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Agency Correspondence and Technical Studies Appendix 

 
NOTE: Due to the volume of the technical studies a summary is herein provided.  The complete 
studies are published under a separate cover and are available on request. 
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July 2,2008 

Operations Division 
Regulatory Branch 

Mr. Joe W. Matlock 
TDOT, Environmental Division 
505 Deaderick Street 
James K. Polk Building, Suite 900 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MEMPHIS DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

167 NORTH MAIN STREET 8-202 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 381031894 

EGEUVE 

Environmental Divislon 

Dear Mr. Matlock: 

This is in response to the draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed Somerville 
Beltway in Somerville, Fayette County, Tennessee (State Project Number: 24092-1203-14). We 
note that the maps and other information in the document is preliminary and subject to refinement 
as project plans are developed and offer the following general comments regarding the document. 

1. According to the information provided @age 25), approximately 9.1 acres of wetlands in 20 
locations would be impacted by the project. You also state that "efforts to further minimize impacts 
will continue throughout the design, permitting, and construction process." We note the discussion 
of potential wetland avoidance measures shown on page 27. In order to document compliance with 
the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines regarding the discharge of dredged or fill material into wetlands, 
please include a discussion of the practicability of these issues as well as other measures taken to 
minimize impacts in future environmental documentation for this project. Efforts to avoid and 
minimize stream impacts should be similarly documented. 

2. Once the practicability of avoidance and minimization of impacts has been addressed, mitigation 
of impacts can be addressed. Please note that the new Corps of Engineers 1 Environmental 
Protection Agency Rule regarding Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources is 
now in effect. A copy of this rule is available at the following website: 
http:llwww.usace.myYmiVcwicecwo/reglnews/finalmitigmle.pdf. Any compensatory mitigation 
projects must be consistent with the provisions of this rule. However, the discussion of wetland 
mitigation (e.g., a preference for restoration of former wetlands and the potential for use of a 
functional assessment methodology to determine appropriate mitigation) is generally accurate. 

3. On page 29, a more accurate statement would be that "The placement of dredged or fill material 
into jurisdictional wetlands or below the ordinary high water mark of other waters of the United 
States requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers." Please note that our 
jurisdictional determinations are dependent on a number of factors (including frequency and 
duration of flow as well as potential effects on navigable waters) and that we would have to verify 
the jurisdictional status of aquatic resources within the project area. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project and coordinate with your agency 
during the early stages of development of this project. If you have questions, please contact Roger 
Allan at (901) 544-3682 and refer to File No. MVM-2005-419-RSA. 

Sincerely, 

Lany D. Watson 
Chief 
Regulatory Branch 
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Letters of Local Support 
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Responses to Initial Coordination 
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Appendix B Technical Studies 

Summary Reports 
 
 

The complete reports are on file with the 
Environmental Division TDOT and 

copies are available on request.
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Annex A Archaeology 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900,  JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE  37243-0334 

(615) 741-3653,  Fax (615) 741-1098 

Gerald F. Nicely          Phil Bredesen 
Commissioner               Governor  

January 16, 2008 

E. Patrick McIntyre, Jr. 
Executive Director and  
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Department of Environment and Conservation 
Tennessee Historical Commission 
2941 Lebanon Road 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0442 

Re: PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT:  STATE ROUTE 15 (SOMERVILLE BELTWAY), 
 FAYETTE COUNTY – FINAL SUBMITTAL   (TDOT  PIN# 101607.00,  PE# 24092-1203-14)

Dear Mr. McIntire: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the Final Report concerning Phase I archaeological investigations conducted 
for the above referenced project by archaeologists with Weaver & Associates, LLC.  Their report is entitled 
A Phase I Archaeological Assessment:  State Route 15 (Somerville Beltway)  Fayette County, Tennessee.
Six additional copies have been sent to the Tennessee Division of Archaeology.  We appreciate your 
assistance on this project.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (615) 741-5257.   

Sincerely,

Gerald W. Kline 
Transportation Specialist I 
Archaeology Program Manager 

Encl.

GK:jmm

xc:  Ms. Jennifer Barnett, w/ encl. 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION 
SUITE 900 - JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

505 DEADERICK STREET 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334 

October 4, 2007 

Mr. E. Partick McIntyre, Jr.
Executive Director and
  State Historic Preservation Officer 
Tennessee Historical Commission 
2941 Lebanon Road  
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0442 

Re:  The Proposed State Route 460, Somerville Bypass, From State Route 15 West of 
Somerville to State Route 15 East of Somerville, Fayette County  

 PIN 101607.00; PE# 24092-1203-14 

Dear Mr. McIntyre, 

Enclosed is a draft phase 1 archaeological assessment report of the proposed TDOT State 
Route 460 Somerville Bypass project in Fayette County.   Personnel with Weaver & Associates 
LLC performed all aspects of the assessment.  We have read the report and concur with the 
conclusion that there are no archaeological historic properties in the project’s area of potential 
effect (APE).  Consequently, it is our opinion that no further archaeological investigations are 
warranted on the project.

Pursuant to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended) 
and implementing regulations 36 CFR 800, please review the enclosed report and provide me 
with your comments.  If there are any questions, please contact me at 741-5257.  I appreciate 
your assistance. 

Sincerely,

Gerald W. Kline 
Transportation Specialist I 
Archaeology Program Manager 

GWK

cc:  Ms. Jennifer Barnett, TDOA, w/enclosure 
 Archaeology File: 96080 
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Final Report 

A Phase I Archaeological Assessment: 
State Route 15 (Somerville Beltway) 

Fayette County, Tennessee 

TDOT Project No. 24092-1203-14 
PIN 101607.00 

TDOA Permit No. 000600 

Work Order 004 
Agreement No. E1062 

Submitted to: 
Tennessee Department of Transportation 

Environmental Division 
Suite 900, James K. Polk Building 

505 Deaderick Street 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0334 

On Behalf of: 
Tennessee Division 

Federal Highway Administration 

Submitted by: 
Weaver & Associates, LLC 

2563 Broad Avenue 
Memphis, Tennessee 38112 

Prepared by: 
Warren J. Oster, Guy G. Weaver, and Anna R. Inman 

Guy G. Weaver, RPA 
Principal Investigator 

November 2007
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Management Summary 

At the request of the Tennessee Department of Transportation, a Phase I archaeological survey 
was conducted by Weaver & Associates, LLC, along portions of the proposed State Route 15 
(Somerville Beltway) in Fayette County. The project area consists of three segments, comprising 
two proposed interchanges (Segments 1 and 2), located along the original proposed southern 
corridor (Alternate 1, surveyed in 1995), and a new alternative corridor (Segment 3), which runs 
north of Somerville. The total centerline distance is approximately 8.5 miles long (13.7 km) with 
a right-of-way (ROW) measuring 300 feet (91.4 m) wide for most of its length. Adjoining tracts 
for the development of access ramps total 43.6 acres (17.7 hectares). The entire project area 
encompasses 371.8 acres (150.7 hectares). 

