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4.  Blount County Projects in Regional Mobility Plan 2040 
 

LRMP #  Project Location Description 
Horizon 

Year 
Horizon Year 2016-2019 

09-208 Maryville Streetscaping Various Streetscaping and “Complete Streets” types of 
projects throughout Maryville 

2019 

09-209 Ellejoy Road Reconstruction River Ford Road to Jefferies Hollow Road Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2019 
09-211 Morganton Road Reconstruction, Phase I Foothills Mall Drive to William Blount Drive  

(SR 335) 
Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2019 

09-213 Old Niles Ferry Road Reconstruction Maryville City Limits (Wills Road) to Calderwood 
Highway (US 129/SR 115) 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2019 

09-214 Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) Widening and 
Bridge Replacement 

Washington Street (SR 35) to Walnut Street Widen 2-lanes to 3-lanes with curb and gutters, 
sidewalks, new bridge over Browns Creek, 2 
business relocations and new entrance for 
Blount Memorial Hospital 

2019 

09-216 Alcoa Highway (US 129/SR 115) Widening Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) to Knox/Blount 
County Line 

Widen 4-lanes to 6-lanes with 2 auxiliary lanes 
between Singleton Station Road and Topside 
Road (SR 333) 

2019 

09-218 Alcoa Highway Parkway (US 129/SR 115) New 
Road Construction 

From south of Airport Road to proposed 
interchange serving McGhee Tyson Airport 

Construct new 8-lane highway 2019 

09-221 Burnett Station Road Reconstruction Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) to Chapman 
Highway (US 441/SR 71) 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2019 

09-232 Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162)/New Road 
Construction 

Old Knoxville Highway (SR 33) to Lamar 
Alexander Parkway (US 321/SR 73) 

Construct new 4-lane freeway 2019 

09-237 E Broadway Avenue (SR 33) /Eagleton Road 
/Brown School Road intersection improvements 

From south of Brown School Road to north of 
Eagleton Road 

Realign Eagleton Road with Brown School Road 
to remove offset and create 4-leg signalized 
intersection.  Widening to include left-turn lanes 
at all approaches with curb & gutter and 
sidewalks 

2019 

09-257 Alcoa Highway Parkway (US 129/SR 115) New 
Road Construction 

From proposed interchange serving McGhee 
Tyson Airport to Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) 

Construct new 8-lane highway 2019 

09-258 Alcoa Highway Parkway (US 129/SR 115) New 
Road Construction 

From Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) to existing 
Alcoa Highway near Singleton Station Road 

Construct new 8-lane highway 2019 

09-262 Montvale Road (SR 336) Widening Montvale Station Road to Lamar Alexander 
Parkway (US 321/SR 73) 

Widening from 2-lanes to 3-lanes 2019 

13-207 Louisville Road (SR 334) Reconstruction W Hunt Road to Alcoa city limits (Liberty Street) Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2019 
13-208 Harvest Lane Extension/New Road Construction Harvest Lane (cul-de-sac) to Louisville Road Extend existing 2-lane road to connect to 

Louisville Road 
2019 
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LRMP #  Project Location Description 
Horizon 

Year 
13-211 Foothills Mall Drive Extension/New Road 

Construction 
US 129 Bypass (SR 115) to Foch Street Extend Foothills Mall Drive across US 129 Bypass 

on new alignment to Foch Street modification of 
existing traffic signal to accommodate 4th leg 
and additional left and right turn lanes 

2019 

13-213 Court Street at Boardman Avenue intersection 
improvements 

Intersection at Boardman Avenue Widen Court Street to accommodate left turn 
lane onto Boardman Avenue and install signal 

2019 

13-214 Old Lowes Ferry Road at Louisville Road (SR 333) 
intersection improvements 

Intersection at Old Lowes Ferry Road (SR 333)  Realignment of intersection 2019 

13-218 Middlesettlements Road at Miser Station Road 
intersection 

Intersection at Middlesettlements Road Realignment of intersection 2019 

Horizon Year 2020-2024 
09-202 Robert C. Jackson Drive Extension / New 

Roadway Construction 
Middlesettlements Road to Louisville Road  
(SR 334) 

New 4-lane road with center turn lane and/or 
median 

2024 

09-212 Old Knoxville Highway (SR 33) Reconstruction Wildwood Road to McArthur Road Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2024 
09-217 Alcoa Highway (US 129/SR 115) intersection 

improvements 
Singleton Station Road to Hunt Road (SR 335)  Improve intersections including signals, turn 

lanes, pedestrian infrastructure upon 
completion of Alcoa Parkway 

2024 

09-223 Carpenters Grad Road Reconstruction and 
Intersection Improvements 

Raulston Road to Kirkland Estates Boulevard Widen 2-lane to 2-2’ lanes with curb and gutter, 
sidewalk, and auxiliary turn lanes where 
needed.  Reconstruct intersection with Peterson 
Lane, Cochran Road, Raulston Road to 
roundabout 

2024 

09-229 Morganton Road Reconstruction, Phase 2 William Blount Drive (SR 335) to Walker Road Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2024 
09-240 Sandy Springs Road at Montgomery Lane 

Intersection Improvements 
Intersection at Montgomery Lane Sandy Springs Road: add left turn lane and NB 

right turn lane. Montgomery Lane: add left turn 
and right turn approaches.  Install new traffic 
signal. 

2024 

09-245 Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) Widening Everett High Road to Swanee Drive (Maryville 
City Limits) 

Widen 2 lanes to 3 lanes with curb and gutter, 
and sidewalks to section recently widened by 
the City of Maryville 

2024 

09-250 Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) Reconstruction Swanee Drive (Maryville City Limits) to Chapman 
Highway (US 441/SR 71) 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2024 

10-260 McCammon Avenue Extension / New Road 
Construction 

 Foch Street to existing McCammon Avenue Construction of 2-3 lanes of new roadway on 
new alignment.  This roadway would complete a 
new corridor parallel to the US 129 Bypass and 
support new commercial development along the 
City of Maryville’s high intensity retail zone. 

2024 
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LRMP #  Project Location Description 
Horizon 

Year 
13-203 Robert C. Jackson Drive Extension / New 

Roadway Construction, Phase 2 
Louisville Road (SR 334) to US 129 Bypass Extension of Robert C. Jackson Drive, Phase 1. 

Construct new 4-lane section and grade- 
separated interchange connecting US 129 and 
Associates Boulevard 

2024 

Horizon Year 2025-2029 
09-204 Pellissippi Place Access Road Extension/New 

Road Construction 
Pellissippi Place existing termini to Wildwood 
Road 

Extend 2-lane and 4-lane road with center 
median lane 

2029 

09-231 Old Knoxville Highway (SR 33) Reconstruction 
and Bridge Replacement 

Pellissippi Parkway (SR 162) to Knox County Line 
(Co Op Road) 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders  2029 

09-238 Robert C. Jackson Drive Extension / New 
Roadway Construction 

Lamar Alexander Parkway (US 321/SR 73) to 
Morganton Road 

Construct new 2-lane road 2029 

09-239 Montvale Road (SR 336) Widening Montvale Station Road to Maryville South City 
Limits (south of Southview Drive) 

Add center turn lane 2029 

09-246 William Blount Drive (SR 335) Extension /New 
Construction 

US 411 (SR 33) to Old Niles Ferry Road Construct new 2-lane road with auxiliary turn 
lanes where needed 

2029 

09-249 Montvale Road (SR 336) Reconstruction Maryville South City Limits (Southview Drive) to 
Six Mile Road 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders  2029 

13-304 Bessemer Boulevard Widening, Phase I Hall Road (SR 35) to N Wright Road Widen 2-lanes to 4-lanes with raised median 2029 
13-205 Bessemer Boulevard Widening, Phase 2 Hamilton Crossing Road/McCammon Avenue to 

Hall Road (SR 35) 
Widen 2-lanes to 4-lanes with raised median or 
center turn lane 

2029 

13-210 N Park Boulevard at Airbase Road Intersection 
Improvements 

Intersection at Airbase Road Realign N Park Boulevard to Airbase Road 2029 

13-212 Merritt Road Reconstruction Lamar Alexander Parkway (US 321/SR 73) to 
Fielding Road 

Widen existing 2-lane to 2-2’ lanes with curb 
and gutter, sidewalk, and auxiliary turn lanes 
where needed.   

2029 

13-215 Louisville Road (SR 334) Reconstruction, Phase I Alcoa city limits (Liberty Street) to Topside Road Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders  2029 
Horizon Year 2030-2034 

09-215 I-140 Interchange Ramps at McGhee Tyson 
Airport 

Airport Terminus to Pellissippi Parkway  
(I-140/SR 162) 

Add new interchange ramps for direct access to 
future terminal and cargo area 

2034 

09-234 Wildwood Road Reconstruction and Bridge 
Replacement 

Maryville City Limit (Brown School Rd) to 
Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders, 
reconstruct Wildwood Bridge over the Little 
River 

2034 

09-421 Tuckaleechee Pike Reconstruction Lamar Alexander Parkway (US 321/SR 73) to 
Grandview Drive 

Reconstruct 2-lane to 2-2’ lanes with curb and 
gutter, sidewalk, and auxiliary turn lanes where 
needed.   

2034 

09-242 W Broadway Avenue (US 411/SR 33) Widening Old Niles Ferry Road to Lamar Alexander 
Parkway (US 321/SR 73) 

Widen 2 lanes to 3 lanes with curb and gutter, 
auxiliary turn lanes where needed, modify signal 
at Magnolia Avenue 

2034 
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LRMP #  Project Location Description 
Horizon 

Year 
09-248 Topside Road (SR 333) Widening Alcoa Highway (US 129/SR 115) to Wrights Ferry 

Road 
Reconstruct 2 lanes to 5 lanes 2034 

13-206 Associates Boulevard Extension/New Road Associates LIC Project to Springbrook Road 4-lane section with median 2034 
13-216 Louisville Road (SR 334) Reconstruction, Phase 2 Topside Road (SR 333) to Lowes Ferry Road Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders  2034 

Horizon Year 2035-2040 
09-220 Home Avenue Extension/New Road 

Construction 
McCammon Avenue to Calderwood Street Extend 3-lane Home Avenue through existing 

shopping center to line up with Lindsay Street at 
Calderwood Street. Replace bridge crossing at 
Pistol Creek 

2040 

09-225 Hinkle Road Reconstruction Sevierville Road (US 411/SR 35) to Burnet 
Station Road 

Reconstruct 2-lane section with shoulders 2040 

09-243 Wilkinson Pike Widening  Court Street to Maryville city limits (Old Whites 
Mill Road) 

Widen 2-lane to 3-lane with curb and gutter, 
auxiliary turn lanes where needed  

2040 

09-247 Sam Houston School Road Widening Old Knoxville Highway (SR 33) to Wildwood 
Road 

Add center turn lane, bike lane, and shoulder 2040 

13-209 Bessemer Boulevard Widening, Phase 3 N Wright Road to E Hunt Road (SR 335) Widen 2-lanes to 4-lanes with raised median or 
center turn lane (0.22 mi). Extension with raised 
median or center turn lane (0.87 mi) 

2040 

13-217 Louisville Road (SR 333) Lackey Creek Bridge Lackey Creek Bridge Reconstruction of   

Source: Regional Mobility Plan 2040 
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Exhibit 8-2 – Roadway Projects, Blount County 
 

 
Source: Regional Mobility Plan 2040 
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5.  Update to 2009 Travel Trends Evaluation between Blount and Knox 
County Update, February 25, 2015 
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Blount County Residential Development Trends 1950-2009 
Blount County’s Planning Department has tracked residential development in the County since the 
1950’s. The Planning Department has prepared graphical representations of the residential 
development between 1950 and 2009, which are provided in Figures B-1 through B-8. This series of 
maps captures about 85 percent of current housing units (multiple units in a structure and mobile 
home parks were not included – older housing units from the past could have been destroyed and 
thus not of current record). The maps portray first the pattern of residential structures at the end of 
1949, and progress by highlighting additional residential structures by decade in red from 1950 to 
2009. The dots for each residential structure are exaggerated to highlight pattern.  

Each dot on the figures represents a residential structure. For each decade represented by the 
individual maps, yellow dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new 
residential structures that were constructed during the decade. While growth is occurring throughout 
the counties, the majority of the growth is within the urban areas (i.e. cities of Alcoa and Maryville). 

The following highlights the major growth locations during the last 60 years: 

• Prior to 1950 (Figure B-1) - Before 1950, the pattern of residential structures was concentrated 
in the cities of Alcoa and Maryville, and such pattern was characterized by grid street layout, 
small lots and higher density. Scattered and low density development was present in the rural 
areas, much of it related to agriculture 

• 1950s (Figure B-2)—Residential growth is seen along the western side of SR 33/Old Knoxville 
Highway and along the eastern side of SR 33 towards Sevierville Road in Eagleton Village. 
Homes are also developing along the eastern side of Broadway/US 411 in Maryville. 

