrial animal species. 
Birds typical of this habitat include downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), eastern screech-
owl (Megascops asio), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta 
carolinensis), and yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) (National Geographic 2002). 
This area also provides foraging and roosting habitat for several species of bat, particularly in 
areas where the forest understory is more open. Bat species likely found within this habitat are 
big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis), evening bat (Nycticeius 
humeralis), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
rafinesquii), and silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans). Coyote (Canis latrans), eastern 
chipmunk (Tamias striatus), eastern woodrat (Neotoma floridana), North American deer mouse 
(Peromyscus maniculatus), woodland vole (Microtus pinetorum), nine-banded armadillo 
(Dasypus novemcinctus) and white-tailed deer are other mammals likely to occur in this forested 
habitat (Kays and Wilson 2002, Whitaker 1996).  

Broad-headed skink (Plestiodon laticeps), eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), five-
lined skink (Plestiodon fasciatus), gray ratsnake (Pantherophis spiloides), and scarlet snake 
(Cemophora coccinea) are common reptiles of eastern deciduous forests (Conant and Collins 
1998, Dorcas and Gibbons 2005). Forested streams in this region likely provide habitat for 
amphibians including Cope’s gray tree frog (Hyla chrysoscelis), spotted salamander 
(Ambystoma maculatum), northern slimy salamander (Plethodon glutinosus), southern leopard 
frog (Rana [Lithobates] sphenocephala), and two-lined salamander (Eurycea cirrigera) (Bailey et 
al. 2006, Conant and Collins 1998). 
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Developed areas and areas otherwise previously disturbed by human activity are home to a 
large number of common species. American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), American robin 
(Turdus migratorius), black vulture (Coragyps atratus), Carolina wren (Thryothorus 
ludovicianus), common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor), eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), 
northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and turkey 
vulture (Cathartes aura) are birds commonly found along roads, in industrial complexes, and in 
residential neighborhoods (National Geographic 2002, Sibley 2003). Mammals found in these 
locations include eastern common raccoon (Procyon lotor), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), 
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana) (Kays and Wilson 
2002, Whitaker 1996). Roadside ditches provide potential habitat for amphibians such as spring 
peeper (Pseudacris crucifer) (Bailey et al. 2006). Reptiles potentially present include eastern 
fence lizard (Sceloporus undulatus) and rough green snake (Opheodrys aestivus) (Conant and 
Collins 1998, Dorcas and Gibbons 2005). 

The field survey on December 7, 2020 did not identify caves or other unique or important 
terrestrial habitats in the Project Area. No osprey (Pandion haliaetus) or wading bird colony nest 
records occur within three (3) miles of the Project Area and the field survey did not record new 
wading bird colonies or osprey nests. Review of the USFWS’s Information for Planning and 
Consultation (IPaC) database resulted in the identification of nine (9) migratory bird species of 
conservation concern with the potential to occur in the Project Area. The American kestrel 
(Falco sparverius paulus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Kentucky warbler (Oporonis 
formosus), lesser yellowlegs (Tringa flavipes), prairie warbler (Dendroica discolor), prothonotary 
warbler (Protonotaria citrea), red-headed woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus), rusty 
blackbird (Euphagus carolinus), and wood thrush.  

The Action Alternative includes clearing of vegetation including trees (approximately 16.7 acres) 
in the Project Area and other earth disturbance activities (approximately 27.6 acres total) to 
construct the dirt building pad. Proposed actions would remove wildlife habitat, resulting in the 
displacement of wildlife (primarily common, habituated species) currently using the Project Area.  
Direct effects to some individuals may occur, particularly if those individuals are immobile during 
the time of habitat removal. This could be the case if activities took place during winter or 
breeding/nesting seasons when animals burrow underground and/or are too young to flee. 
Habitat removal likely would disperse mobile wildlife into surrounding areas in an attempt to find 
new food sources, shelter sources, and to re-establish territories. Use of applicable BMPs would 
minimize potential impacts to stream banks and water quality in and adjacent to the Project 
Area. Due to the relatively small amount of habitat to be impacted, the lower quality of the 
habitat across most of the Project Area, adherence to BMPs, and the amount of similarly 
suitable habitat in areas in the surrounding landscape, populations of common wildlife species 
and populations of migratory birds would not be impacted by the Action Alternative. Following 
the implementation of the Action Alternative, those species of animal that are able to use 
developed areas would likely return to the Project Area.  