The primary goal of the Phase I archaeological reconnaissance survey is to identify and assess all 
archaeological resources within the project area that are listed, eligible, or potentially eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places, pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act as codified in 36 CFR 800 (64 FR 27044, May 18, 1999). 

Investigations included an extensive review of the literature and site records prior to fieldwork. 
Field methods consisted of systematic shovel testing and intensive surface inspection in areas of 
good surface visibility along the proposed ROW. Fieldwork was conducted from July 23 to 
August 8, and August 21, 2007. 

The survey identified 13 sites within or adjacent to the project area, six of which were assigned 
state site numbers (40FY447 to 40FY452). Three sites are prehistoric or have prehistoric 
components, and four have historic components (pre-1933) represented. Site 40FY450 has a 
standing structure present. Sites 40FY447, 40FY448, 40FY449, 40FY450, 40FY451 and 
40FY452 have low research potential and are recommended not eligible for National Register 
listing. No further archaeological work is recommended at these sites, and the project should be 
allowed to proceed as planned. 

The remaining seven sites, identified only by their field numbers, represent twentieth century 
occupations and were not assigned state archaeological site numbers by the Tennessee Division 
of Archaeology. It is recommended they be considered not eligible for the National Register. 
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Annex B Air and Noise 
 
 

Appendix Page 148



Air Quality 
 
Detailed discussions of the air quality analyses and results are provided in the air quality and noise 
evaluation report for the project, Somerville Beltway, from SR 15 West to SR 15 West 
 
Based upon the analyses of highway projects with similar meteorological conditions and/or traffic 
volumes, as well as a hypothetical screening analysis for a worst-case signalized intersection, the carbon 
monoxide levels of the subject project will be well below the National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS).  This project will have no substantial impact on the air quality of the area. 
 
The project is located outside the boundary of the Memphis area MPO (Memphis MPO Region Map 
Figure 1, from the adopted Memphis Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 2026 Long Range 
Transportation Plan And Conformity Determination For 2026 Long Range Transportation Plan.)  
Additionally, the plan states that the conformity determination is only for the Shelby County portion of 
the MPO planning area since the rest of MPO planning area, including the project in Fayette County, has 
never been classified as nonattainment for a transportation related pollutant.  As a result, there are no 
federal actions or requirements to address regional conformity as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Noise 
 
Detailed discussions of the noise analyses and results are provided in the air quality and noise evaluation 
report for the project, Somerville Bypass, US 64 from SR 15 West to SR 15 West (Loop) [1] 
 
The noise analysis was completed in accordance with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise 
standards, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772 [2], and 
the Tennessee Department of Transportation’s Policy on Highway Traffic Noise Abatement [3] and 
included the following tasks: 
 

• Identification of noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to the project; 
• Determination of existing sound levels at sensitive receivers to characterize the existing noise 

environment in the project area; 
• Determination of future sound levels with and without the project; 
• Determination of impacts; 
• Evaluation of noise abatement; 
• Discussion of construction noise; and, 
• Coordination with local officials. 

 
Identification of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
 
Review of available electronic mapping as well as field reconnaissance revealed that the circumferential 
highway may affect approximately 100 dwelling unit residences along many streets in the region, 
including the primary arterial routes US 64 (East and West Fayette Street) and SR 76 (North and South 
Main Street), and numerous local roads such as Kay, Country Club, Old Jackson South, Jefferson, Vester, 
Armory, Fendall, Tuckers, Feathers Chapel, Doll, Deerfield, Woodbridge, Jernigan, and Moose Lodge.   

 
Other noise-sensitive land uses that might be affected by the project include the Fayette County Justice 
Center located off of SR76 and two 2 Churches along SR 76. 
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Determination of Existing Equivalent Sound Levels 
Measurements were conducted at several sensitive locations in October, 2006 to characterize the existing 
noise environment.  The measurement locations are shown and summarized in the air quality and noise 
evaluation report.   
 
Modeled existing peak hour equivalent sound levels for residences in the project area range from 44-64 
dBA depending on their distances to either US 64 (the main east-west arterial) or SR 76 (the main north-
south arterial).  Some residences are very close to the existing primary arterials and some are much farther 
away.  However, those that are farther away may end up being closer to the proposed bypass than the 
existing primary routes, so they were included in the analysis to see if there might be a substantial 
increase over the existing sound level environment. 
 
Determination of Future Equivalent Sound Levels 
 
Future Peak Hour Equivalent Sound Levels Without Project 
 
Sound levels without the project can be reasonably estimated by evaluating existing and future traffic 
volumes on US 64 or SR 76.  Where roadway traffic did not generate enough noise to equal or exceed the 
existing measured levels (most likely because the receptors are too far away from the source), then it was 
assumed that the future sound levels would not change over the existing condition. 
 
Year 2030 peak hour equivalent sound levels without the project are predicted to be approximately 0-1  
dBA higher than existing levels.  This results in future peak hour equivalent sound levels at residences in 
the project corridor to be between 44 dBA and 65 dBA. 
 
Future Peak Hour Equivalent Sound Levels With Project 
 
Detailed noise modeling was completed using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM 2.5) computer 
program.  The program calculated peak hour equivalent sound levels in the design year 2030 for the 
sensitive receivers in the project area. 
 
Year 2030 peak hour equivalent sound levels with the project are predicted to be approximately 0-6 dBA 
higher than existing levels, resulting in future peak hour equivalent sound levels in the project corridor 
between 44 dBA and 65 dBA for noise sensitive receptors, depending on their exact location.  Generally, 
the highest “absolute” sound levels were predicted along the two main routes to and through the Town of 
Somerville (US 64 and SR 76), with sound levels in the high 50’s and low 60’s dBA.  The rural and 
suburban areas generally had sound levels in the mid 40’s to low 50s dBA.  The highest relative sound 
level changes (predicted 6 dBA maximum increase over existing) generally occur where the proposed 
bypass intersects with local cross streets and there are existing homes nearby.  By and large, this included 
areas near to Old Jackson, Old Jackson South, Jefferson, Fendall, and Old Jackson South Spur. 
 
There were also predicted sound level decreases as a result of the proposed action.  Receptors located 
immediately along US 64 and SR 76 that would be within the bypass beltway (but still not too near to the 
bypass) would experience a decrease in traffic volumes and traffic noise as a result of the diversion to the 
proposed bypass.  Outside of the immediate downtown Somerville town area, the predicted sound level 
decreases are approximately 1-2 decibels less than the no-build condition. 
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Determination of Traffic Noise Impacts 
 
Noise impact is determined by comparing future project sound levels: (1) to a set of Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) for a particular land use category, and (2) to existing sound levels.   
 