• 1960s (Figure B-3)—Residential growth continues along the eastern side of SR 33 and north 
and south of Sevierville Road. Growth also continues south of Lamar Alexander Parkway along 
the eastern edge of Broadway and US 411 in Maryville. 

• 1970s (Figure B-4)—Residential growth continues to move in an easterly direction from SR 33 
along the north and south sides of Sevierville Road. Strong growth can also be seen continuing 
south along US 411. A pocket of homes are developed to the west of US 411, just south of the 
Alcoa Bypass and homes continue to develop east of US 411 moving farther east towards 
Montvale Road. During this time, a pocket of homes also begins to appear towards the Knox 
County border between I-140 and US 129. 

• 1980s (Figure B-5)—Residences continue to be constructed east of SR 33, primarily between 
Sevierville Road and Lamar Alexander Parkway. Homes also continue to develop in Maryville 
east along US 411. During this decade, a cluster of homes is built near Montvale Station Road 
and Montvale Road. 

• 1990s (Figure B-6)—Residential growth continues east along Sevierville Road and south along 
US 411. 

• 2000 to 2005 (Figure B-7)—Residential growth continues to extend along major corridors. 

• By end of 2009 (Figure B-8)—The area between SR 33 and US 321/SR 73 east of downtown 
Maryville continues to infill and extend eastward. 
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Figure B-1: Single-Family Residential Structures Built Before 1950 

 
Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed prior to 1950. 
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Figure B-2: Single-Family Residential Structures Added in 1950s  

 
Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 
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Figure B-3: Single-Family Residential Structures Added in 1960s  

 
Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 
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Figure B-4: Single-Family Residential Structures Added in 1970s 

 

Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 
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Figure B-5: Single-Family Residential Structures Added in 1980s 

 

Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 
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Figure B-6: Single-Family Residential Structures Added in 1990s 

 
Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement Pellissippi Parkway Extension | B-7 



Attachment B—Blount County Residential Development Trends 

Figure B-7: Single-Family Residential Structures Added Between 2000 and 2005 

 

Note:  Orange dots represent homes that already existed, while the red dots represent new residential structures that were constructed during the decade. 
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Figure B-8: Blount County Single-Family Residential Structures at the end of 2009 

 

Note:   Yellow dots show the concentrations of residential development in Blount County. 
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Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 
June 2, 2010 

FAA-1 Requests that TDOT submit available 
drawings for review as the project moves 
forward. 

TDOT will submit detailed design plans for the Preferred Alternative to FAA, 
following the issuance of the Record of Decision and the initiation of final 
design. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
June 17, 2010  

 

EPA—Letter EPA-L-1 TDOT had not adequately documented the 
purpose and need for the project, given its 
contentious and controversial background 
and the level of impacts to the local rural, 
farmland nature of the community. TDOT 
readily admits within the DEIS that “… this 
analysis does not demonstrate that any of 
the Build Alternatives would substantially 
improve the level of service for the 
highway network.”  Additionally vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), safety, and travel 
time savings data all seem insufficient to 
support the justification for constructing 
the build alternatives. 

Improving traffic flow is one of several transportation purposes for the project 
as documented in Section 1.3, Purpose of the Project, in this FEIS document. 
This project has been considered in the regional planning process since the 
1980s and is consistent with local plans.  Enhancing regional transportation 
system linkages, improving mobility around Maryville and Alcoa and enhancing 
roadway safety are other transportation purposes. 

The statements quoted from the DEIS are representative of the results of the 
corridor level of service (LOS) analysis, which is one measure of traffic 
operations. It is often the most cited measure; however, the statements are 
not reflective of the results of the intersection levels of service.  Intersection 
delay and travel time savings are other valid measures of traffic operations.  
The 2011 intersection delay analysis conducted for this project demonstrated 
improvement for the Preferred Alternative and the other four-lane alternatives 
over the No-Build Alternative for several key intersections. The 2011 analysis 
revealed that under Alternative D, most of the intersections in the Maryville 
core experience would increase increased delay. The updated traffic analysis in 
the 2014 Addendum to the Traffic Technical Report supports the conclusions 
for the four-lane alternatives.   No intersection LOS was conducted in 2014 for 
Alternative D since this alternative would exceed the carrying capacity of a 
two-lane road. 

Additional discussion is included in Chapter 3 of this FEIS to more fully describe 
the intersection levels of improvement that are expected, and levels of 
improvement in traffic volumes. 

EPA—Letter EPA-L-2 Concerned with impacts to the rural 
farming community. TDOT needs to offer 
mitigation measure to lessen the 

During the final design of the project, TDOT will meet with the farming 
community, either through individual meetings or community meetings, to 
determine how best to minimize the impacts on existing farmlands in the 
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Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

cumulative impacts on the local farming 
community and conduct an aggressive 
outreach program to the farming to solicit 
their input. 

corridor. 

EPA—Letter EPA-L-3 EPA is concerned about noise impacts to 
the community, and requests that TDOT 
commit to provide noise abatement 
measures within the green pages section of 
the FEIS summary. 

An updated noise abatement analysis in compliance with TDOT’s new Noise 
Policy has been conducted and is included in this FEIS.  Once final design 
details are developed, the noise analysis and associated feasibility and 
reasonableness determinations will be updated again. Final decisions regarding 
the construction of noise barriers will be made during final project design.  
TDOT will continue a public involvement process during design and 
construction that will encourage input from affected property owners.  TDOT 
has committed to build a noise wall in the Kensington Place mobile home 
community to mitigate noise and visual impacts for that community.  This 
commitment is included in the Environmental Commitments sheet. 

EPA—Letter EPA-L-4 Air toxics impacts for highway projects 
should be evaluated based on emissions, 
dispersion modeling, and screening level 
risk assessments in locations where people 
work and reside.  A discussion should be 
included regarding the near-roadway 
health impacts and the potential for such 
impacts during and following completion of 
the project.  EPA recommends TDOT more 
thoroughly consider air toxics in their 
alternative analysis, quantify construction 
and operation emissions of MSATs, discuss 
dispersion emissions and exposure levels 
and identify appropriate avoidance, 
minimization and/or mitigation 
opportunities. 

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to predict in any 
creditable way the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT 
emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. FHWA has 
standard guidance concerning MSATs, which TDOT has been using since 
February 2006. This guidance provides prototype language, which TDOT has 
been including in its documentation.  EPA disagrees with parts of the FHWA 
guidance, and discussions between the agencies have taken place to attempt 
to resolve the differences. 

EPA—Letter EPA-L-5 Document is rated EC-2 (Environmental 
concerns with additional information 

Comment noted. 
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Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

requested—to be included in FEIS.) 

EPA Detailed Comments—NEPA Office Comments  

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1 

Purpose & Need—EPA is concerned 
regarding the purpose and need for the 
project.  TDOT states on page 3-3 (Corridor 
Level of Service) “Overall, this level of 
service does not demonstrate that any of 
the Build Alternatives would substantially 
improve the level of service for the existing 
highway network.”  TDOT also states “It 
should be noted that while the LOS ratings 
along may not justify this project from a 
traffic flow perspective, other analyses 
support the need and purpose for this 
project, including travel time savings, 
reduction in crash exposure, regional 
linkages and system enhancements…” LOS 
analyses are usually the backbone of most 
transportation studies and EPA is 
concerned that the level of analyses does 
not support the stated project purpose and 
need. 

The first statement EPA refers to is representative of the results of the LOS 
corridor analysis prepared for the project.  However, the statement does not 
reflect the results of the intersection levels of service that were also prepared.  
Additional discussion has been added to Chapter 3 in the FEIS to more fully 
describe the intersection levels of improvement that are expected, and levels 
of improvement in traffic volumes. 

While the level of service rating does not change substantially among 
alternatives, it should be noted that the LOS rating is only one means for 
categorizing traffic operations.  Additional measures are used to quantify 
traffic congestion, including delay, and are described in Chapter 3 of this FEIS. 

As EPA mention, this project has several purposes, one of which is to “Assist in 
achieving acceptable traffic flows (LOS) on the transportation network or not 
adversely affect traffic flows on existing transportation network.” The other 
stated purposes have also been evaluated.  The Preferred Alternative and 
other four-lane alternatives would substantially meet the purpose and need 
for the project, while Alternative D would partially address the purpose and 
need.  The No-Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the 
project. 

The Purpose and Need statement was reviewed with the agencies participating 
in the TESA process.  The TESA agencies concurred with the Concurrence Point 
1, 2, 3 and 4 Packages (Purpose and Need, Alternatives Considered, and Draft 
Environmental Document, and Preferred Alternative and Preliminary 
Mitigation Measures).  Each of these Concurrence Point packages discussed 
the purpose and need for the project.  In addition the public, organizations and 
local officials were provided several opportunities to comment on the purpose 
and need statement. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1.a 

LOS Analysis—TDOT has not conducted 
LOS analysis for several roads in the 
Maryville/Alcoa area.  These roads should 

Based on the public and agency comments received on the DEIS, TDOT 
determined that an LOS analysis should be conducted for Alternative D 
(enhanced two-lane) to provide a comparable level of analysis with the 
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be better analyzed to determine the 
Purpose and Need for the project.  Overall 
TDOT has not provided convincing data to 
fulfill the project objective of “Assist in 
achieving acceptable traffic flows (LOS) on 
[the] transportation network or not 
adversely affect traffic flows on existing 
transportation network.”  In fact, the in 
Corridor LOS section on page 3-4, TDOT 
states, “Overall, this analysis does not 
demonstrate that any of the Build 
Alternatives would substantially improve 
the level of service for the existing roadway 
network.” 

Alternatives A and C.  This additional analysis was conducted in 2011, prior to 
the selection of the Preferred Alternative.  This additional analysis 
demonstrated that the Preferred Alternative (A) and Alternative C would result 
in substantial improvements in delay at five key intersection on the existing 
network, which Alternative D would have a moderate increase in delay at most 
of the intersections by 2035. This finding was upheld in the updated traffic 
analysis performed in 2013-2014 based on the updated regional travel demand 
model. 

While some of the existing road segments would remain at LOS E or F with the 
additional infrastructure projects, LOS is only one indicator of traffic operations 
and provides a relative rating scale. For two-lane highway analysis, LOS is 
based on percent time-spent following and average travel speed.  For a 
multilane highway, LOS is based on speed-flow and density-flow relationships.  
For intersections, LOS is determined by control delay per vehicle.  
Improvements in these additional measures related to the Build Alternatives 
can be identified by reviewing the more detailed tables in the 2011 Addendum 
to the Traffic Operations Technical Report.  The 2014 Addendum to the Traffic 
Technical Report contains updated information on LOS for the roadway 
segments and intersections (including delay) based on the 2013 updated 
regional travel demand model.  Chapter 3 of this FEIS present the major 
changes in improvement (such as the reduction of multiple minutes in delay) 
have for clarification on the full impact of an alternative. 

An additional measure for evaluating traffic flow is travel times savings.  It has 
been documented from a travel times savings analysis in Section 3.1.1.2 in the 
DEIS that travel time savings are in the range of 43% to 65%; the updated 
analysis for the FEIS (Section 3.1.4) finds that travel times savings would be 
between 56% and 65% for the four-lane alternatives, and 33% and 43% for 
Alternative D.  Additional discussion of traffic and other measures of analysis 
have been included in the FEIS. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.1 

Table 1-[2]: Traffic Level of service (2006, 
2015, and 2035) does not display projected 
LOS for several roads (Washington Street, 
US 411, E Broadway/Old Knoxville Highway, 

Sections of Washington Street, US 411, E. Broadway / Old Knoxville Highway, 
Sam Houston School Road, Peppermint Road, Hitch Road and Helton Road 
operate as urban streets as opposed to a two-lane or multilane highway.  On 
an interrupted flow facility such as urban streets, the intersection signals 
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Sam Houston School Road, Peppermint 
Road, Hitch Road and Helton Road).  This 
data is vital in justifying the need to build 
Pellissippi Parkway. 

govern traffic operations and as such it is not possible to calculate a general 
free-flow LOS.  In addition, the HCS+ software will only evaluate traffic 
operations on a highway segment with a minimum free flow speed of 45 mph. 

As part of the June 30, 2011 Addendum to the Traffic Operations Technical 
Report, TDOT prepared forecasts (2015 and 2035) and calculated levels of 
service for the roadway segments of Sam Houston School Road, Peppermint 
Road, Hitch Road, and Helton Road.   