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, impacts to terrestrial wildlife 
species would be similar to those described for the Action Alternative. If the MCIDA were not 
able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, no direct effects are anticipated, 
as environmental conditions on the site would remain essentially unchanged from the current 
conditions for the foreseeable future.    
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greater than three (3) inches in diameter). Roost selection by the NLEB is similar to that of 
Indiana bat; however, NLEBs are thought to be more opportunistic in roost site selection. This 
species also roosts in abandoned buildings and under bridges. NLEBs emerge at dusk to forage 
below the canopy of mature forests on hillsides and roads, and occasionally over forest 
clearings and along riparian areas (USFWS 2014).  

Assessment of the Project Area for presence of summer roosting habitat for Indiana bat and 
NLEB followed federal guidance (USFWS 2020a). All of the 16.7 acres of forest proposed for 
removal may provide suitable summer roosting habitat for these species. A total of 165 potential 
roost trees (PRTs) were identified within the Project Area. Of the 165 PRTs identified, 57 are 
potential primary roost trees that contain moderate or high quality roosting characteristics, while 
the remaining 108 are potential secondary roost trees. No caves or winter bat habitat was 
observed within the Project Area. Potential foraging habitat exists within the Project Area. 
Foraging habitat for bat species occurs over, alongside, and through the forest fragments, 
above the ponds, above the streams and wet-weather conveyances in the Project Area and 
throughout the Springs Industrial Park 

There are no known records of wood stork in Marshall County, MS and none were observed 
during field surveys. Habitats favored by wood storks, stream and pond edge communities, 
would not be impacted by proposed earth disturbance for the dirt building pad.  Wood storks 
would not be impacted by proposed actions.  

No caves or other hibernacula for Indiana bat or NLEB exist in the Project Area or would be 
impacted by the Action Alternative.  Foraging habitat for both species occurs over, alongside, 
and through the forest fragments, above the ponds, above the streams and wet-weather 
conveyances in the Project Area and throughout the Springs Industrial Park. Tree clearing 
would remove foraging habitat. Field review determined that the 16.7 acres of forest proposed 
for removal all offer suitable summer roosting habitat for Indiana bat and NLEB.  

Several activities associated with the Action Alternative, including tree clearing, were addressed 
in TVA’s programmatic consultation with the USFWS on routine actions and federally listed bats 
in accordance with the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7(a)(2). For those 
activities with potential to affect bats, TVA committed to implementing specific conservation 
measures. These activities and associated conservation measures, identified beginning on page 
5 of the TVA Bat Strategy Project Screening Form (Attachment 2), would be 
reviewed/implemented as part of the Action Alternative. With adherence to the identified 
conservation measures, implementation of the Action Alternative would not significantly affect 
Indiana bat or NLEB.  

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, impacts to threatened and 
endangered terrestrial species would be similar to those described for the Action Alternative. If 
the MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, no direct 
effects are anticipated, as environmental conditions on the site would remain essentially 
unchanged from the current conditions for the foreseeable future.   

4.2.6 Botany 

Field surveys of the Project Area were conducted in October 2020 and focused on documenting 
plant communities, infestations of invasive plants, and possible threatened and endangered 
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plant populations. Using the National Vegetation Classification System (Grossman et al. 1998), 
vegetation types observed during field surveys can be categorized as a combination of 
deciduous forest and herbaceous vegetation.  No forested areas in the proposed Project Area 
had structural characteristics indicative of old growth forest stands (Leverett 1996).  All plant 
communities observed within the project area are common and well represented across 
Mississippi. 

4.2.6.1 Vegetation 

Herbaceous vegetation is characterized by greater than 75 percent cover of forbs and grasses 
and less than 25 percent cover of other types of vegetation. Mowed and unmowed fields and 
recently grazed pasture account for about a quarter of the vegetation in the Project Area. Most 
of these areas are dominated by plants indicative of early successional habitats and are 
comprised of mainly native vegetation. Common herbaceous species include broomsedge 
(Andropogon virginicus), dallis grass (Paspalum dilatatum), dog fennel (Eupatorium 
capillifolium), eastern blackberry (Rubus pensilvanicus), late flowering thoroughwort 
(Eupatorium serotinum), and tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima).  