The FHWA noise standards (contained in 23 CFR 772) and TDOT noise policy state that traffic noise 
impacts that warrant consideration of abatement occur when worst-hour equivalent sound levels approach 
or exceed the NAC listed in Table ____.  TDOT policy defines “approach” as one decibel below the 
NAC.   
 

 
Table___: Noise Abatement Criteria in 23 CFR 772 

 

Activity Category Leq (1h) 
dBA Description of Activity 

A 57 (Exterior) 
 

Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67 (Exterior) 
 

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

C 72 (Exterior) 
 

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

D --- Undeveloped lands. 
E 
 

52 (Interior) 
 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

 
The FHWA noise standards and TDOT policy also define impacts to occur if there is a substantial 
increase in design year equivalent sound levels above the existing equivalent sound levels when the 
predicted design year equivalent sound levels are between 57 and 67 dBA Leq.  Table __ presents the 
TDOT criteria used to define noise increase. 
  

Table__: TDOT Criteria to Define Noise Increase 
 

Increase (dBA) Subjective Descriptor 

0 to 5 Minor Increase 

6 to 9 Moderate Increase 

10 or more Substantial Increase 
 
The primary areas of concern for this project are residential properties located near the project as well as 
two churches and the Fayette County Justice Center so the NAC Activity Category B applies.  Therefore, 
impacts would occur and noise abatement would be considered if future noise levels for these receptors 
were 66 dBA or higher, or if a substantial increase in existing noise levels (10 dB or more) was predicted. 
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Sound level increases due to the project are predicted to range from 0 to 6 dB. These increases are defined 
as “minor” and “moderate” increases in accordance with TDOT’s policy.  Therefore, no receivers will be 
impacted by a substantial increase in sound level.   
 
As noted above, the future peak hour equivalent sound levels with the project at the modeled residences 
are predicted to be approximately between 44 dBA and 65 dBA, depending on their proximity to existing 
and proposed roads.  As a result, a total of 0 residences will be impacted with the project with predicted 
future peak hour equivalent sound levels of 66 dBA or higher. 
 
Noise Abatement Evaluation 
The preliminary noise study results indicate that there are no sound level impacts according to TDOT 
policy.  As a result, a mitigation analysis is not warranted. 
 
Construction Noise 
 
If TDOT’s construction specifications apply to this project, construction procedures shall be governed by 
the Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction as issued by TDOT and as amended by the 
most recent applicable supplements.  The contractor will be bound by Section 107.01 of the Standard 
Specifications to observe any noise ordinance in effect within the project limits.  Detoured traffic shall be 
routed during construction so as to cause the least practicable noise impact upon residential and noise 
sensitive areas. 
 
Coordination With Local Officials 
 
TDOT encourages local communities and developers to practice noise compatibility planning in order to 
avoid future noise impacts.  The following language is included in TDOT’s noise policy: 
 

“Highway traffic noise should be reduced through a program of shared responsibility.  
Local governments should use their power to regulate land development in such a way 
that noise-sensitive land uses are either prohibited from being located adjacent to a 
highway or that the developments are planned, designed and constructed in such a way 
that noise impacts are minimized.” 

 
Two guidance documents on noise compatibility land use planning are available from FHWA. [4, 5] 
 
Table __ presents future predicted equivalent sound levels for areas along State Route ? where vacant and 
possibly developable lands exist.  Noise predictions were made at distances of 100, 200, 300, 400, and 
500 feet from US Route 64 for the design year 2030 peak hour.  These values do not represent predicted 
levels at every location at a particular distance back from the roadway.  Sound levels will vary with 
changes in terrain and will be affected by the shielding of objects such as houses or areas of coniferous 
trees.  This information is being included to make local officials and planners aware of anticipated 
highway noise levels so that future development may be compatible with these levels. 
 
Additionally, TDOT’s noise policy states that “noise abatement will also not be considered reasonable 
for land uses constructed after the date of adoption of this noise policy (based upon local Assessor’s 
records), except for projects involving construction of a roadway on a new alignment.” 
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Table __: Design Year (2028) Worst-Hour Equivalent Sound Levels (dBA) – Undeveloped Areas 
 

Distance(1) LAeq (1h)(2)

100 feet 64 

200 feet 57 

300 feet 53 

400 feet 50 

500 feet 49 
(1) Perpendicular distance to the centerline of the proposed near traffic lane. 
(2) Reflects at-grade situation.  
 
TDOT’s noise policy was adopted in April, 2005.  Development constructed after this date will not be 
eligible for noise abatement for future projects. 
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[1] Final Air Quality and Noise Analysis for State Route 15/US Route 64 (Michael Baker Jr., Inc., 
April, 2007. 

 
[2] Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772, Federal
 Highway Administration. 
  
[3] Policy on Highway Traffic Noise Abatement, Tennessee Department of Transportation, April, 

2005. 
 
[4] The Audible Landscape: A Manual for Highway Noise and Land Use, Federal Highway 

Administration, November, 1974. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/audible/index.htm
 
[5] Entering the Quiet Zone: Noise Compatibility Land Use Planning, Federal Highway 

Administration, May, 2002. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/quietzon
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Mobile Source Air Toxics

 In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate 

from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources 

(e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g., factories or 

refineries). 

 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by 

the Clean Air Act. The MSATs are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-

road equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air 

when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted 

from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. Metal air 

toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. 

 The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has 

certain responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs. The EPA issued a Final 

Rule on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 

17229 (March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the 

Clean Air Act. In its rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated 

mobile source control programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its 

national low emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions 

standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine 

and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements. Between 

2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even with a 64 percent increase in VMT, these 

programs will reduce on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, 

and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel PM 

emissions by 87 percent, as shown in the following graph: 
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U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs. Mobile Source Air 

Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 

Notes: For on-road mobile sources. Emissions factors were generated using 

MOBILE6.2. MTBE proportion of market for oxygenates is held constant, at 

50%. Gasoline RVP and oxygenate content are held constant. VMT: 

Highway Statistics 2000, Table VM-2 for 2000, analysis assumes annual 

growth rate of 2.5%. "DPM + DEOG" is based on MOBILE6.2-generated 

factors for elemental carbon, organic carbon and SO4 from diesel-powered 

vehicles, with the particle size cutoff set at 10.0 microns. 

 As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or 

fuel standards were necessary to further control MSATs. The agency is preparing another 

rule under authority of CAA Section 202(l) that will address these issues and could make 

adjustments to the full 21 and the primary six MSATs. 

Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis

 This EA includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this 

project. However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific 
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health impacts of the emission changes associated with the alternatives in this EA.  Due 

to these limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ 

regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information: 

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. 

 Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed 

highway project would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, 

dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the 

estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the 

estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the 

estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or 

uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health 

impacts of this project. 

• Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are 

not sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of 

highway projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional 

level, it has limited applicability at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based 

model--emission factors are projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on 

average speeds for this typical trip. This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have 

the ability to predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at 

a specific location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can 

only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be 

present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions 

effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model results are not 

sensitive to average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do 

change with changes in trip speed. Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 

for both particulate matter and MSATs are based on a limited number of tests of 

mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly, in its discussions of PM under the 

conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with MOBILE6.2 as an obstacle to 

quantitative analysis. 
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These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT 

emissions. MOBILE6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and 

performing relative analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is 

not sensitive enough to capture the effects of travel changes tied to smaller 

projects or to predict emissions near specific roadside locations. 

• Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited. The EPA's 

current regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and 

validated more than a decade ago for the purpose of predicting episodic 

concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine compliance with the NAAQS. 

The performance of dispersion models is more accurate for predicting maximum 

concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a geographic 

area. This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at 

specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess 

potential health risk. The NCHRP is conducting research on best practices in 

applying models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATs. This 

work also will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and 

communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the general public. 

Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced 

with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing project-

specific MSAT background concentrations. 

•  

• Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and 

concentrations of MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current 

techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching 

meaningful conclusions about project-specific health impacts. Exposure 

assessments are difficult because it is difficult to accurately calculate annual 

concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the portion of a year 

that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific location. 

These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly 

because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in 
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travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-

year period. There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the existing 

estimates of toxicity of the various MSATs, because of factors such as low-dose 

extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the general 

population. Because of these shortcomings, any calculated difference in health 

impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties 

associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results of such 

assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh 

this information against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative 

analysis. 

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts 

of MSATs.  

 Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing. For different emission 

types, there are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated 

with adverse health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on 

emissions levels found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse 

health outcomes when exposed to large doses. 

 Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts. Most notably, the 

agency conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate 

modeled estimates of human exposure applicable to the county level. While not intended 

for use as a measure of or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the 

NATA database best illustrate the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a national 

or State level. 

 The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to 

these pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of 

human health effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the 

environment. The IRIS database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following 

toxicity information for the six prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database 
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Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries. This information is taken verbatim 

from EPA's IRIS database and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the 

potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. 

• Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.  

• The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the 

existing data are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential 

for either the oral or inhalation route of exposure.  

• Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in 

humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.  

• 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.  

• Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of 

nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female 

hamsters after inhalation exposure.  

• Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from 

environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the 

combination of diesel particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.  

• Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary 

non-cancer hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary 

function and could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic 

bronchitis. Exposure relationships have not been developed from these studies.  

 There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to 

roadways. The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, 

FHWA, and industry, has undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway 

MSAT hot spots, the health implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, 

and other topics. The final summary of the series is not expected for several years. 

 Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse 

health outcomes -- particularly respiratory problems1. Much of this research is not 

specific to MSATs, instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other 

pollutants. The FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these studies, but more 
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importantly, they do not provide information that would be useful to alleviate the 

uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more comprehensive evaluation of 

the health impacts specific to this project. 

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably 

Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of 

impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in 

the scientific community.  

 Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the 

effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project 

level. While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes 

between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the 

project alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project 

alternatives cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health 

impacts. (As noted above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a 

meaningful emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the 

unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not possible to make a determination of 

whether any of the alternatives would have "significant adverse impacts on the human 

environment." 

 In this document, FHWA has provided a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions 

relative to the various alternatives, (or a qualitative assessment, as applicable) and has 

acknowledged that (some, all, or identify by alternative) the project alternatives may 

result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the 

concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, 

the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated. 

 One purpose of this project is to improve safety by providing a beltway around 

Somerville on a new location.  Because of the alignment traffic volumes are expected to 

be distributed more effective through the network and reduce the number of vehicles 
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passing through the downtown area.  The only alternatives are a build scenario and a no-

build scenario.   

 The annual average daily traffic: 

Projected ADT if built in 2010  2430. 3000 

Future ADT   (2030)   3400 - 5120 

% Trucks   6 % 

 The amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles 

traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each 

alternative.  

 The VMT estimated for the no-build alternative is higher than for any of the build 

alternatives, higher levels of regional MSATs are not expected from the build alternative 

compared to the No Build.  Because there will be fewer vehicle miles traveled throught 

the downtown area on an average annual basis under the build scenario, it is expected 

there would be a decrease in overall MSAT emissions if the project is built.  Also, 

regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in 

the design year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce 

MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. Local conditions may differ 

from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, 

and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is 

so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area 

are likely to be lower in the future in virtually all locations. 

 Because of the specific characteristics of the proposed project there may be 

localized areas where VMT would increase, and other areas where VMT would decrease. 

Therefore it is possible that localized increases and decreases in MSAT emissions may 

occur.  However, even if these increases do occur, they too will be substantially reduced 

in the future due to implementation of EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations. 
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 In conclusion, under the build alternative in the design year (2033), it is expected 

there would be reduced MSAT emissions in the immediate area of the project, relative to 

the no build alternative, due to the reduced VMT associated with more direct routing, and 

due to EPA's MSAT reduction programs. In comparing various project alternatives, 

MSAT levels could be higher in some locations than others, but current tools and science 

are not adequate to quantify them. However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel 

regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, 

in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than 

today. 
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Introduction 
 
Studies to determine the impacts of the proposed alternative alignments on the 
local ecology were conducted by biologists from MACTEC on May 2-4, June 6-8, 
and June 19-20, 2006.  Studies included literature and database surveys as well 
as on-foot reconnaissance.  Particular attention was given to locating streams, 
wetlands, and specialized habitats such as glades, caves, springs, and sinkholes 
which could harbor protected species or influence water quality. 
 
Project Type 
 
At the time of these studies, the project is proposed to extend from State Route 
15 west of Somerville to State Route 15 west of Somerville in a complete loop.  
No alternatives routes were studied.  The entire proposed alignment is on new 
location.  The facility type anticipated at the time of the study is a four lane 
divided highway. 
 
Project  Setting 
 
The proposed project is located in central Fayette County Tennessee.  It is 
shown on the USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangle(s) Macon (424 NW), 
Somerville (424 NE), Laconia (423 SE), and Lambert (423 SW).  This portion of 
the county is within the Gulf Coastal Plain physiographic unit (Miller 1974), and is 
comprised of Loess deposits, Alluvail deposits, and Claiborne-Wilcox formations 
(Geologic Map of Tennessee, Department of Conservation, Issued 1966).  Soils 
in the areas are primarily of the Grenada-Memphis-Loring association, Lexington-
Rouston association, and the Waverly-Falaya associations.  The USDA General 
Soil Map for Fayette County 1964 describes the Grenada-Memphis-Loring 
association as moderately well drained, to well drained, made up of undulating to 
nearly level areas and low hills with wide tops and short side slopes.   Lexington-
Rouston soils are described as well drained to moderately well drained soils 
made up of undulating to nearly level areas and low hills with wide tops and short 
side slopes.  The Waverly-Falaya association is described as somewhat poorly 
drained to poorly drained soils on nearly level flood plains along the Wolf and 
Loosahatchie Rivers and their tributary streams.  The project is in the 
Loosahatchie River Drainage Canal watershed.   
 