Based on the 2013 updated travel demand model, updated traffic volume 
forecast and traffic operations have been prepared.  The updated traffic 
analysis looks at 2010, 2020 and 2040.  The LOS for the roadway segments 
listed above has been provided.  The results of this analysis have been included 
in the FEIS. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.1 
(cont) 

Table 1-[2]—It seems the proposed 
project would not relieve traffic volumes 
of workday commuters traveling to their 
workplaces north of Maryville/Alcoa to 
Knoxville.  EPA recommends that 

1) TDOT further evaluate the northbound 
weekday (toward Knoxville) commuter 
LOS trends to determine if the Pellissippi 
Parkway will in fact improve LOS along 
these commuter routes,  

2) TDOT evaluate the east/west bound 
traffic patterns toward Oak Ridge National 
Labs; and 

3) Compare the two analyses to determine 
if the Pellissippi Parkway will improve the 
existing roads’ LOS.  

 

The traffic operations analyses conducted for this project identified both 
corridor and intersection level of service evaluations.  While the corridor LOS 
does not appear to show substantial improvements in LOS, the analysis does 
indicate reductions in the amount of delay experienced at key existing 
intersections along the north/south corridors.  This includes reducing the delay 
at the following intersections: SR 33/Wildwood Road, SR 33/E. Broadway 
Avenue, Washington Street/High Street, Washington Street/US 73 & US 321, 
and US 129/US 321.  The reductions in delay are documented in more detail in 
the 2014 Traffic Technical Report, and are discussed in this FEIS. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-

Looking at Figure 1-7: Existing Levels of The roads cited by EPA are part of the existing radial roadway network 
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1.a.2 Service, the poor LOS corridors (US 129/SR 
115), SR 33, Sam Houston School Road, 
Peppermint Road, SR 35/US 411/Sevierville 
Road) are North/South corridors that run 
through or adjacent to subdivisions. It 
seems more practicable to improve these 
roads since they have a poor LOS.    

extending from the central portion of Maryville.  FEIS Section 1.4, Purpose of 
the Project, notes that the county’s primarily radial road network limits 
mobility options, and notes the lack of a non-radial connection to the east of 
Maryville and Alcoa.  Improving the north/south corridors would be beneficial 
to traffic using those routes but would not provide an alternative connection 
for traffic moving between Alcoa and points east of Maryville. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.3 

Figure 1-8 and Figure 1-9 show the LOS for 
US 129/SR 115 improving.  Page 1-14 states 
that “The section of Alcoa Highway 
between Hunt Road and Pellissippi Parkway 
would increase from LOS E to LOS C likely 
because of Relocated Alcoa Highway.” This 
would indicate higher volumes of traffic are 
north and south, not east and west.  How 
would the proposed Pellissippi Parkway 
improve the north/south roads’ LOS and 
relieve the weekday volumes of traffic 
along the north/south corridors? 

The proposed Relocated Alcoa Highway (referred to the Regional Mobility Plan 
2040 as the Alcoa Highway Parkway) is intended to relieve traffic using the US 
129 corridor where the current roadway has extensive curb cuts that result in 
safety concerns.  This project is included in the current Regional Mobility Plan 
2040 for Year 2019.  This proposed project would provide more traffic relief on 
this section of Alcoa Highway (US 129) than would the PPE project.  The PPE 
project is not expected to affect weekday traffic on US 129 between Hunt Road 
and Pellissippi Parkway 

The proposed PPE would reduce the amount of delay experienced at several 
intersections along the North/South corridors.  This includes reducing the 
delay at the SR 33/Wildwood Road intersection and the SR 33/E. Broadway 
Avenue intersection.  The reduction in delay has been documented in more 
detail in this FEIS. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.3 
(cont) 

Also, what is the projected LOS for all of the 
vicinity roads with the Build Alternatives?  
EPA recommends TDOT forecast the LOS 
for roads such as Washington Street, East 
Broadway/Old Knoxville Highway, and 
others, to better understand the traffic 
flow and traffic volumes. 

As discussed above, TDOT has conducted a detailed traffic analysis for 
Alternative D and the study area network that would be served by Alternative 
D, including the Broadway/Old Knoxville road. For the roadways that operate 
as urban streets (such as Washington Street, East Broadway / Old Knoxville 
Highway) an LOS is not provided as the HCS+ software will only evaluate traffic 
operations on a highway segment with a minimum free flow speed of 45 mph.  
The intersection LOS will continue to govern as the indication of traffic flow on 
these roadways for the build alternatives. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.4 

On page 3-4 Intersection LOS, TDOT states 
that only two intersections would benefit 
from the Build Alternatives (A or C).  Could 
these intersections be improved by other 

The updated traffic analysis using input from the 2013 regional travel demand 
model shows that operations at eight intersections would be improved by the 
proposed project (see Table 3-2 in the FEIS).  In addition, the Preferred 
Alternative has substantial improvement in delay at most of the intersections 
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less environmentally impacting & extensive 
improvements? 

in the Alcoa/Maryville core. The improvements range from 8 to 50 percent 
reduction in delay (compared to the No-Build Alternative). In actual terms of 
seconds of delay, these improvements correspond to a reduction in delay of 
between 1 and 163 seconds over the No-Build Alternative (see Table 3-4 in 
the FEIS). 

 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.5 

In comparing Figure 1-7 Existing level of 
service and 2015 Build Alternative Corridor 
Level of Service, it seems there is not much 
difference between the current LOS and 
the future Build LOS.  EPA recommends 
that TDOT better describe the relationship 
between the existing, No-Build and Build 
Alternatives  

While the level of service rating does not change substantially between 
alternatives, additional measures are used to quantify traffic congestion, 
including delay.  It has been shown that under the Preferred Alternative or 
Alternative C substantial reductions in delay are achieved through study area 
intersections.   

Given that the level of service analysis indicates that the forecast volumes for 
Alternative D would exceed the carrying capacity of a two-lane road, an 
intersection-level analysis is expected to yield poor results similar to the 
corridor LOS analysis.  Even if some intersection movements would be 
acceptable with Alternative D, the overall corridor would provide poor traffic 
operations as demonstrated by the corridor LOS.  Thus, an intersection level of 
service analysis is unnecessary to demonstrate that Alternative D is not a 
viable alternative from a traffic operations perspective. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.6 

Several LOS forecasts (Washington St and 
E. Broadway/Old Knox Hwy) in [Table] 1.1 
Traffic Level of Service (2006, 2015, and 
2035) were not calculated.  EPA requests 
that TDOT forecasts the LOS for these roads 
to better understand the traffic flow and 
volumes of the Alcoa/Maryville area.   

As discussed above, for the roadways that operate as urban streets (such as 
Washington Street, East Broadway / Old Knoxville Highway) an LOS is not 
provided as the HCS+ software will only evaluate traffic operations on a 
highway segment with a minimum free flow speed of 45 mph.  The 
intersection LOS will continue to govern as the indication of traffic flow on 
these roadways for the Preferred Alternative and Build Alternatives. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-
1.a.7 

In Table 1-1 Traffic Level of Service, on page 
1-13, several roads (Sam Houston School 
Road, Peppermint Road, Hitch Road, and 
Helton Road) that are not part of the state-
maintained system were not evaluated for 

As discussed above, TDOT prepared traffic volume forecasts for Alternative D 
comparable to those prepared for the Preferred Alternative and Alternative C.  
A LOS analysis was prepared and is included in FEIS. The 2014 Traffic Technical 
Report documents the results of the additional analysis. 
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LOS.  EPA recommends TDOT conduct LOS 
and volume forecasts for these roads to 
better compare the No-Build to the Build 
Alternatives and especially considering that 
Alternative D is the improvement of Sam 
Houston School Road.   

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1.b 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): Section 
1.4.1.2 Note on Recent Trend in VMT—EPA 
disagrees with TDOT’s assumption that 
VMT trends will increase despite data that 
proves otherwise and that the recreational 
traffic near the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park will increase. TDOT projects 
an overall increase in VMT in the region 
(Table 1-1); however there is not data to 
substantiate the claim that VMT will 
increase because of recreational traffic to 
the GSMNP. 

The latest Knoxville Regional Travel Demand Model is the source of the 
projected VMT increases for the region. The model is based on US Census data 
as well as household travel surveys conducted in the region.  While this output 
may be in contrast to national trends, the region-specific data is viewed as a 
more accurate representation of future trends as it is based on regional trends 
and data.  Additional descriptions related to the Travel Demand Model and the 
output is included in this FEIS. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1.c 

Travel Between Study Area: Section 1.4.1.1 
Travel Between Study Area and Knox 
County—Good information but TDOT does 
not draw any conclusions.  The discussion 
and Figure 1-5 seems to indicate that the 
predominant flow of traffic is north/south 
along US 129 and SR 33.  What are the 
volumes of traffic along the East/West 
Routes toward Oak Ridge and I-40?  EPA 
recommends TDOT better describe the 
conclusions from Section 1.4.1 and Figure 
1-5.  EPA would like see more data and 
discussion regarding East/West volumes of 
traffic toward I-40. 

The analysis presented in Section 1.4.1.1 was not intended to draw conclusions 
regarding dominant traffic flow.  This information was used solely to estimate 
the traffic flow from the eastern part of the study area to the northern part of 
the study area or rather towards Knoxville.  Updated text has been included in 
the FEIS to provide a summary assessment of the volume of traffic travelling 
between the study area and Knox County.   



Attachment C-1—Agency Comments on DEIS 

C-1-38 | Pellissippi Parkway Extension  Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1.d 

Travel Time Savings—In Tables 3-3 and 3-4, 
TDOT determines the travel time savings.  
Even in the best case scenario, Alts A & C 
would only decrease travel time by 11 
minutes and Alt D by only 7 minutes.  
Wouldn’t other less contentious and less 
disrupting alternatives accomplish the 
same travel time savings? EPA requests 
that TDOT consider and further analyze the 
worthiness of the proposed build 
alternatives. 

The travel time savings for the proposed Build Alternatives presented in the 
DEIS are substantial savings when compared to the current travel time for the 
existing network (19 minutes).  Each of the Build Alternatives would reduce the 
travel time generally by half.  The travel time savings are based on decreasing 
intersection delay and increasing travel speed.  By providing a path that has 
fewer intersections and a higher speed, the travel time savings listed in the 
DEIS would be achievable.  Spot improvements at the existing intersections 
alone would not provide the same reduction in travel time since they would 
only address one of the functions of travel time savings (increase intersection 
capacity and therefore reduce intersection delay).  Widening projects along the 
arterials would allow for an increase in travel speed but would cause major 
impacts to residences along these routes due to limited room to widen them 
and the fact that homes are immediately adjacent to these roads. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-1.e 

Safety—Safety is listed as a project 
purpose; however, none of the studied 
roadways have a critical crash rate ratio 
(A/C) that exceeds the TDOT threshold of 
3.5. Four sections have critical crash rates 
that exceed 2.0.  How will the Build Alts 
improve these four roadway sections? Can 
other less environmentally impacting 
alternatives be made to these specific 
roadways to improve safety without 
building the extension?  EPA recommends 
TDOT provide further information to 
support the project’s safety purpose and 
need. 

An updated crash analysis, for years 2010 through 2012, has been conducted 
and is documented in the 2014 Crash Analysis Report.  None of the A/C ratios 
exceed TDOT threshold of 3.5 to receive Hazard Elimination Safety Program 
(HESP) funding.  Ten roadway sections have a higher than average number of 
crashes (critical crash rate factors greater than 1).   

The existing transportation system requires travelers between the 
northwestern and eastern portions of Blount County to use a route that 
includes portions of US 321/SR 73, Hall Road and Washington Street, and US 
129 or SR 33.  As evidenced by the crash analysis, a transportation option that 
would divert some through travelers away from these roadways in the 
Maryville core could help to reduce the number of crashes 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-3 

Farmland Impacts—Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NCRS) has 
determined that each of the Build 
Alternatives would impact prime farmlands 
(page 3-40).  TDOT recognizes the 

Acknowledging that farmlands are an important issue in the study area, TDOT 
has addressed potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to farmlands in 
Chapter 3 of the DEIS and the FEIS, and had coordinated with the NRCS on the 
project on several occasions.  The project is within the designated Urban 
Growth Boundary for Maryville and Alcoa, and it is anticipated that future 
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cumulative impacts of the project on 
farmlands. EPA requests that a more 
thorough analysis to be completed to 
determine direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts.  Also, TDOT should reach out to 
farmers and the NCRS to determine the 
least impacting alternative to farmlands.  
Farmer and NRCS input should be solicited 
and more thorough discussed in the Final 
EIS. 

developments (private and public) are likely to convert much of the existing 
agricultural lands between the existing city boundaries and the Little River to 
residential and/or commercial use, which is consistent with the Blount County 
Conceptual Land Use Plan.  The Preferred Alternative and other project 
alternatives would result in the conversion of farmland to a transportation use, 
and indirectly/cumulatively to other uses.    