Deciduous forests, stands where deciduous tree species account for more than 75 percent of 
the canopy cover, predominate in the Project Area. Much of the forested area within the Project 
Area is mature and yet relatively disturbed, with trees ranging from 6-inches to 3-feet diameter 
breast height (dbh); average dbh is about 1.5-feet. Common canopy trees include black cherry 
(Prunus serotina), blackjack oak (Quercus marilandica), black tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica), 
mockernut hickory (Carya tomentosa), osage orange (Maclura pomifera), post oak (Q. stellata), 
red maple (Acer rubrum), southern red oak (Q. falcata), sweetgum (Liquadambar straciflua), 
tulip poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera), white oak (Q. alba), and winged elm (Ulmus alata) along 
with the scattered evergreens eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana) and loblolly pine (Pinus 
taeda). The understory consists of American holly (Ilex opaca), Chinese privet (Ligustrum 
sinense), farkleberry (Vaccinium arboreum), hardy orange (Poncirus trifoliata), multiflora rose 
(Rosa multiflora), possum haw (Ilex decidua var. decidua), and red mulberry (Morus rubra). The 
herbaceous layer is somewhat sparse and includes Christmas fern (Polystichum 
acrostichoides), devil’s grandmother (Elephantopus tomentosa), dissected grapefern 
(Sceptridium dissectum), Japanese stiltgrass (Microstegium vimineum), and longleaf woodoats 
(Chasmanthium sessiliflorum). Woody vines include Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera 
japoniaca), muscadine (Muscadinia rotundifolia), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), roundleaf 
greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia), trumpet vine (Campsis radicans), and Virginia creeper 
(Parthenocissus quinquefolia).   

Overall, the Project Area does not support high quality plant communities with significant 
conservation value. Adoption of this alternative would result in complete disturbance across at 
least 27.6 acres of the site including 16.7 acres of trees that would be removed. The area would 
be graded and all vegetation would be removed. Impacts to vegetation may be permanent, but 
the vegetation found on site is comprised of plants that have little conservation value.   

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project Area would remain in its current condition and no 
work would occur unless alternative funding was secured by the MCIDA. The Project Area 
would continue to be dominated by non-native and early successional species indicative of 
disturbed habitats. Any changes to vegetation onsite would be the result of other natural or 
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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. 

The Project Area (or APE) consists of the 103.3 acres that would be directly impacted by the 
Action Alternative. The Project Area was completely surveyed as part of the larger (1,174 acre) 
due-diligence Phase I survey in 2018 (TerraX 2018). Two (2) archaeological sites (22MR724, 
22MR725), consisting of a historic artifact scatter, house site, and one isolated find (IF1), 
consisting of historic brick and stoneware fragments, were recorded inside the Project Area. All 
three resources were recommended as ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). Although lands within the original 1,174-acre survey area were reported to be 
associated with a historic Chickasaw presence, neither 22MR724 nor 22MR725 are believed to 
have this association (TerraX 2018). The architectural survey identified only one extant structure 
(Structure 1) present in the Project Area: a double crib wood frame barn that appears to show 
multiple expedient repair episodes. The structure has no association with historic events or 
persons important in history, and the barn’s integrity of setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association is compromised because of the replacement materials and the overgrown and 
abandoned environment. The barn is recommended as not eligible for NRHP. An additional 
three (3) structures were identified within the 0.5-mile viewshed of the Project Area. All of these 
structures were found to be ineligible for NRHP due to their abandoned, dilapidated state, 
multiple episodes of ramshackle repair, and an overall lack of integrity. The survey also 
identified the Duke-Walker Cemetery.  

The Duke-Walker Cemetery is located outside the southwest corner of the Project Area and is a 
heavily wooded, fenced-in location. There are 18 gravestones but twice that many depressions 
that may represent burials. The earliest marked headstone is dated 1848 with the remainder 
dating primarily from the 1930s to 1960s. Based on background research, this appears to be an 
African-American cemetery. The cemetery was determined not eligible for the NRHP, but should 
be protected from any future ground-disturbing activities. TVA recommends at least a 50-meter 
buffer around the known limits of the cemetery for any nearby future projects, with the current 
project avoiding any ground disturbance within 50 meters of the cemetery boundary and 
ensuring that the buffer is visible on any project construction plans. 