Terrestrial Ecology 
 
Much of the land in the project corridor has been disturbed at one time or 
another. About fifty-six percent of the project has been disturbed by agricultural 
practices such as row crops (corn, soybeans, and cotton) and pasture. Forested 
areas or shrub/scrub thickets also make up about forty-one percent of the project 
area.  The remaining three percent is comprised of habitat in earlier stages of 
succession; or industrial, commercial, and residential lands which have limited 
habitat values. 
 
Plant communities found in the area are characteristic of communities formed 
over Loess and Alluvial deposits.  The upland forested communities are Appendix Page 170



dominated by oaks, hickories, and pines.  Sweetgums, red maples, and bald 
cypresses are widespread in old-field and floodplain habitats in the area.  Both 
upland and floodplain forested habitats provide food cover, and nesting 
opportunities for numerous small mammals, including rabbits, squirrels, and 
other rodents, as well as numerous reptiles, native birds, and insects.  
 
Old-field habitats in various stages of succession are also useful to many types 
of wildlife.  These areas are most often dominated by grasses and legumes, 
blackberries, and young cedars.  The industrial, commercial, and residential 
lands generally have limited wildlife value, as they are usually paved or mowed, 
except for undisturbed vegetation along fencerows or boundaries. 
 
 
Terrestrial Impacts: 
 
 Direct impacts   The loss of approximately 221 acres of forested and old-
field habitat is one of the larger impacts of the project. There will be direct long-
term adverse impacts when productive forests and old-field areas are converted 
to roadway. Mortality of individual wildlife may occur both during construction and 
highway operation.  Although roadway mortality is generally not believed to 
significantly affect animal populations under normal conditions, if the population 
is experiencing other sources of stress (disease, habitat degradation or 
elimination, etc.), then traffic-related mortality can contribute to the demise of the 
population.  Highway noise can affect the utilization of habitats by wildlife.  Since 
this is a rural project and is not located near other state and local highways, 
noise is not already a factor within existing habitats.  After project construction, 
areas that remain undisturbed within highway rights of way, will, over time, 
provide some degree of refuge for local wildlife as the surrounding areas 
continue to urbanize and habitats are destroyed. 
 
 Indirect impacts. The plant communities found along the project corridor 
serve as shelter, nesting, and foraging habitat for numerous species of wildlife.  
Loss of habitat initially displaces animals from the area, forcing them to 
concentrate into a smaller area, which causes over-utilization of the habitat.  This 
ultimately lowers the carrying capacity of the remaining habitat and is manifested 
in some species as becoming more susceptible to disease, predation, and 
starvation. 
 
 Cumulative Impacts.   In a rural area such as this, the amount of forested 
habitat and old-field habitat is still abundant.   Most of the area around the project 
corridor is not expected to be developed for residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses due to the fact that most of the area is crop land or forest 
surrounded by crop land.   
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Table 1.  Total terrestrial habitat acreages potentially affected per section 
               (estimated)* 
 
Alternative(or 
quadrant)

Forested, 
scrub/shrub, 
forested 
floodplain 

Pasture, 
agricultural, or 
early stages of 
old-field 
succession 

Commercial/Industri
al/Residential 

 
Total acres 
per section 

Section 1 54 54 2 110 
Section 2 14 78 8 100 
Section 3 75 90 0 165 
Section 4 78 79 4 161 
 
Note:  These acreage amounts were calculated based on typical sections shown 
on aerial photographs, and are given for impact estimation/comparison purposes. 
They include all areas within existing rights-of-way in the project areas that are 
already owned by the state, portions of which are likely to be utilized for project 
construction.  For instance, existing rights-of-way along (road, near where) are 
included in the habitat calculations, but are not included in the right-of-way 
acquisition amounts shown elsewhere in the environmental document.  Not all of 
the habitat amounts shown will actually be disturbed, since lands outside those 
needed for actual construction or work zones or for other reasons will not be 
cleared.   
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Aquatic Ecology 
 
The project has been located, and the chosen alternative will be designed, to 
avoid major impacts to waters of the state to the extent practicable.  Efforts to 
further minimize impacts will continue throughout the design, permitting, and 
construction processes.  Unavoidable impacts will be mitigated as required by 
applicable laws and regulations.  Mitigation is discussed further in the sections 
applying to streams and wetlands.  In an effort to minimize sedimentation 
impacts, erosion and sediment control plans will be included in the project 
construction plans.  TDOT will also implement its Standard Specifications for 
Road and Bridge Construction, which includes erosion and sediment control 
standards for use during construction.  The State of Tennessee sets water quality 
criteria for waters of the state; these standards must be met during the 
construction of the highway. 
  
Streams, Springs, and Seeps and other Waterbodies.  Streams, springs, seeps, 
impoundments and other watercourses and waterbodies which are known at this 
time to be potentially affected by the project alternatives are listed in Table 2 of 
this report, along with the potential direct impacts.   The determinations as to 
which are waters of the State and/or of the U.S. have not been confirmed by 
TDEC and the Corps.   All aquatic impacts identified as project development 
continues will be avoided, minimized, or mitigated to the extent possible, and 
incorporated into the permitting. 
 

Direct Impacts.  There is only one alignment indicated in the materials 
provided.  The project will affect fifty-five stream/spring/seep sites.  It is difficult to 
determine the exact impact type at these sites with present information; therefore 
the information in Table 2 represents the anticipated worst-case impact, with the 
assumption that these impacts will be reduced, where possible, during further 
project design.  It appears that thirty-eight of the channels will be crossed, and 
four may be rechanneled.    

 
Indirect Impacts:  The implementation of this project could add some 

sedimentation impacts to the forty-nine streams in the project area. These 
impacts could probably be minimized by good sediment control planning and 
implementation.   

 
Cumulative Impacts:  Culverting, sediment impacts, and the addition of 

impervious surfaces in a geographic area all tend to degrade overall quality of 
aquatic habitats and water quality.  The placement of lengths of streams in 
culverts is considered by TDEC to be a permanent impact.  While the water 
quality impacts of culverts over 200 feet in length are mitigated by off-site 
programs, increases in numbers of culverts associated with highways, private 
driveways, and industrial and commercial development may cumulatively reduce 
available habitats over time. 