TDOT has committed to work with farmers during the final design to reduce 
the impacts on farmlands as much as possible based on available design 
solutions (this is included in the Environmental Commitments Sheet). 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-4 

Noise—EPA is concerned about noise 
impacts to residents; between 64 and 110 
residences will be impacted by noise, and 
25-86 residences will have substantial 
increased in noise.  EPA understands that 
the final decision on noise barriers will be 
made during the design phase, but would 
like to be assured that noise abatement 
measures would be carried out.   

In 2014 an updated Noise Analysis was conducted, based on model output 
from the new regional travel demand model.  Based on that analysis one noise 
barrier has been preliminarily identified as feasible and reasonable. TDOT has 
committed to construct that noise barrier as mitigation for the Kensington 
Place mobile home community, provided that the majority of benefited 
residents and property owners give their approval. 

TDOT is required to update the noise analysis and associated feasibility and 
reasonableness determinations for the project during final design. Final 
decisions regarding the use of noise abatement measures will be made 
following the public involvement process (including a design public hearing). 
TDOT is following its Noise Policy.   

 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-4 
(cont) 

Additionally, FHWA noise regulations (23 
CFR 772.11(f) require “the views of the 
impacted residents will be a major 
consideration in reaching a decision on the 
reasonableness of abatement measures to 
be provided.”  EPA notes that no analysis of 
discussion of the views of the impacted 
residents or general public is found in the 
DEIS.   

TDOT will conduct outreach with the affected residents during final design.  A 
design public hearing will be held at which residents and the general public will 
be encouraged to provide input.  This commitment has been added to the 
Environmental Commitments Sheet. 
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EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-4 
(cont) 

Further, 23 CFR 722.13 discusses more than 
just noise barriers as noise abatement 
measures that should be considered. 23 
CFR 772.11(d) states “When noise 
abatement measures are being considered, 
every reasonable effort shall be made to 
obtain substantial noise reductions.”  Also, 
722.13(d) refers to instances in which noise 
abatement measures other than those 
listed in 722.13(c) may be proposed for 
Types I and II projects by the highway 
agency and approved by the Regional 
FHWA Administrator on a case by case 
basis.  

The DEIS Noise Technical Report (July 2009) included a preliminary 
consideration of the applicability of the following strategies for noise 
abatement:  alteration of roadway horizontal or vertical alignments; traffic 
management measures; acquisition of property rights (either for fee or lesser 
interest) for construction of noise barriers; sound insulation of public use or 
non-profit institutional structures; and construction of noise barriers (noise 
walls). As part of this FEIS, TDOT has updated the noise abatement analysis to 
conform to it 2011 Noise Policy. 

TDOT is required to update the noise analysis and associated feasibility and 
reasonableness determinations during final design. Final decisions regarding 
the use of noise abatement measures will be made following the public 
involvement process (including a design public hearing).  The commitment to 
follow a public involvement process will be added to the Environmental 
Commitments Sheet. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-4 
(cont) 

EPA recommends that TDOT commit to 
provide noise abatement measures (as 
practicable and within authorities of TDOT) 
in the Green Sheet (Environmental 
Commitment Section) 

TDOT is required to provide noise abatement measures (as practicable and 
within TDOT’s authority) by its noise policy; this applies to all projects, and is 
not a project-specific commitment. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-5 

Inclusion of Mitigation Measures in 
Environmental Commitments Section—
TDOT has proposed several reasonable 
mitigation measures throughout the EIS; 
however, many of these measures have not 
been included within the Green Sheet.  EPA 
recommends that the measures be 
included in the Green Sheets. 

The preliminary mitigation measures have been incorporated in this FEIS, and 
listed in the Environmental Commitments Sheet. See responses to specific 
impacts below. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-5.a 

Farmland Impacts—In Section 3.6.2, TDOT 
states that it will work with farm owners to 
reduce the impacts on farmlands as much 
as possible based on available design 

TDOT has added to the Environmental Commitments the statement, “During 
final design, TDOT will work with farm owners to reduce the impacts on 
farmlands as much as possible based on available design solutions.” 

In Section 3.6.4, potential mitigation measures are mentioned, including 
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solutions.  EPA recommends TDOT describe 
potential mitigation measures within this 
section, and include a farmlands mitigation 
statement within the Green Sheet. 

minimizing the amount of division of farms to ensure that farm remnants are 
viable.  

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-5.b 

Floodplain impacts—In Section 3.13.2 
Floodplains and Hydrology, TDOT states 
that because the proposed alignments run 
generally perpendicular to the floodplains, 
avoidance of all floodplains is not possible. 
Potential mitigation measures were 
described but were omitted from the 
Green Sheets.  EPA recommends the 
floodplain mitigation measures addressed 
in this section be included in the Green 
Pages. 

During the preparation of this FEIS, TDOT has confirmed floodplain mitigation 
measures that would be appropriate for this project. These are standard 
procedures and as such are not included separately in the Environmental 
Commitments. 

EPA—NEPA office EPA- 
NEPA-5.c 

Karst Topography. In a memo dated May 
15, 2006, TDEC discussed special measures 
to be taken to protect sinkholes. Although 
TDOT has included a Karst Topography 
commitment statement in the Green Pages, 
it is unclear whether this commitment 
includes the mitigation measures outlined 
in the TDEC letter.  TDOT should clarify, and 
either include a specific environmental 
commitment to address sinkhole mitigation 
or revise the Karst topography 
commitment statement to reflect sinkhole 
mitigation. 

TDOT has expanded the list of potential mitigation measures in Section 3.13.1.  

The Environmental Commitment has been revised to read: “During final design 
and during construction, TDOT will take special care to minimize unnecessary 
impacts to the habitat of the numerous karst features (specifically sinkholes) in 
the study area.  TDOT will abide by all permit terms, including those through 
the UIC program.”   

 

EPA Detailed Comments—Water Protection Division  

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 1 

Pg 2.18-19—public transit, fixed route local 
bus service and bus rapid transit Institute 

Since the Preferred Alternative has been selected, detailed discussion of the 
alternatives previously considered and dismissed from evaluation in the DEIS 
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for Transportation Engineers Tool Box 
should be evaluated with the 2015 and 
2025 population projections that were 
provided earlier in the chapter. 

has been eliminated in the FEIS.   

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 2 

Pg 2.20 –fixed route public transit service 
should be considered in conjunction with 
Alternative D or road improvements.    

The concept of fixed route public transit service was not advanced for further 
study for the reasons listed on page 2-20 of the DEIS.  While local bus service is 
a desirable transportation alternative, it would not resolve the needs identified 
for this project.   

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 3 

Pg 3.15—Figure 3.4—Alternative B should 
be correctly labeled as Alternative C.    

This error has been corrected in the FEIS – the figure is now 3.5. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 4 

Pg 3.20—Figure 3.7—Alternative B should 
be correctly labeled as Alt C.   Doesn’t part 
of the cemetery being built over essentially 
eliminate Alternative C from consideration? 
Also Sam Houston Schoolhouse is not 
indicated on the map. 

This Alt C label error and the missing Sam Houston Schoolhouse location has 
been added to Figure 3-8, Community Facilities, in the FEIS.  Alternative C does 
not encroach into either cemetery shown on the map—the scale of the map 
makes detailed boundaries difficult to see. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 5 

Pg 3.70—Potential Mitigation measures 
[for soils and geology]—the last sentence 
needs more detail regarding the design for 
protecting groundwater and aquatic 
species during and after construction. 

Based on coordination from TDEC Division of Water Supply in 2006 and 2010, 
the requirements for erosion control in the vicinity of sinkholes are basically 
the same as the erosion control plan around streams required by the Division 
of Water Resources.  In the FEIS, TDOT has expanded the Section 3.13.1, Soils 
and Geology, Potential Mitigation Measures, to include TDEC’s Division of 
Water Supply’s requirements as listed in the Mary 15, 2006, coordination 
letter and confirmed in the January 6, 2010, TDEC response to the Concurrence 
Point 3 package. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 6 

Pg 3-79, Impacts to Streams, Springs, 
Seeps, etc.  Doesn’t Alternative D already 
cross these streams (2 in Table 3.26) 
because of existing roadway? Are there any 
new crossings that would be created with 
Alternative D? 

An updated Ecology Study for Alternative D was conducted in 2014.  During the 
2014 field surveys some of the non-wetland waters that had been identified as 
wet weather conveyances (WWC) in 2008 field surveys were now determined 
to be more representative of a wetland, intermittent stream, or a perennial 
stream.  Additional wet weather conveyances were identified where there 
were previously none. These changes are most likely due to the fact that in 
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2008 precipitation was well below average for the region resulting in no water 
flow in watercourses that, under normal conditions, may have intermittent to 
continuous water flow. 

Alternative D would cause a new impact to Stream 7 (formerly 5) due to the 
extension of the existing culvert to accommodate the road widening.  
Alternative D would cross Stream 10 (formerly 7) in a new location, east of the 
existing roadway.   The existing roads along Alternative D cross two 303(d) 
listed streams.  

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 7 

Pg 3-79, Table 3.26—Wet Weather 
Conveyances (WWC) (linear feet affected), 
Alternative D—1424.  This is unclear.  Is this 
increase because of the old ditches along 
side or existing roadways affected?  Needs 
further discussion in the Impacts to 
Streams, Springs, Seeps and Other 
Waterbodies section [Section 3.14.2.1]. 

Based on the 2014 field surveys, the impact of Alternative D on WWCs is 650 
feet rather than the 1,424 feet reported in the DEIS.  The reported impact is 
due to the widening of the existing roadway, which would cause impacts to 
WWCs that are currently not impacted by the existing roadway.  These WWCs 
either run parallel to the existing roadway or they begin/end beyond the 
current toe of slope of the existing roadway.    

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 8 

Pg 3.80-81, Tables 3.27 & 3.28, Summary of 
Alternatives A and C impacts to aquatic 
resources. In the Potential Impacts—Type 
of Impacts—Entire column.  Any these that 
have construction activities, including 
culverts, would likely have sediment runoff. 

Updated Ecology Reports were prepared in 2013 and 2014.  The updates 
detailed tables summarizing impacts to the Preferred Alternatives and other 
alternatives considered are now presented in Attachment I.  These tables 
present the “known” amount of impacts from structures and/or fill material.  
The actual linear footage impact from sediment run-off is difficult to predict 
and may also vary, depending on the conditions of the site. However, TDOT 
has accounted for the potential impact to streams from sediment run-off, 
which is discussed in Section 3.14.2 Aquatic Resources and Water Quality.  The 
potential impacts from sediment run-off will be avoided and/or minimized by 
the implementation of best management practices, which are discussed in the 
mitigation section.   

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 9 

Pg 3.82, Table 3.29 Summary of Alternative 
D Impacts to Aquatic Resources, WWC 1-4, 
Legal Designation column.  Is this an 
existing roadside ditch?  If so, wouldn’t this 
be considered natural aquatic resources 

DEIS WWC-2 is the only existing roadside ditch; the 2013 ecology study 
determined that this resource is an intermittent stream (STR-3). Impacts to 
Alternative D’s water resources are now described in Table I-3 in Attachment I. 
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that should be counted among the 
impacts?  

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 10 

Pg 3.85 Measures to Avoid or Minimize 
Impacts to Aquatic Resources.  2nd 
paragraph—what specific measures will be 
taken and how will they minimize the 
impacts.  3rd [4th] paragraph—who will 
conduct the inspections? 4th [5th] 
paragraph—provide more specific detail 
regarding erosion and control failures and 
standards; in particular the standards that 
will be followed for erosion and control 
should be included. 

Additional details regarding mitigation have been added to the Preliminary 
Mitigation Measure for Aquatic Resources subsection of Section 3.14.2: 

Long-term impacts to aquatic organisms can occur through the loss of natural 
streambed by culvert construction, bank clearing, the placement of rip-rap, 
and the removal of trees lining the channel.   

TDOT will make every effort to avoid or minimize impacts to perennial streams 
at highway crossings.  Construction of culverts will be staged during the drier 
portions of the year, where and when possible, typically late summer and fall, 
when stream flows are reduced.  If bridges are constructed, they will be 
designed to span the entire stream channel, where possible.  The fording of 
streams by construction equipment at bridge locations will be prohibited.   