Adjacent to the southwest corner of the Project Area is the BNSF Railroad. This railroad started 
as the Memphis Selma & Brunswick Railroad and a line between Holly Springs and Memphis 
was in use by 1885. The railroad is separated from the Project Area by upland landforms and 
dense foliage. Although part of the railroad is adjacent to a portion of the currently proposed 
Project, the overall setting of the railroad would not be compromised by the proposed action, 
and would not prevent the railroad from being eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A. The 
Action Alternative would therefore have no adverse effect on the railroad.    

TVA consulted with the MDAH in a letter dated January 14, 2021 regarding TVA’s findings and 
recommendations. In a letter dated January 25, 2021, the MDAH concurred that no historic 
resources should be effected within the Project Area, given that the 50 meter buffer around the 
Duke-Walker Cemetery would be maintained. (Attachment 3). Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.3(f) 
(2), TVA also consulted with federally recognized Indian tribes regarding properties that may 
have religious and cultural significance to their tribe and eligible for the NRHP. The Muscogee 
(Creek) Nation responded on February 23, 2021 and concurred there should be no effects to 
any known historic properties, but requested work to cease and to be notified (along with other 
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appropriate agencies) if inadvertent discoveries occur during construction. No other responses 
from federally recognized Indian tribes have been received. 

Similar to the Action Alternative, under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to 
secure the funding for the proposed TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside 
sources, there would be no impacts to archaeological resources and historic structures. If the 
MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, the proposed 
disturbances would not occur and existing site conditions would likely be unchanged, also 
resulting in no impacts to archaeological resources and historic structures. 

4.2.8 Visual  

The Project Area consists mainly of forested land with some open areas. About 16.7 acres of 
forested land would be cleared and 27.6 acres would be disturbed during construction of the dirt 
building pad. The Project Area is broadly bordered by forested land to the east, Landfill Road 
and forested land to the south, forested and open land to the west and forested and open land 
to the north. 

The Project Area is north of Landfill Road. There would be about 90 feet of trees between the 
Project Area and Landfill Road that would provide a visual screen between the Project Area and 
the road. The closest residence is about 0.20 mile south of the Project Area and there is a 
business and several other residences about 0.25 mile southwest of the Project. The land 
between the Project Area and these residences is dominated by forested land.   

Adoption of the Action Alternative would result in construction vehicles and equipment visible 
during construction activities (an excavator, bulldozer, dump truck, or similar vehicles and heavy 
machinery) and would have a minor visual impact over the temporary construction period as 
well as a minor permanent impact due to tree removal. Drivers along Landfill Road would not 
have direct views of the Project Area due to the line of trees along the southern portion that 
would screen their view. Similarly, the residences and businesses within 0.25 mile of the Project 
Area would be screened by the presence of dense forested land. Implementation of the Action 
Alternative would result in a minor decrease in visual quality for residents in the viewshed.   

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, the proposed actions would 
occur, resulting in similar direct and indirect visual quality impacts as described above for the 
Action Alternative. If the MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in 
this EA, the proposed actions would not occur and existing site conditions would likely be 
maintained resulting in no visual quality impacts. 

4.2.9 Noise 

Existing ambient noise levels, or background noise levels, are the current sounds from natural 
and artificial sources at receptors. The magnitude and frequency of background noise at any 
given location may vary considerably over the course of a day or night and throughout the year. 
The variations are caused in part by weather conditions, seasonal vegetative cover, and human 
activity. Existing sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project Area are primarily associated with 
traffic along Landfill Road, U.S. Highway 78 (0.5 mile west-southwest), and surrounding 
residential activities. 



 Environmental Assessment 

20 
 

Noise impacts associated with construction activities under the Action Alternative would be 
primarily from construction equipment. Construction activities would involve operation of an 
excavator, bulldozer, dump truck, or similar vehicles and heavy machinery over the temporary 
duration of construction. Construction equipment noise levels are temporary and rarely steady 
and would occur over approximately eight (8) months. Noise levels fluctuate depending on the 
number and type of vehicles and equipment in use at any given time. In addition, construction-
related sound levels experienced by a noise sensitive receptor in the vicinity of construction 
activity would be a function of distance, other ambient noise sources, and the presence and 
extent of vegetation, structures, and intervening topography between the noise source and 
receptor. 