 
Mitigation:  Stream channels requiring relocation will be replaced on-site to 
the extent possible, using techniques that will replace existing stream 
characteristics such as length, width, gradient, and tree canopy.  Stream Appendix Page 173



or water body impacts that cannot be mitigated on site, such as impacts of 
culverts over 200 feet, or impacts to springs or seeps which require rock 
fill to allow for movement of water underneath the roadway, will either be 
mitigated off-site by improving a degraded system or by making a 
comparable payment to an in-lieu-fee program which will perform such off-
site mitigation under the direction of state and Federal regulatory and 
resource agencies. 
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Beneficial Ecological Floodplain Values.  Ecological values associated with the floodplains of the 

streams within the project are the added protection of the riparian zone for wildlife habitat and 
protection against stream bank erosion.  Impacts to these have been avoided or minimized by 
crossing the floodplain at a near-perpendicular angle, with appropriately sized bridges.  (This 
section in the environmental document will be supplemented by standard language supplied by 
the TDOT hydraulic section directly to the planner). 

 
Endangered and Threatened Species.  Information from several sources, as well 
as prior experience with habitats in the area, was used to prepare for field 
surveys to locate protected species or habitats.  These sources included 
database information provided by the Tennessee Department of Environment 
and Conservation and books or databases of cave records.  
 
  Direct and Indirect Impacts.  Records show no protected species were 
shown within the likely direct impact zone of the project.  No species were 
recorded within one mile of the project.  A letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service listed no species for consideration.   
 

No aquatic species are recorded between one and four miles downstream 
of the proposed project.  

 
Cumulative impacts.  No cumulative impacts to threatened and 

endangered species are expected due to the lack of presence in the project area. 
 
Conclusions.  At this time, no state or Federally listed protected species 

are known to be affected by the proposed project.  
 
Information received from the Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation is periodically reviewed and updated.  If any protected species or 
their habitats are identified as project development continues, they will be 
addressed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 
 
 
Required Permits 
 
 Stream and miscellaneous water quality permits.  Alterations to streams or 
other aquatic sites designated as waters of the State or waters of the United 
States require either individual or general Aquatic Resource Alteration Permits 
(ARAP) from the State of Tennessee, individual or Nationwide 404 U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers permits and, where applicable, a TVA 26a permit or letter of 
no objection.  Construction projects disturbing one or more acres of land require 
storm water control permits issued by the State of Tennessee pursuant to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.  For any project that affects 
water flowing into an open sinkhole or cave, or for any impact that may affect the 
ground water via a sinkhole, a Class V Injection Well permit may be required.  
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This process involves obtaining a permit before the project is let if open sinkholes 
are known to exist.  If other sinkholes are encountered after construction has 
begun, the appropriate TDOT offices will be notified and the appropriate steps 
taken to comply with laws, regulations, and permits.  These or any other permit 
requirements identified in the project development process will be complied with 
(TVA permit, coast guard permit). 
 
 Wetland Permits.  All wetland impacts require confirmation by, and 
coordination with, permitting agencies.  All require either general or individual 
Aquatic Resources Alteration (ARAP) permits from the State of Tennessee.  
Almost all require either Nationwide or Individual permits from the U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Other 
agencies such as the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Environmental 
Protection Agency may be involved in the permitting process. 
 
Wetland impacts which are subject to either State or Federal jurisdiction, and 
which do not meet criteria for either general or Nationwide permits require 
individual permits; these typically require compensatory mitigation for impacts.  In 
general, isolated wetlands with less than 0.25 acre impacts may come under the 
guidelines of a general permit issued by the State of Tennessee; no mitigation is 
required.  This permit cannot be used, however, for a cumulative series of small 
impacts.  Some wetland impacts of less than 0.5 acres qualify for Corps of 
Engineers nationwide permits.     
 
TDOT will carry out further coordination with the regulatory agencies before 
preparing mitigation plans and submitting permit applications.  Permit 
requirements and mitigation plans will be based on these discussions. 
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Table 3.  Potential wetland impacts for proposed alignment of SR-460 from SR-15 west 

of Somerville to SR-15 west of Somerville, Fayette County, Tennessee. 
 

Wetland Size 
(acres) 

(Estimated)** Wetland 
Type* Location 

Likely 
Project 
Impact on 
Wetland** 

Primary 
functions of 
the wetland Total Likely 

eliminated 
or drained 

Description 

WTL-1 
Emergent, 
isolated 

Section 1 
STA 
26+00R to 
27+50R 
SR-460 

Possible 
temporary 
impacts 

Some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.10  0.06 Small wetland 
along stream. 
Occurs in cotton 
field. Site 
dominated by 
Carex, Juncus, 
smartweed, and 
cutgrass.  A few 
willows around the 
edge.  Saturated 
soils throughout. 

WTL-2 
Forested, 
isolated 

Section 1 
STA 
135+00R 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
temporary 
and 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.32 0.32 Wetland area 
dominated by 
sedges, rushes, 
red maple, 
sycamore, river 
birch, and 
sweetgum; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
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WTL-3 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 1 
STA 
145+00 to 
146+30R 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
temporary 
and 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.21 0.21 Wetland area 
dominated by 
sedges, rushes, 
red maple, willow 
oak, and 
sweetgum; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 1”. 

WTL-4 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
Isolated 

Section 1 
STA 
155+00 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
temporary 
and 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

>1.52 0.21 Wetland area 
dominated by 
sedges, rushes, 
red maple, willow 
oak, and 
sweetgum; soils 
have a chroma of 
1 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 0-4”. 

WTL-5 
Emergent 
Isolated 

Section 2 
STA 
186+00 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
temporary 
and 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

>0.60 0.60 Wetland area 
dominated by 
sedges, rushes, 
honey locust, and 
buttercups; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 

WTL-6 
Forested 
Contiguous 

Section 2 
STA 
254+00L to 
255+00L 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.11 0.01 Wetland area 
dominated by bald 
cypress, boxelder, 
black willow, and 
green ash; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
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WTL-7 
Forested 
Isolated 

Section 2 
STA 
255+00L to 
256+00L 
SR-460 

No proposed 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.15 0.0 Wetland area 
dominated by bald 
cypress, boxelder, 
black willow, and 
green ash; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 

WTL-8 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 2 
STA 
256+00L to 
257+30 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.20 0.20 Wetland area 
dominated by 
knotweed, 
arrowhead, lizard’s 
tail, sedges, and 
rushes; soils have 
a chroma of 2 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated. 

WTL-9 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
isolated 

Section 2 
STA 
264+00 to 
267+00R 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
and Ramp 9, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.37 0.37 Wetland area 
dominated by bald 
cypress, red 
maple, greenbrier, 
giant cane, and 
lizard’s tail; soils 
have a chroma of 
3 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 

WTL-10 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 3 
STA 
274+50 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

1.60 0.75 Linear wetland 
area dominated by 
soft rush, black 
willow and 
sycamore; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 0-12”. 
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WTL-11 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
isolated 

Section 3 
STA 17+00 
Ramp 11 

Possible 
destruction 
by Ramp 11, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.37 0.37 Linear wetland 
area dominated by 
bald cypress, 
sweetgum, lizard’s 
tail, sedges, and 
cattails; soils have 
a chroma of 2 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated. Average 
water depth 2-8”. 