Stream channels requiring relocation or channelization will be replaced on-site 
to the practical extent possible, using techniques that will maintain existing 
stream characteristics such as channel profile, elevation, gradient, and tree 
canopy.  Use of “Natural Channel Design” may be required if the portion of 
affected stream is generally greater than 200 feet long.  Stream or water body 
impacts that cannot be mitigated on-site—such as impacts of culverts greater 
than 200 feet or impacts to springs or seeps that require rock fill to allow for 
movement of water underneath the roadway—will be mitigated off-site by 
either improving a degraded system or by making a comparable payment to an 
in-lieu-fee program or mitigation bank.  The particular program or bank used 
will perform the required off-site mitigation under the direction of state and 
federal regulatory and resource agencies. 

TDOT will provide the USACE with a copy of the Environmental Boundaries 
Study and Mitigation Memorandum prior to submitting the permit application.  
Prior to submitting a permit application, TDOT will invite the USACE to 
participate in a field review to make jurisdictional determinations for any of 
the streams and/or wetlands that will be impacted by the project, at the 
USACE’s discretion.  TDOT will carry out any required mitigation for 
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jurisdictional stream and wetland impacts as per condition of the permit. 

 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 11 

Pg 3.86—2nd para. TDOT should look at the 
measures that would be required by 
alternative [to avoid impacts to streams], 
the unavoidable impacts by alternative and 
the effectiveness of measures by 
alternative. 

A comparison by alternative of measures to avoid impacts, unavoidable 
impacts and effectiveness of measures would not likely assist in determining 
the selection of the Preferred Alternative.  During final design, TDOT will 
confirm and evaluate measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts of the 
project on aquatic resources. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 12 

Pg 3.87, Impacts to Water Quality, 1st para., 
1st sentence needs clarification since 
Peppermint Branch and Gravelly Creek are 
already crossed by roads that comprise 
part of Alt D. 

The level of detail in the first paragraph has been reduced, so no specific 
mention of Alternative D is contained in this paragraph.  The additional 
language suggested has not been added. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 13 

Pg 3.87, Impacts to Water Quality, 2nd 
paragraph.  These land disturbing activities 
can also contribute to degradation of 
groundwater quality by the disturbance 
author and removal of the overburden that 
would otherwise protect the underground 
sources of water; this is especially true in 
the case of karst geology.  The impacts on 
underground sources of drinking water 
need to be discussed and analyzed. 

The following paragraph has been added to this subsection: 

“The land disturbing activities can also contribute to degradation of 
groundwater quality by the activities and removal of overburden that would 
otherwise protect the underground sources of water, particularly in the case of 
karst geology. The result could be increased levels of drinking water treatment 
for public water supplies and could be a major concern for private well owners 
in an area with grazing cattle.” 
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EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 14 

Pg 3.88—mitigation for water quality—
there should be much more detail on the 
mitigation measures. 

Some of the BMPs that would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts 
to water quality may include:  installing silt fencing, biodegradable 
mats/blankets, straw bales, applying temporary grass seed in disturbed areas, 
covering soil piles during rain events and at the end of each work day, fueling 
of equipment away from aquatic resources, installing check dams, where 
appropriate, installing retention/detention basins, where appropriate, and 
preserving riparian vegetation, when possible. 

Mitigation would also be achieved by restoring the impacted streams and 
wetlands on-site and/or by purchasing stream and wetland mitigation credits 
within the watershed.     

This additional discussion has been added to the Preliminary Mitigation 
Measures for Water Quality subsection in Section 3.14.2. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 15 

Pg 3.98—(in Section 3.15.7 Water Quality & 
Erosion Control) -Construction activities 
could have any impact on underground 
sources of drinking water (see comment 13 
above)    

A sentence has been added to Section 3.15.7 to acknowledge that construction 
activities can have an impact on surface and underground sources of drinking 
water. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 16 

Pg 3.99 Section 3.16.1.1. Indirect Effects—It 
is not clear if commercial developments are 
considered among the bulleted items.  

The bulleted list in Section 3.16.1.1 was not intended to list specific projects.  
Planned commercial developments are included among the types of 
reasonably foreseeable actions or projects. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 17 

Pg 3.99, Section 3.16.1.1 Indirect Effects.  
Last paragraph.  A project could have a 
small effect and the resulting development 
(such as commercial or residential) could 
have a very large effect…that could mean a 
large impact that would not have occurred 
without the roadway.  This should be 
acknowledged and included in the EIS. 

New or expanded development coming in after a road project could have its 
own direct and indirect effects on various resources.  The 2009 Economic and 
Fiscal Impact Analysis and the 2015 Addendum to the 2009 Economic and 
Fiscal Impact Analysis for this project determined that the amount of 
additional development as a result of this project would be small. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 18 

Pg 3-100, Section 3.16.2 Methodology—
Indirect Effects, This should be discussed by 

The methodology used to conduct the indirect impact assessment is consistent 
across all alternatives.  The analysis in Section 3.16.5.2 subsection, Potential 
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alternative since Alternative D would be 
expected to have a much smaller indirect 
effect due to much of the roadway already 
being in place. 

Indirect Impacts, identifies when the anticipated indirect effects of Alternative 
D are different from those the Preferred Alternative and the other four-lane 
alternatives considered. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 19 

Pg 3-112. Water Quality, to end of 2nd 
sentence—add “or groundwater in karst 
geology.”  Also add another sentence—
“Decreased recharge of groundwater may 
also result from increased amounts of 
impervious surfaces. 

The text has been revised as requested. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 20 

Pg 3-118—Water Quality, to end of 2nd 
sentence, add “including groundwater.” 

The text has been revised as requested. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 21 

Pg 3.120, Table 3.35 Summary of Effects—
consideration of effects based on earlier 
comments (groundwater) need to be added 
to this table. (See comment 13 above.)     

Table 3-37 (formerly 3-35) has been revised to include a line item for Water 
Quality that addresses this comment. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 22 

Pg 3,123, Table 3.35 Summary of Effects—
see above comments on page 3.79 related 
to wet weather conveyances and ponds 
(EPA  WP comments 7 & 8 above) 

Table 3-37 (formerly 3-35) has been revised to include the results of the 2013 
and 2014 ecological studies including the impacts to WWCs and ponds. 

EPA—Water 
Protection 

EPA—
WPD- 23 

Pg 4.7 Table 4-1 Agency Responses to Initial 
Coordination, 2nd row, TDEC, Division of 
Water Supply.  TDOT needs to identify and 
discuss what BMPs will be required. 

The letter from TDEC was sent in 2006, during project scoping.  Based in part 
on the TDEC scoping comments BMPs for water quality during construction 
were discussed in DEIS Section 3.15.7, Water Quality and Erosion Control.  

EPA Detailed Comments—Air Toxics Assessment and Implementation Section   

EPA-Air Toxics EPA-AT-1 Page 3-4 (Figures 3-1 and 3-2), Table 3-1).  
The Intersection LOS section addresses LOS 
in 2015 and 2035.  While the LOS for 
Alternatives A and C seem to range 

The Knoxville Regional Mobility Plan includes an array of transportation 
improvements in Blount County that together with the proposed Pellissippi 
Parkway Extension, are intended to address the transportation needs of the 
county.  Those projects are part of the regional model that has been used to 
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between LOS A and D for 2015, by the 
design year of 2035, Alternatives A and C 
are operating at an unacceptable LOS E and 
LOS F.  Is there a broader plan into which 
this highway extension fits such that the 
purpose of the proposed action (“assist in 
achieving acceptable traffic flows (LOS) of 
the transportation network or not 
adversely affect traffic flows on existing 
transportation network”) will be realized? 

evaluate the Build Alternatives in the DEIS.  However, the proposed project is 
being evaluated as a standalone project.  As discussed in earlier responses, the 
proposed project has a number of purposes, of which the goal of “assist in 
achieving acceptable traffic flows” is one but not the only one.   

The updated traffic forecasts (2013) and traffic operations (2014), based on 
the 2013 approved regional travel demand model, show the Preferred 
Alternative and the other four-lane alternatives considered (including 
Alternative C) will operate at acceptable LOS through 2040.   

EPA-Air Toxics EPA-AT-2 Page 3-96, Section 3.15.3 [Construction 
Impacts, Air Quality] focuses on dust 
suppression as a mitigation measure but 
there are many more mitigation measures 
that should be carried out.   

This section has been revised to read: “This project will result in the temporary 
generation of construction-related pollutant emissions and dust that could 
result in short-term air quality impacts.  These construction-related impacts 
will be mitigated through the implementation of Best Management Practices, 
which are included in TDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction.  All construction equipment shall be maintained, repaired and 
adjusted to keep it in full satisfactory condition to minimize pollutant 
emissions.”  This language reflects TDOT’s commitment to follow its Standard 
Specifications. 

EPA-Air Toxics EPA-AT-3 Pg 3-111, Air Quality.  This section notes 
that the parkway extension would result in 
some induced residential and commercial 
development.  This is an area that is 
already experiencing rapid growth (see 
page 1-21).   The discussion of MSAT 
emissions on page 3-116 notes that the 
magnitude of EPA-projected reductions is 
so great…that MSAT emissions in the study 
area are likely to be lower in the future in 
virtually all locations regardless of whether 
the No-Build or Build alternatives are 
implemented. 
 

The FHWA acknowledges that the project may result in increased exposure to 
MSAT emissions in certain locations. The FHWA also acknowledges the 
concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of this 
uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be credibly 
determined. 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of 
toxicity of the various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation 
and translation of occupational exposure data to the general population, a 
concern expressed by Health Effects Institute (HEI). As a result, there is no 
national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public 
health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel 
particulate matter. The EPA and the HEI have not established a basis for 
quantitative risk assessment of diesel particulate matter in ambient settings. 
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Projected emission reductions resulting 
from EPA rules do not absolve the FHWA 
and the project sponsor from their 
responsibility to protect public health from 
emissions associated with this project by 
using appropriate mitigation measures.  
Furthermore, the future reductions in 
emissions resulting from EPA rules do not 
inform the decision concerning which 
alternative to select.  The purpose of the 
DEIS is to compare the impacts of the 
alternatives being considered against one 
another at some point in the future, not to 
evaluate the impact of the EPA regulations 
between today and some point in the 
future. 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The 
current context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act 
to determine whether more stringent controls are required in order to provide 
an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse 
environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable 
control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The 
decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires the EPA to 
determine a "safe" or "acceptable" level of risk due to emissions from a source, 
which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional 
factors are considered in the second step. The goal here is to maximize the 
number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a 
source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that 
cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million.  In some 
cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual 
cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 
decision, the US Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld 
EPA's approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. 
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of 
highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable. 

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts 
described, any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is 
likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the 
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to 
decision makers.  Decision makers would need to weigh the information 
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, 
and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better 
suited for quantitative analysis. 

EPA-Air Toxics EPA-AT-4 Feb 2010 Air Quality Technical Report (page 
2-21).  The report states that under each 
alternative there may be localized areas 
where VMT would increase, and other 
areas where VMT would decrease.  
Therefore it is possible that localized 

As discussed above in the response to Air Toxics Assessment Comment # 3, 
there are limitations in forecasting health impacts and considerable 
uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various 
MSATs.  There is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed 
to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in 
particular for diesel particulate matter. The EPA and the HEI have not 
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increases and decreases in MSAT emissions 
may occur…However, even if increases do 
occur at these locations, they are expected 
to be substantially reduced in the future 
due to implementation of EPA’s vehicle and 
fuel regulations. 

Given that this project is likely to be built in 
a populated area, the potential impact of 
locally elevated levels of MSAT should be 
evaluated.  The DEIS has appropriately 
identified several locations of sensitive 
populations.  It would be helpful to 
estimate the concentrations of MSATS at 
these locations, to estimate the locations 
where higher concentrations of MSATS 
resulting from construction and operation 
of the different alternatives are likely to 
occur, and to identify their locations, 
concentrations and potential health effects 
in the FEIS.  Many reports published in peer 
reviewed journals have linked proximity to 
high volume traffic with health effects.  
This literature should also be discussed in 
the FEIS. 

established a basis for quantitative risk assessment of diesel particulate matter 
in ambient settings. There is also the lack of a national consensus on an 
acceptable level of risk. 

EPA-Air Toxics EPA-AT-5 Pg G-1 and G-2 and Feb 2010 Air Quality 
Technical Report (page 2-25). These pages 
state that there are technical shortcomings 
that prevent reliable comparisons of MSAT 
emissions and potential effects at the 
project level.  EPA states that while it is 
correct that available technical tools do not 
predict health impacts, they do allow a 
comparison of the potential impacts among 

As discussed above in the response to Air Toxics Assessment comment #3, 
because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts 
described, any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is 
likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the 
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to 
decision makers or the public.  The decision makers would need to weigh the 
information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, 
accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, 
that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 
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alternatives. The thrust of the text in the 
report is at variance with the common 
practice of air quality and environmental 
health professionals, as reflected in the 
body of peer-reviewed literature employing 
these various models.  The Pellissippi 
Parkway Extension appears to be a project 
in which there is considerable community 
interest. The FEIS should provide the public 
with a more complete analysis of the 
potential impacts of air toxics associated 
with the construction and operation of this 
extension project. 