Primary sensitive noise receptors in the area include residents of the homes located within 0.25 
mile of the Project Area. The construction noise would be localized and temporary, and no 
receptor would be exposed to significant noise levels for an extended period. Further, 
construction activities would be conducted during daylight hours only, when ambient noise 
levels are often higher and most individuals are less sensitive to noise. Additionally, there would 
be a level of continuous ambient noise for the receptors resulting from traffic on both Landfill 
Road and U.S. Highway 78. Thus, noise-related impacts resulting from implementation of the 
Action Alternative are anticipated to be temporary and minor. 

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the proposed 
TVA-funded actions described in this EA from outside sources, the proposed actions would 
occur, resulting in similar noise-related impacts as described above for the Action Alternative. If 
the MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the actions described in this EA, the 
proposed actions would not occur and existing site conditions would likely be maintained 
resulting in no noise-related impacts. 

4.2.10 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

This section evaluates the potential impact of the Action Alternative on socioeconomic 
resources. It also considers the range of communities impacted to determine whether the Action 
Alternative is likely to have a disproportionate and adverse impact on minority and low-income 
populations. 

This analysis focuses on the state, county, and locality within which the Action Alternative would 
occur. Publicly available statistics generated by the United States Census Bureau and the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics were used to characterize socioeconomic conditions in 
the host state (Mississippi), county (Marshall), and locality (Holly Springs, MS) (Table 4-4). 
Details of the Action Alternative were then used to evaluate likely effects on existing 
socioeconomic resources. The demographics and income of the host county and locality were 
considered, relative to the demographics and income levels at the state level, to identify the 
potential for a disproportionate and adverse impact on minority and low-income populations, 
which is commonly referred to as an evaluation of Environmental Justice. 
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 Relative to the average Mississippi resident, the residents of Marshall County are more 
likely to self-identify as a minority race or ethnicity. Relative to the average Mississippi 
resident, the residents of Holly Springs, MS are much more likely to self-identify as a 
minority race or ethnicity. 

 Median household income in Mississippi is higher than in Marshall County and much 
higher than in Holly Springs, MS. Similarly, per capita income in Mississippi is higher 
than that for Marshall County and much higher than that for Holly Springs, MS. Relative 
to Mississippi as a whole, the percent of population with income below the poverty line 
is higher in Marshall County and much higher in Holly Springs, MS. 

 The unemployment rate for Marshall County is slightly lower than the statewide 
unemployment rate for Mississippi. 

During review, a subdivision in close proximity to the Project Area was identified (within 0.5 mile 
to the southwest). Using USEPA’s EJScreen Tool, certain demographic characteristics for this 
area were identified. Relative to the State of Mississippi, this neighborhood has a higher 
minority population, is more linguistically isolated, has a lower level of population with less than 
high school education, and has a lower level of low-income population. 

The Action Alternative would include tree clearing and burning along with grading of a dirt-
building pad. This effort would require a small workforce, likely drawn from existing contractors 
working on similar projects in the region. According to MCIDA’s preferred timeline, these 
activities would reach completion in December 2021. Implementation of the Action Alternative is 
not anticipated to materially impact the local economy or workforce. Only minor and temporary 
socioeconomic impacts from construction activities are expected from the Project, therefore no 
disproportionate negative impacts are anticipated to minority or economically disadvantaged 
populations as a result of the Action Alternative. Positive indirect impacts may be noted through 
the potential increase in employment resulting from the Action Alternative.  

Under the No Action Alternative, if the MCIDA were able to secure the funding for the actions 
described in this EA from other non-TVA sources, similar activities would occur which would 
result in socioeconomic effects similar to those described for the Action Alternative. If the 
MCIDA were not able to secure the funding for the action, the economic activity and 
socioeconomic changes would not occur. 

4.2.11 Transportation 

The Project Area would be accessed during construction activities from Landfill Road. The site 
entrances would be located on the southern side of the Project Area, and would require 
installation of an improved entrance from Landfill Road, funded by ARC.   

Landfill Road is a local road that provides access to a water treatment plant and is bounded by 
rural undeveloped property to the north and south of the Project Area. Landfill Road is paved 
along its length, is sufficiently wide for a single lane of traffic in each direction, and is defined as 
a major collector by the Functional Classification System for Marshall County MS (Mississippi 
Department of Transportation [MDOT] 2015a). Based on preliminary review of Google 
Streetview images (recorded June 2013), and verified during the December 2020 field review, 
the road is in good condition with wide grassy verges. The site entrance location and 
configuration should consider safe sight distances and other safety concerns for the traffic that 
would enter Landfill Road from the property. Necessary precautions would be taken during 
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