WTL-12 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 3 
STA 29+00 
Ramp 10 

Possible 
destruction 
by Ramp 10, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.20 0.20 Linear wetland 
area dominated by 
sweetgum, rushes, 
netted chain fern, 
and green ash; 
soils have a 
chroma of 2 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated.  

WTL-13 
Forested/ 
Emergent 
Isolated 

Section 3 
STA 
25+30L 
Ramp 11 
to 
279+00R 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
and Ramp 
11, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.56 0.39 Linear wetland 
area dominated by 
black willow, 
sweetgum, lizard’s 
tail, sedges, and 
button bush; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 2-10”. 

WTL-14 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 3 
STA 
298+75 to 
299+50 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460, 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.06 0.06 Small wetland 
area dominated by 
cutgrass, sedges, 
rushes, and blunt 
spikerush; soils 
have a chroma of 
2 with mottles, and 
were saturated.  
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WTL-15 
Emergent 
Contiguous 

Section 3 
STA 
375+00L to 
377+00L 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.10 0.06 Linear wetland 
area below PND-4 
dominated by 
Johnson grass, 
curly dock and 
sedges; soils have 
a chroma of 2 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated. Average 
water depth 1”. 

WTL-16 
Emergent 
Isolated 

Section 4 
STA 
486+00R 
to 
488+00R 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.16 0.16 Small wetland 
area dominated by 
rushes, black 
willow, sweetgum 
saplings, cattails, 
and sycamore 
saplings; soils 
have a chroma of 
3 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 0-1”. 

WTL-17 
Emergent 
Isolated 

Section 4 
STA 
505+60 to 
506+00 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

0.08 0.08 Small wetland 
area dominated by 
black willow 
saplings, 
sweetgum 
saplings, and 
rushes; soils have 
a chroma of 3 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated.  

WTL-18 
Forested 
Contiguous 

Section 4 
STA 
508+30 to 
509+10 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

>0.70 0.48 Wetland area 
dominated by 
sweetgum and 
poison ivy; soils 
have a chroma of 
3 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 0-2”. 
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WTL-19 
Forested 
Contiguous 

Section 4 
STA 
616+80 to 
618+50 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
permanent 
and 
temporary 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

>1.15 0.31 Small wetland 
area dominated by 
willow oak, 
sweetgum, and 
sedges; soils have 
a chroma of 2 with 
mottles, and were 
saturated. Average 
water depth 0-2”. 
Water marks on 
trees and water 
stained leaves 
were observed. 

WTL-20 
Forested 
Isolated 

Section 4 
STA 
625+50 to 
626+20 
SR-460 

Possible 
destruction 
by SR-460 
permanent 
impacts (site 
requires field 
survey for 
accurate 
location) 

Wildlife 
habitat, 
wildlife 
watering, 
some water 
filtration, 
possible 
flood 
attenuation 

>0.54 0.54 Wetland area 
dominated by 
black willow 
saplings, sedges, 
rushes, and 
sweetgum 
saplings; soils 
have a chroma of 
1 with mottles, and 
were saturated. 
Average water 
depth 0-4”. 
Downstream of 
feature is shown 
as blueline on 
topographic map. 

 *Isolated or contiguous designation may have a bearing on the type of State or Federal permits required.  
Designations are unconfirmed/confirmed by permitting agencies at this time. 

 
 **Reported sizes of impacts and sizes of wetlands are estimates at this time.  These sites require confirmation of their 

wetland status by permit agencies, and accurate measurement by survey methods.  Sizes of impacts will be 
determined when project design plans are developed. 

 
***At the time of this writing, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Tennessee Department 
of Environment and Conservation have confirmed sites X and X as jurisdictional wetlands 
requiring permits, and sites X and X as non-wetland.  Since wetland status can change over time, 
and the alignment can shift within the corridor, all potential wetland sites have been allowed to 
remain in this discussion.  When project plans are developed, they will be reviewed, and any 
additional determinations, confirmations, and impact minimizations/mitigations performed.  An 
accurate accounting of aquatic impacts will be prepared prior to the permit application process.  
The permitting process conducted by the Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers includes an opportunity for public review 
and comment.
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Justice 
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From:    Lori.A Kirby 
To:    Matlock, Joe 
Date:    10/26/2005 4:50 PM 
Subject:   Somerville Beltway, State Route 15 
CC:    Bush, Charles;  DavenportWoodle, Cammie
  
Reply Requested: When Convenient 
 

Joe,  
  
I have attached the EJ screening maps for the above referenced project.  These maps 
suggest that the project area contains high concentrations of low-income and minority 
persons, therefore, warrants further Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis.  Provided 
other field reviews occur, it is important to take notes to ensure that all relevant findings 
are documented.   Report 532, "Effective Methods for Environmental Justice 
Assessment" suggests to be on the lookout for “sensitive receptors” such as schools, 
hospitals, and nursing homes, as well as locations that visually do not appear to 
corroborate census information.  Because the census is only conducted every 10 years, 
be alert for newly developed areas that do not yet appear in the census data. In 
sparsely populated areas or when certain types of impacts are being evaluated, it can 
be worthwhile to map the location of individual residences as part of the field survey. 
Also, photographs are an especially useful method of documenting detailed information 
about appearance and relative location for future reference.  
  
Also, I did receive the initial coordination packet from Mr. Bush dated September 30, 
2005.  Please allow this email to serve as our initial comments.   If, at any time, during 
project development, impacts to protected populations arise, this office will be readily 
available to assist you.   
  
  
  
Lori A. Kirby 
Title VI Program Coordinator 
TDOT Civil Rights - Title VI Program 
505 Deaderick Street, Suite 1800 
Nashville, TN  37243 
  
Phone:  (615) 253-1066      Toll Free:  (888) 370-3647 
Pager:  (877) 616-2188       Fax:  (615) 741-3169 
  
email:  Lori.A.Kirby@state.tn.us
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 3 - Somerville Beltway - Minority

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section+...7.gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121736196.gif10/18/2005 9:48:13 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 3 - Somerville Beltway - Poverty

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section+...3.gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121320131.gif10/18/2005 9:53:46 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 3 - Somerville Beltway - LEP

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section+...2.gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO13481284120.gif10/18/2005 9:55:56 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 2 - Somerville Beltway - Minority

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121320204.gif10/18/2005 10:15:51 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 2 - Somerville Beltway - Poverty

400 x 300 600 x 450 800 x 600 Locator Map 

  

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap.asp?myMapURL=xl=-8...if&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO13481116297.gif10/18/2005 10:17:24 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 2 - Somerville Beltway - LEP

400 x 300 600 x 450 800 x 600 Locator Map 

  

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap.asp?myMapURL=xl=-8...if&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO13481284192.gif10/18/2005 10:20:16 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 1 - Somerville Beltway - Minority

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121320234.gif10/18/2005 10:26:38 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 1 - Somerville Beltway - Poverty

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121736336.gif10/18/2005 10:28:31 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 1 - Somerville Beltway - LEP