US Department of 
the Interior—Fish 
and Wildlife Service  
July 30, 2010 

FWS-1 Section 7 Endangered Species Act 
requirements fulfilled for three species 
(snail darter, duskytail darter and fine-
rayed pigtoe), Obligations under Section 7 
may be reconsidered if 1) new information 
reveals impacts of the project that may 
affect listed species or critical habitat in a 
manner not previously considered, 2) the 
proposed action is subsequently modified 
to included activities that were not 
considered during this consultation, or 3) 
new species are listed or critical habitat 
designated that might be affected by the 
proposed action.   

Comment noted. 

 FWS-2 The potential to adversely affect the 
Indiana bat was addressed in the DEIS by 
proposing to restrict tree cutting to the 
period of October 15 through March 31.  In 
a letter to TDOT dated December 1, 2009, 
we concurred with your determination of 

In response to the USFWS’s concerns about the Indiana bat, during the 2012 
summer season TDOT conducted a mist net and acoustical survey in the 
project area.  No Indiana bats were captured or acoustically detected during 
the survey. The results are documented in the 2012 Indiana Bat Mist Net and 
Acoustical Survey Report.  The USFWS concurred with the findings of the report 
in a letter dated October 11, 2012.  Thus the proposed project is “not likely to 
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“not likely to adversely affect for the 
Indiana bat.”  However, our office no 
longer believes that a timeframe restriction 
on tree cutting properly addresses indirect 
and cumulative impacts to Indiana bat.  
Therefore our concurrence is no longer in 
effect and further coordination with our 
office would be required under Section 7, 
prior to removal of trees for this project.   

adversely affect” the Indiana bat. 

In 2013, TDOT updated its Biological Assessment for the project.  The USFWS 
concurred with TDOT’s species determination calls of “Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect” for all of the federally listed species in a letter dated July 26, 2013.  In 
addition, the USFWS stated that in light of TDOT’s commitments to improved 
water quality measurers and negative surveys for Indiana bats in the project 
area, that the requirements under the Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as 
amended, are fulfilled. 

US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 
July 9, 2010 

USACE-1 The 3 alternative alignments would impact 
jurisdictional waters of the US; therefore a 
Department of the Army (DA) permit would 
be required for any discharge of fill 
material into jurisdictional waters, 
including wetlands, pursuant to Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act. 

Comment noted.   

 USACE-2 Our review of the DEIS reveals that the 
document covers all areas of interest 
and/or programs administered by our 
agency.  However, if possible, please 
incorporate any stream and/or wetland 
environmental or mitigation commitments 
discussed in the DEIS in the Summary 
section (page S-7).     

The following has been added to the Environmental Commitments sheet. 

Wetlands and Streams - TDOT will provide USACE with copies of the 
Environmental Boundaries Study and Mitigation Memorandum prior to 
submitting the permit application. TDOT will invite USACE to participate in a 
field review to make a jurisdiction determination for any of the streams and 
wetlands that will be impacted by the project, at USACE’s discretion. TDOT will 
carry out any required mitigation for jurisdictional stream and wetland 
impacts, which is a condition of the permit. 

 USACE-3 Typically, the COE usually recommends 
practicable alternatives based on the 
alignment that would impact and/or 
minimize the amount of impacts on aquatic 
resources. 

Comment noted.   

 USACE-4 In addition, since DA permits would be 
required for the proposed work, you should 

Comment noted.  Permits will be applied for during the early stages of the 
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submit applications, plans of the work, 
locations of crossings, stream and wetland 
impacts, proposed mitigation, and any 
additional supporting environmental 
documentation in a timely manner to 
obtain the necessary permits for the work. 

design process.   

USDOI, Office of the 
Secretary 
December 3, 2010 

DOI-1 Endangered Species—With regard to 
protective measures for the Indiana bat, 
the USFWS no longer believes that a 
timeframe restriction on tree cutting 
properly addresses indirect and cumulative 
impacts to Indiana bat.  Further 
coordination with USFWS is required under 
Section 7 prior to removal of trees for this 
project. Contact John C. Griffin, 
Transportation Biologist with the USFWS 
Tennessee Field Office. 

See response to USFWS July 30, 2010—comment # 2.  The requirements under 
the Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended, are fulfilled. 

 

 DOI-2 Section 4(f) Comments—A Section 4(f) 
Evaluation was not prepared for this 
project, but because of the project’s 
potential involvement with several historic 
and archaeological resources in the area, 
the project has been processed as a Section 
4(f) case.   

At this time the Department (US DOI) 
cannot concur that there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the proposed use 
and that all possible planning has been 
done to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) 
lands/ archaeological sites.  Phase II testing 
must be completed and a report or 
avoidance strategy must be submitted to 

For the Preferred Alternative, TDOT has conducted a Phase II archaeological 
testing program on five potentially eligible sites and submitted a report of the 
Section 106 findings to the SHPO; the report recommended one site as 
National Register eligible.  The SHPO concurrence with that eligibility 
recommendation for site 40T122 in a letter dated December 17, 2012 and 
stated that the project as currently configured may adversely affect the site.  
TDOT subsequently considered two minor alignments shifts (East and West 
Shifts) between Davis Ford Road and US 321/SR 73 to avoid the National 
Register-eligible site.  TDOT determined that the Preferred Alternative was 
best modified by the West Shift.  Thus the eligible site has been avoided and 
there is not taking of a Section 4(f) resource.  No Section 4(f) Evaluation is 
necessary. 



Attachment C-1—Agency Comments on DEIS 

C-1-54 | Pellissippi Parkway Extension  Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

the SHPO for review.  Section 106 
consultation of the NHPA has begun but is 
not yet complete. 

 DOI-3 Summary Comments—DOI recommends 
further analysis of design shifts to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate potential impacts to 
archaeological sites and continued 
coordination with the SHPO to develop and 
MOA for sites that cannot be avoided. 

See response to DOI-2 above. 

Tennessee Wildlife 
Resources Agency 
August 9, 2010 

TWRA-1 We understand that the FWS no longer 
believes that a timeframe restriction on 
tree-cutting properly addresses indirect 
and cumulative impacts to the Indiana bat.  
We suggest further coordination with the 
FWS on methods to further minimize 
impacts to Indiana Bat due to this project.   

We look forward to working with TDOT on 
further avoid, minimize and mitigate for 
potential impacts to streams, wetlands and 
floodplains once a preferred alternative is 
selected. 

See response to USFWS July 30, 2010—comment # 2.  The requirements under 
the Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended, are fulfilled. 

 

City of Alcoa, TN 
August 27, 2010 

A-1 Reaffirmed its support for the extension of 
Pellissippi Parkway. 
 

Comment noted. 

 A-2 The city pointed out several errors in label 
and place names, and provided corrected 
information on the section of PPE between 
US 129 and Cusick Road, and on the 1997 
Alcoa Subdivision Regulations related to 
sidewalks 

The corrections identified have been in this FEIS.   
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Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

 A-3 General Traffic Projection comments:   
6a.  Traffic is projected to increase on Alcoa 
Highway from Pellissippi Parkway to the 
Hall Road split, ranging from 31,570—
56,100 in 2015 to 40,280—61,120 in 2035.  
It is also stated that the heavier traffic will 
occur south of Hunt Road.  At the same 
time there is no projected increase for Hall 
Road or the By-Pass South of the Hall Road 
split in 2035.  Since those are the only two 
roadway sections connecting to the Alcoa 
Hwy between the Hall Road split and the 
Hunt Road interchange, the question 
becomes: “where did that increase on 
traffic on US 129 come from or go to?   

These corrections were incorporated in the June 30, 2011 Addendum to the 
Traffic Operations Technical Report.  However, in response to the adoption of 
the 2013 regional travel demand model, new traffic forecasts and traffic 
operational analysis were prepared and are described in Chapters 1 and 3 of 
the FEIS. 

  

 A-4 6c. Hall Road and Washington Street are 
basically the same corridor running through 
Alcoa and then Maryville.  Hall Road is 
projected to have no increase in traffic 
while at the same time Washington Street 
is projected by over 13,000 cars per day, 
which is an increase of almost 54%.  It is 
difficult to understand how one section of 
the Hall Road—Washington corridor can be 
assigned a substantial growth in projected 
traffic volumes while another section 
remains stagnant.  The study attempt[s] to 
address that by stating the reason traffic is 
not projected to increase on Hall Road 
“because of the built-out nature of 
development along the road.” However, 
there are several undeveloped or 
redeveloping areas along Hall Road in 

See response to A-3 above. 
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Table C-1:  Agency Comments on DEIS and TDOT Responses 

Agency 
Date of Comment 

Number Summary of Agency Comments Responses 

addition to the 350 acre former Aluminum 
Company West Plant site which is nearing 
the final stages of planning that will 
transform it into a mixed use development.    

City of Maryville, TN 
September 14, 2010 

M-1 Reiterated its continued support of the 
completion of the Pellissippi Parkway 
Extension.  Indicated preference for 
Alternative A. 

Comment noted. 

Blount County 
Mayor , Ed Mitchell 
September 17, 2010 

BC-1 Reiterated continued support from the 
Mayor’s Office of the completion of the 
Pellissippi Parkway Extension. 

Comment noted. 
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May 14, 2015 TESA Meeting 

• Presentation Slides 
 

August 4, 2015 TESA Meeting 

• Presentation Slides 

• Map of Alignment Shifts, 2013 

• Summary of Impacts from 2014 Reevaluation of DEIS 
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Pellissippi Parkway Extension Alignment Shifts, 2013 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION 
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING 

505 DEADERICK STREET 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
Date:   June 10, 2014 
 
Project: Pellissippi Parkway Extension (SR-162), Blount County, Tennessee 
 
Subject:  Updated Environmental Justice Analysis as Part of the Reevaluation of the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
 

The focus of this memorandum is to update the Environmental Justice analyses previously 
prepared for the DEIS alternatives (No-Build, A, C and D) and for the Preferred Alternative 
(DEIS Alternative A) avoidance options (West Shift and East Shift).   

Legislative and Regulatory Background 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 on Environmental Justice (issued February 11, 1994) requires that 
each federal agency, to the greatest extent permitted by law, administer and implement its 
programs, policies, and activities that affect human health or the environment so as to identify 
and avoid “disproportionately high and adverse” effects on minority and low-income populations.  
There are three basic principles of environmental justice: 

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-
income populations; 

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process; and  

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations. 

In 1997, the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) issued DOT Order 5610.2, DOT 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, 
establishing procedures to be used by DOT agencies to comply with EO 12898.  In 2012, the 
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Department issued DOT Order 5610.2(a) to update and clarify its Environmental Justice 
procedures. 

In December 1998, the FHWA issued Order 6640.23 FHWA Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations to establish specific policies and 
procedures for the application of EO 12898 Environmental Justice principals to FHWA actions.  
The original FHWA Order was superseded in June 2012 by Order 6640.23A, FHWA Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

Background 

The DEIS for the subject project evaluated the No-Build Alternative and three Build Alternatives 
(two four-lane alternatives – Alternatives A and C; and an improved two-lane alternative – 
Alternative D).  TDOT held a Public Hearing on the DEIS in July 2010.  Following consideration 
of the environmental evaluation and comments provided by the public and agencies, in May 
2012 TDOT announced its selection of Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the project.  
Figure 1 shows the location of the DEIS alternatives and the Preferred Alternative.   

To prepare the FEIS, TDOT updated several technical studies for the Preferred Alternative, 
including the Phase II archaeology for five sites identified as potentially eligible during the DEIS.  
As a result of these Phase II investigations, one site was determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places.  TDOT investigated ways to avoid or minimize adverse effect to the 
site, focusing on identifying potential avoidance options via minor alignment shifts in the vicinity 
of the sensitive portion of the eligible archaeology site, rather than major shifts of the alignment 
of the Preferred Alternative.   

TDOT identified two potential shifts of the alignment to avoid impacts to the eligible archaeology 
site, both requiring additional archaeology, noise, ecology, geotechnical and Environmental 
Justice studies to determine if the potential shifts were prudent and feasible.  The two minor 
alignment shifts (also referred to as “avoidance options”) are described below and illustrated in 
Figure 2. 

• East alignment shift would shift the right-of-way (ROW) about 300 feet eastward in the 
vicinity of the Kensington Place Mobile Home Park (referred to in this memo as the 
mobile home community) near the southern terminus of the project.   

• West alignment shift would shift the ROW about 150 feet to the west into the 
Kensington Place mobile home community.   
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Figure 1 – 2012 Preferred Alternative and DEIS Alternatives 
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Figure 2 – 2012 Preferred Alternative and Avoidance Shifts 
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TDOT held a community briefing on Thursday, May 30, 2013 to engage those persons and 
businesses potentially affected by the proposed minor alignment shifts.   

TDOT prepared an Environmental Justice Analysis Memorandum, dated June 21, 2013, to 
assess whether there is a disproportionately high and adverse impact to the low-income and 
minority residents in the mobile home community that would be affected by the two minor 
alignment shifts.  The analysis concluded that low-income and minority residents will 
experience adverse impacts, likely due to increased noise, changes in the views, and 
displacements.  To minimize the predicted noise impacts to the community, TDOT 
committed to construction of a noise barrier for the community.  TDOT also committed to 
seek input from community residents regarding the landscaping and color/pattern of the 
barrier in order to minimize possible visual impacts to the community as a result of the 
barrier and the new roadway. 

Following careful review of the public input from the community briefing, and consideration 
of the amount and type of impacts of each shift and the potential to mitigate adverse effects, 
TDOT selected the west shift to modify the Preferred Alternative.  TDOT made a public 
announcement that the Preferred Alternative had been modified by the west alignment shift 
with a media advisory issued on July 29, 2013. 

Due to the time that has elapsed (more than three years) since the approval and circulation 
of the DEIS (May 2010), in July 2013 TDOT initiated a reevaluation of the DEIS to 
determine whether a supplement to the DEIS or a new DEIS is necessary prior to approval 
of the FEIS.   

This updated Environmental Justice Analysis Memorandum evaluates the DEIS alternatives 
as well as the Preferred Alternative with West Shift and the considered and dismissed 
Preferred Alternative with East Shift.  This memo:  

• Identifies potential low-income and minority populations in the project area defined in 
the DEIS; 

• Describes potential impacts to identified Environmental Justice communities as well 
as mitigation measures to minimize impacts to those communities; 

• Describes coordination activities to achieve public participation and input from low-
income and minority persons; and  

• Addresses alternatives considered to avoid or minimize impacts to the protected 
populations.  

Identification of Potential Environmental Justice Communities in the Project Area 

The legal and regulatory framework for Environmental Justice concerns focuses specifically 
on impacts to low-income populations and minority populations in the United States.  Low-
income persons are those whose median household income is at or below the Department 
of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  Minority populations are specifically 
identified as persons who are: 

1. Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa;  
2. Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 

American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race;  
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3. Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far 
East, Southeast Asia or the Indian subcontinent;  

4. American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original 
people of North America, South America (including Central America), and who 
maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or 

5. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: a person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa or other Pacific Islands. 

To identify concentrations of low-income and/or minority populations that would be affected 
by any of the project alternatives, TDOT reviewed the most recently available US Census 
data (2010) and the most recent data from the American Community Survey (2012).  The 
secondary data review was supplemented by visual inspections of the project area and 
interviews with local planners conducted during the DEIS evaluation.   

Blount County’s population as a whole is primarily white (92 percent).  Hispanic persons 
constitute about 2.8 percent of the population and Black persons are about 2.7 percent of 
the population.  About 11.7 percent of the county’s population is considered low-income.   

Based on the review of available data, visual reconnaissance and past conversations with 
area planners, there is one substantial concentration of low-income and minority populations 
in the project area; this concentration of protected populations is the Kensington Place 
mobile home community.  This community is on the north side of US-321/SR-73, to the east 
of the Maryville city limits, at the southern end of the proposed project.  This development, 
owned by the Kensington Place MHP, LLC, in Royal Oaks, Illinois, has 163 mobile home 
site pads with electric hook-ups.  Over 70 percent of the site pads have a mobile home on 
the pad.  Most of the mobile homes are occupied, and most are owner occupied, according 
to the mobile home park manager in a May 30, 2014 telephone conversation.  Figure 3 
illustrates the layout of the mobile home community.   

The following sections present the data for low-income and minority persons in the project 
area.  Also included in this analysis is information on Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
populations; while LEP is not included as a protected category of persons covered by EO 
12898, this information helps in understanding the ethnic composition of the minority 
communities, and in determining how best to communicate information about the project. 
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Figure 3 - Kensington Place Mobile Home Community 

 

Low-Income Population  

The 2010 Census of Population includes persons below the poverty level at the Census 
tract geography, but for reasons of privacy does not provide more detailed data at the block 
group or lower level.  For a better idea of where low-income persons reside, this analysis 
uses information from the 2012 American Community Survey for the block group level.  
Table 1 and Figure 4 illustrate by block group the percent of persons living below the 
poverty level in the area of the DEIS and Preferred Alternatives. 

The southern end of the project area (where the Kensington Place mobile home community 
is located) has the higher concentration of persons below the poverty level compared with 
the rest of the project area and Blount County.  The Census Block Group (CT 110.01,  
BG 1), which encompasses the mobile home community, has a substantially higher 
percentage of population below the poverty level (27.7 percent) compared with the county 
and most of the other block groups. 

    

US 321/SR 73 

N 
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Table 1 – Persons below the Poverty Level, 2012 

 
Source:  2012 American Community Survey 

 

Percent persons 
below poverty level 11.7% 5.4% 7.5% 11.9% 8.6% 3.8% 15.7% 27.7% 16.5% 14.8% 4.7% 1.6% 8.6% 4.5%

CT 104 
BG 1

CT 110.02  
BG 1

CT 110.02  
BG 2

Blount 
County CT 109 CT 110.01 CT 110.02CT 109  

BG 1
CT 109  

BG 3
CT 109 

BG 4
CT 110.01   

BG 1
CT 110.01   

BG 3
CT 109 

BG 2
CT 110.01   

BG 2
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Figure 4 – Percent of Persons below the Poverty Level, 2012 
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Minority Populations 

The 2010 US Census data provides block group level data for minority persons.  Table 2 
and Figure 5 illustrate the percentages of minority persons in the census tracts and block 
groups that comprise the general area of the DEIS and Preferred Alternative.  

Census Tract 110.01, Block Group 2, which is not crossed by any of the project alternatives, 
has the highest percent of minority persons (10 percent).  The next highest minority 
population (9.2 percent) is in Census Tract 109, Block Group 3, within the city of Maryville; 
this block group is crossed by the combined alignment of the Preferred Alternative and DEIS 
Alternative C. Census Tract 110.01, Block Group 1, which includes the Kensington Place 
mobile home community and is crossed by all project alternatives, has the third highest 
minority population (8.2 percent).   
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Figure 5 – Minority Population by Census Block Groups 
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Table 2 - Minority Population, 2010 

 
Source: 2010 Census of Population. 

 

 

Blount 
County CT 104 

CT 104  BG 
1 CT 109

CT 109          
BG 1

CT 109          
BG 2

CT 109        
BG 3

CT 109        
BG 4 CT 110.01

CT 110.01 
BG 1

CT 110.01 
BG 2

CT 110.01 
BG 3 CT 110.02

CT 110.02 
BG 1

CT 110.02  
BG 2

Total Population 123,010 3,217 1,781 5,812 1,018 1,031 1,829 1,934 5,524 1,410 1,829 1,431 3,986 1,450 1,232
# 3,441 74 26 170 32 30 82 26 160 84 42 22 53 17 12

% of total 2.80% 2.30% 1.46% 2.92% 3.14% 2.91% 4.48% 1.34% 2.90% 5.96% 2.30% 1.54% 1.33% 1.17% 0.97%
# 113,240 2,987 1,695 5,410 947 974 1,661 1,828 5,131 1,295 1,646 1,371 3,847 1,399 1,190

% of total 92.06% 92.85% 95.17% 93.08% 93.03% 94.47% 90.81% 94.52% 92.89% 91.84% 89.99% 95.81% 96.51% 96.48% 96.59%
# 3,314 86 17 94 25 11 43 15 94 2 71 14 18 11 6

% of total 2.69% 2.67% 0.95% 1.62% 2.46% 1.07% 2.35% 0.78% 1.70% 0.14% 3.88% 0.98% 0.45% 0.76% 0.49%
# 365 6 5 19 0 1 3 15 18 7 4 2 18 6 7

% of total 0.30% 0.19% 0.28% 0.33% 0.00% 0.10% 0.16% 0.78% 0.33% 0.50% 0.22% 0.14% 0.45% 0.41% 0.57%
# 863 12 11 51 1 6 6 38 55 5 44 3 11 5 2

% of total 0.70% 0.37% 0.62% 0.88% 0.10% 0.58% 0.33% 1.96% 1.00% 0.35% 2.41% 0.21% 0.28% 0.34% 0.16%
# 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0

% of total 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%
# 109 3 2 4 1 0 3 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 0

% of total 0.09% 0.09% 0.11% 0.07% 0.10% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00% 0.05% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.07% 0.00%
# 1,653 49 25 64 12 9 31 12 62 16 22 19 36 11 15

% of total 1.34% 1.52% 1.40% 1.10% 1.18% 0.87% 1.69% 0.62% 1.12% 1.13% 1.20% 1.33% 0.90% 0.76% 1.22%
# 9,770 230 86 402 71 57 168 106 393 115 183 60 139 51 42

% of total 7.94% 7.15% 4.83% 6.92% 6.97% 5.53% 9.19% 5.48% 7.11% 8.16% 10.01% 4.19% 3.49% 3.52% 3.41%

Two or More Races

Total Minority 

 Some Other Race 
Alone

Hispanic

White

Black

American Indian and 
Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islanders
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Figure 6 illustrates the minority composition of individual census blocks in the project area.  
There are scattered individual blocks with greater than 10 percent minority concentrations, and 
one block along Wildwood Road comprised of 50 percent minority residents.  The blocks that 
comprise the Kensington Place mobile home community have a concentration of minority 
persons.  As shown in Table 3, this community has a much larger share of minority residents 
(23.7 percent) compared with the vast majority of the surrounding area.  Most of the minority 
population within the community is Hispanic.  Overall Hispanic persons comprise about 20 
percent of the total population of the community. 

 

Table 3 – Minority Population for Kensington Place Mobile Home Community, 2010 

 
Source: 2010 Census of Population. 

 

 

  

 Blount County  CT 110.01 
 CT 110.01,     

BG 1 
Blocks in mobile 

home park

Total Population 123,010            5,524               1,410               352                      
# 113,240            5,131               1,295               270                      

% of total 92.1% 92.9% 91.8% 76.7%

# 9,770               393                  115                  82                        
% of total 7.9% 7.1% 8.2% 23.3%

# 3,441               160                  84                   70                        
% of total 2.8% 2.9% 6.0% 19.9%

# 3,314               94                   2                     0
% of total 2.7% 1.7% 0.1% 0.0%

# 863                  55                   5                     3                          
% of total 0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 0.85%

# 365                  18 7                     3                          
% of total 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.85%

# 1,787               66                   17                   6
% of total 1.5% 1.2% 1.2% 1.7%

Other Races

White

Total Minority

Total Hispanic

Black

Asian

American Indian & 
Alaska Native
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Figure 6 – Percent Minority by Census Blocks, 2010 

 

`

Page 14 of 24 



 

Limited English Proficiency 

EO 12898 does not include persons with limited English proficiency (persons for whom 
English is not their primarily language) in the definition of minority persons.  However, with 
the higher ethnicity reported in the southern portion of the project area, another indicator to 
consider is that of limited English proficiency.  The 2010 Census data shows the number 
and percent of persons consider linguistically isolated by block groups.  Table 4 and Figure 
7 indicate that there are concentrations of Spanish speakers in two of the Census block 
groups in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative.  In the Census block group encompassing 
the Kensington Place mobile home community (CT 110.01, BG 1), 9.7 percent of people 
speak Spanish or Spanish Creole as their primary language.  However, another Block 
Group in the project area (CT 109, BG 3) has a higher portion of persons speaking Spanish 
or Spanish Creole (12.5 percent) as their primary language.  This block group also has the 
highest concentration of minority residents in the project area.  While Census Tract 109, 
Block Group 3 is crossed by the combined alignment of the Preferred Alternative (DEIS 
Alternative A) and DEIS Alternative C, there are only scattered individual homes in the 
immediate vicinity of the combined alignment.  The concentrations of limited English 
proficiency population of this block group are farther west, closer into Maryville. 
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Table 4 – Limited English Proficiency, 2010 

 
Source: 2010 Census of Population. 