400 x 300 600 x 450 800 x 600 Locator Map 

  

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap.asp?myMapURL=xl=-8...if&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO13481116323.gif10/18/2005 10:33:03 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 4 - Somerville Beltway - Minority

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121320258.gif10/18/2005 10:40:25 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 4 - Somerville Beltway - Poverty

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121320272.gif10/18/2005 10:42:39 AM
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EnviroMapper: Map Printing

 EnviroMapper for EJ 

Section 4 - Somerville Beltway - LEP

http://epamap13.epa.gov/ej/printMap2.asp?mytitle=Section....gif&myLocImage=/output/ej_loc_map_GECKO14121568352.gif10/18/2005 10:44:47 AM
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TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  
 

HISTORICAL/ARCHITECTURAL ASSESSMENT 
 

FOR PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO 
 

State Route 460 (U.S. 64) Somerville Bypass  
from State Route 15 (U.S. 64) West of Somerville  

to State Route 15 (U.S. 64) West of Somerville 
 

 
FAYETTE COUNTY 

 
 

July 2006 
 

Prepared by  
Holly M. Barnett 

Tennessee Department of Transportation  
Environmental Division 

Suite 900 James K. Polk Building 
Nashville, TN  37243-0334 

Phone: (615) 741-3653 
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ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT 
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800 

FOR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO 
 

State Route 460 (U.S. 64) Somerville Bypass from State Route 15 (U.S. 
64) West of Somerville to State Route 15 (U.S. 64) 

 West of Somerville 
 

FAYETTE COUNTY 
 
 
 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 
The Tennessee Department of Transportation with funding made available through the 
Federal Highway Administration is proposing to construct for State Route 15 (U.S. 64) a 
Beltway around the City of Somerville, Fayette County Tennessee.   
 
A TDOT consultant surveyed the area of potential effect in 1996 for a proposed bypass 
extending around Somerville to the south (Assessment included in Appendix A).  The 
consulted identifying one district listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the 
Somerville Historic District, as outside the area of potential effect.  For the assessment, 
the consultant surveyed an additional 41 properties and it was his opinion none were 
eligible for the National Register.   
 
Recently historians from the Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) surveyed 
an increased area of potential effect as well as the previously surveyed areas.  The 
historians inventoried several additional properties.  It is the opinion of TDOT none of 
the properties are eligible for the National Register.   
 
It is the opinion of Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.5, that the project would have no effect on any historic resources listed or 
eligible for the National Register.  Therefore there will be no Section 4(f) involvement 
with a historic property.   
 
 

 i
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ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL ASSESSMENT 
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR 800 

FOR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO  
 

State Route 460 (U.S. 64) Somerville Bypass from State Rotue 15 (U.S. 64) West of 
Somerville to State Route 15 (U.S. 64) West of Somerville 

 
FAYETTE COUNTY 

 
STATEMENT OF DETERMINATION 
The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) with funding made available through the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is proposing to construct for State Route 15 (U.S. 64) 
a Beltway around the city of  Somerville, Fayette County, Tennessee.  
 
Federal laws require TDOT and FHWA to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  Appendix B contains a fact sheet about Section 106.   
Regulations detailing the implementation of this act are codified at 36 CFR 800.  This legislation 
requires TDOT and FHWA to identify any properties (either above-ground buildings, structures, 
objects, or historic sites or below ground archaeological sites) of historic significance.  For the 
purposes of this legislation, historic significance is defined as those properties which are 
included in the National Register of Historic Places or which are eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register.  Appendix C contains a copy of the National Register criteria, which are 
codified at 36 CFR 60.4.  Once historic resources are identified, legislation requires these 
agencies to determine if the proposed project would affect the historic resource.  Appendix D 
contains a copy of the Criteria of Effect as defined in 36 CFR 800.5.  If the proposed project 
would have an adverse effect to a historic property, the legislation requires FHWA to provide the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (an independent federal agency) an opportunity to 
comment on the effect. 
 
The U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, also requires FHWA to 
assess the applicability of Section 4(f).  This law prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from 
approving any project which requires the "use" of a historic property unless there is no prudent 
and feasible alternative to that use and unless the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the historic resource.  Appendix E contains a fact sheet about Section 4(f). 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4 which requires TDOT and FHWA to identify historic resources near 
its proposed projects, a consultant for TDOT surveyed the area of potential environmental 
impact for this proposed project in an effort to identify any National Register-included or eligible 
properties.  The consultant identified one property listed on the National Register, the 
Somerville Historic District.  TDOT historians inventoried additional properties in the general 
project area and identified no additional properties as listed or eligible for the National Register.   
 
It is the opinion of Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5, 
that the project would have no effect on any historic resources listed or eligible for the National 
Register.  Therefore there will be no Section 4(f) involvement with a historic property.   
 
The archaeological assessment is contained in a separate document.  
 
This document has been prepared in consultation with the TN-SHPO and will be circulated to 
the TN-SHPO and local historians.   

 Somerville Bypass, Fayette County, Page 1 
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Annex G Hazardous Material 
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TDOT Environmental Division 

Memo 
To: Joe Matlock 

From: Ann E. Epperson, PG 

CC: Jim Ozment 

Date: January 5, 2007 

Re: Sommerville Bypass Hazardous Materials review 

The TDEC-UST database and EPA’s Enviromapper Service were 
reviewed for hazardous materials sites along this project. There are 
several registered USTs in the area. There are three known hazardous 
materials sites in the general area, according to Enviromapper. Once final 
ROW plans are known, more specific hazardous materials studies can be 
conducted. 

TDOT has demonstrated its ability to deal with hazardous substance sites 
to minimize impacts on the environment. In the event hazardous 
substances/wastes are encountered within the actual right-of-way, their 
disposition shall be subject to the applicable sections of the Federal 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended; and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act, as amended; and the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management 
Act of 1983.  

 

1 
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 EnviroMapper For EnviroFacts 
Somerville EPA sites

Page 1 of 2EnviroMapper: Map Printing

6/26/2008http://134.67.99.122/enviro/printMap.asp?myMapURL=xl=-89.3979516223999%26yt=35.279089460533...
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Annex H Conceptual Stage 

Relocation Plan 
 

Appendix Page 215



Appendix Page 216



Appendix Page 217



Appendix Page 218



Appendix Page 219



Appendix Page 220



Appendix Page 221



Appendix Page 222



Appendix Page 223



Appendix Page 224



Appendix Page 225



Appendix Page 226



Appendix Page 227



Appendix Page 228



Appendix Page 229



Appendix Page 230



Appendix Page 231



 

  64 

Annex I Functional Layout 
 
 
 

For purposes of preparing environmental resources analysis necessary 

for this study, TDOT has prepared a series of Ariel photograph s depicting a 

preliminary location scheme.  These photographs are in Annex I Functional 

Layout.  These are not to be considered a location commitment by TDOT.   
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