 

 

Speaks only  English 96.50% 95.0% 100% 100.0% 85% 100.0% 93.6% 87.6% 100.0% 97.5% 99.1% 98.7% 100.0% 99.2% 100.0%

Speaks Spanish or 
Spanish Creole

2.60% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 6.3% 9.7% 0.0% 2.5% 0.6% 1.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%

Asian and Pacific 
Island languages

0.40% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Other languages 0.20% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

CT 104 CT 104       
BG 1CT 110.01 CT 110.01     

BG 1
CT 110.01      

BG 3 CT 110.02 CT 110.02      
BG 1

CT 110.02      
BG 2

CT 110.01     
BG 2

CT 109           
BG 4

Blount 
County CT 109 CT 109         

BG 1
CT 109           

BG 2
CT 109          

BG 3
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Figure 7 – Limited English Proficiency, 2010 
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Potential Impacts to Environmental Justice Communities 

Within the project area there are scattered locations of low-income and/or minority persons. 
Only one area, however, has a concentration of the protected populations that would be 
directly affected by the project.  The Environmental Justice community is the Kensington 
Place mobile home community. 

This section describes the potential impacts of the No-Build, DEIS Alternatives C and D, the 
Preferred Alternative with East Shift and the Preferred Alternative with West Shift on the 
Kensington Place residents. 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact to 
low-income and/or minority persons residing in the Kensington Place mobile home 
community.  There would be no changes in conditions within this community as a result of 
this alternative. 

DEIS Alternatives C and D 

The DEIS Alternatives C and D would not have a disproportionately high and adverse 
impact to low-income and/or minority persons residing in the Kensington Place mobile home 
community.  There would be no changes in conditions within this community as a result of 
this alternative. 

Preferred Alternative With West or East Shift 

As analyzed in the DEIS, Alternative A (now Preferred Alternative) would have an effect on 
the low-income and minority mobile home community, taking about 1.5 acres of land from 
the northeastern edge of the community, but not acquiring any of the mobile homes.  With 
the avoidance shifts proposed in 2013, the impact of the project on the mobile home 
community would be slightly different depending upon which avoidance alignment was 
selected.  The West Shift would move the right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative farther 
into the mobile home community, taking about 4.8 total acres.  This alternative would 
acquire six occupied mobile homes and result in substantial noise impacts for the 
community.  The East Shift would move the right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative outside 
the community boundary but would continue to have a noise impact on the mobile home 
community.   

The impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative with West Shift and the Preferred 
Alternative with East Shift to the Kensington Place mobile home community are primarily 
displacements, visual and noise.   

Displacement – The Preferred Alternative with West Shift would take six homes in the 
mobile home community, about five percent of the occupied homes in the community.  The 
residences to be relocated are in the rear (northwestern) portion of the community.  There 
are numerous available lots within Kensington Place where displaced residents can relocate 
if they so choose.  Refer to Figure 3 on page 7. 
 
 

Page 18 of 24 



 

The Preferred Alternative with East Shift would not take any mobile homes within the 
Kensington Place community.   
 
Table 5 summarizes the findings of the May 2014 Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan 
prepared by TDOT. 

Table 5 – Displacements  

 Preferred 
Alternative (A) 

Preferred Alternative 
with East Shift 

Preferred Alternative 
with West Shift 

Entire Alternative 

Single Family Homes 5 5 5 

Mobile Homes 0 1 6 

Businesses 1 1 1 

Within Kensington Place 

Single Family Homes 0 0 0 

Mobile Homes 0 0 6 

Businesses 0 0 0 

Source: TDOT, Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan, May 2014. 
 
 
Visual – The Preferred Alternative with West Shift would place a major new transportation 
facility within the northwestern corner of the Kensington Place community property.  Some 
of the residents, primarily those in the northeastern portion of the mobile home community, 
would experience a substantial change in their existing view, from natural vegetation and 
agricultural activities to a new major roadway. The new edge of right-of-way would be within 
10 to 50 feet of several mobile homes.    

With the Preferred Alternative with East Shift, the new roadway would be outside of the 
community, and would be farther away both physically (about 400 feet) and visually from the 
mobile homes. 

Noise – Both alternatives would result in noise impacts to the Kensington Place community.  
The East Shift would result in noise impacts to 28 residences in the Kensington Place 
community while the West Shift would impact 45 residences in the community, assuming a 
noise barrier would not be built.  
 
Noise barriers were evaluated to mitigate the predicted noise impacts in the Kensington 
Place community.  In order for noise barriers to be included in a project, they must be 
determined to be both feasible and reasonable in accordance with TDOT’s 2011 Noise 
Policy.  Noise Analysis Area 4, which includes the mobile home community, was evaluated 
for feasibility and reasonableness.  Noise barriers under either shift are feasible since there 
are no cross streets or frequent driveway access points that would significantly decrease a 
sound barrier’s acoustical effectiveness.  Feasibility also includes a majority of impacted first 
row receptors receiving a 5 dB noise reduction (acoustic feasibility).  Noise barriers for this 
area are acoustically feasible for both the East and West shifts. 
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Potential noise barriers must also pass a “reasonableness” test.  For a noise barrier to be 
considered reasonable, the first test is that the noise barrier must provide at least a 7 dB 
noise reduction at 60 percent or more of the first-row benefited receptors (the noise 
reduction design goal).  Table 6 illustrates that either alternative would meet the noise 
reduction design goal. 
 

Table 6 - Noise Reduction Design Goal Analysis for Noise Analysis Area 4 

Noise Analysis Area 

First-Row Benefited Receptors 
Noise Reduction 

Design Goal Met? Total Receiving 7 
dB IL Percent 

Preferred Alternative (A) 1 3 33.3% No 

Preferred Alternative with 
East Shift 

4 3 75% Yes 

Preferred Alternative with 
West Shift 

4 4 100% Yes 

Source:  Bowlby and Associates, Noise Technical Report, June 2014. 
 
 
The noise analysis area was then tested to determine whether the noise barrier area per 
benefited residence is less than or equal to the allowable noise barrier area per benefited 
residence in each noise analysis area.  Table 7 shows the results of the barrier design and 
reasonableness analysis. With the East Shift, the area per benefited residence is greater 
than the allowable area per benefited residence for Area 4; therefore, a noise barrier is not 
reasonable with the East Shift.  With the West Shift, a noise barrier is reasonable.   
 

Table 7 – Barrier Reasonableness Analysis 

Area Length 
(ft) 

Average 
Height 

(ft) 

Barrier 
Area 
(sf) 

Benefitted 
Residences 

Area Per 
Benefitted 
Residence 

(sf) 

Allowable 
Area Per 

Benefitted 
Residence 

(sq) 

Reasonable 
? 

Pref Alt 
with East 

Shift 
1,870 22 41,628 11 3,784 1,900 No 

Pref Alt 
with West 

Shift 
1,268 16 19,646 11 1,747 1,900 Yes 

Source:  Bowlby and Associates, Noise Technical Report, June 2014. 
 
In compliance with TDOT’s 2011 Noise Policy, noise barriers were evaluated to mitigate the 
predicted noise impacts in the Kensington Place community.  The results of this preliminary 
analysis indicate that a noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable at this community 
under the Preferred Alternative with West Shift.  To minimize adverse impacts to the mobile 
home community, TDOT is committed to build a noise barrier for the community with the 
Preferred Alternative with West Shift, provided that benefited residences and property 
owners give their approval.   TDOT will conclude that a community desires the construction 
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of a noise barrier unless a majority (at least 51 percent) of the benefited property owners 
and residents indicate that they do not want the proposed noise barrier. 
 
Table 8 summarizes the as-built impacts expected to occur in the Kensington Place 
community with the East Shift (with no noise barrier) and the West Shift (with a barrier).  
Attachment A to this memo presents the detailed preliminary results of the analysis of the 
two alternatives, prepared by Bowlby and Associates, May 28, 2014. Included in Attachment 
A is a figure showing the location of noise receivers in Area 4.  [Following the approval of 
the reevaluation in July 2014, minor revisions/corrections were made to the noise study.  
The revised as-built noise impacts to Kensington Place are presented in Table 8, and 
discussed in Attachment D of this report.] 
 

Table 8 –As Built Noise Impacts  

Alternative 
Substantial 

Increase 
Approach or 
Exceed NAC  

Increases 
Higher than 

the Other Shift 

West Shift (with barrier) 21 0 47 

East Shift (no barrier) 25  8 

Source:  Bowlby and Associates, Memorandum: Noise Effects on Kensington Place for Environmental 
Justice Evaluation, March 3, 2015.  

 
 
Under the West Shift with a noise barrier, 20 residences would experience a substantial 
increase in noise.  With the East Shift, 28 homes within the community would experience a 
substantial noise increase without the benefit of a noise wall.  Under either alternative, two 
homes would approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA; that is, 
noise levels would be 66 dBA or higher.  These two homes are along Lamar Alexander 
Parkway, not technically a part of the mobile home park, and their current noise levels are 
62 to 63 dBA due to the existing noise on Lamar Alexander Parkway.  Noise levels with 
either shift would be between 66 and 68 dBA. 
 
Both alternatives would result in increased noise for residents of the mobile home 
community.  Sound levels would be higher with the West shift with a barrier for 45 
residences; under the East shift without a barrier sound levels would be higher for eight 
residences.  The differences in noise level increases between the two alternatives is 
primarily 3 dBA or less; 3dBA is usually the smallest change in traffic noise levels that 
people can detect without specifically listening for the change.  The West Shift would cause 
a higher increase (4 to 5 dBA) at three residences while the East Shift would cause a 4 to 5 
dBA increase at four residences.  Twelve of the residences would have the same level of 
increase for either alternative.  Based on this assessment, the differences in the as-built 
noise impacts of the East and West Shifts do not appear to be significant. 

Coordination, Access to Information and Participation 

Throughout the EIS process there have been substantial efforts to achieve public 
participation along the proposed corridor and in the project area.  These efforts include two 
public scoping meetings in 2006 and two public informational meetings (October 2007 and 
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February 2008) held to solicit public input into the purpose and need statement and the 
alternatives to be evaluated.  The meetings were held at public schools within a mile of the 
corridor.  A newsletter was prepared and circulated in October 2008, describing the 
alternatives to be evaluated in the DEIS and the next steps in the process; a second 
newsletter was circulated in June 2012 announcing the selection of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Following the approval of the DEIS in April 2010, an announcement of the 
availability of the DEIS and the upcoming public hearing was published in the local 
newspaper and mailed to a broad list of property owners, residents, public officials and 
organizations.  Presentations and handouts from the public meetings and the public hearing 
have been posted on the project website as well as in the Blount County Public Library and 
Blount County Chamber of Commerce office.  A database of names from the public 
meetings and comments received has been prepared and used for distribution of public 
notices including the two project newsletters and announcement of the public 
hearing/meetings.   

In 2010, copies of the announcement of the availability of the DEIS and the public hearing 
were hand delivered by TDOT’s consultants to the Kensington Place mobile home 
community manager for distribution.  Residents from the mobile home community attended 
the public hearing and three comments were received.  Two people opposed the project and 
one person was in favor.   

TDOT held a community briefing on Thursday, May 30, 2013 to engage those persons and 
businesses potentially affected by the proposed minor alignment shifts.  The briefing was 
held from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. at the Rio Revolution Church on US 321/SR 73 in the vicinity of 
the mobile home community.  More than 1,000 notices, in English and Spanish, were mailed 
to persons and organizations on the project database, to property owners in the area, and to 
addresses in the potentially affected Kensington Place mobile home community.  A total of 
136 people signed in at the briefing. 

TDOT representatives, including ROW representatives, were present to answer questions 
and explain project displays. Meeting materials and the slideshow presentation were 
available in both English and Spanish.  A looped slideshow presentation was shown in both 
English and Spanish.  A Spanish translator was available for those with limited English 
proficiency to sign in for the meeting and understand the concepts presented.  The 
translator assisted several families and individuals during the meeting. 

TDOT received more than 150 comments during the meeting and the comment period..  
Attachment B contains the summary of the Community Briefing comments and TDOT 
responses. 

[Note:  Translators were not available at previous meetings, and mailings and handouts 
were only printed in English.] 
 

Summary 

Consistent with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice and the Final DOT 
Environmental Justice Order 5610.2(a), FHWA must ensure that any of their respective 
programs, policies, or activities that may have a disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on populations protected by Title VI (“protected populations”) will only be carried out if: 
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(1) A substantial need for the program, policy, or activity exists, based on the overall 
public interest; and 

(2) Alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations (and that 
still satisfy the need identified in part (1)), either 

a. Would have other adverse social, economic, environmental or human health 
impacts that are severe; or  

b. Would involve increased costs of extraordinary magnitude. 

The analysis presented in the previous section of this memo demonstrates that the 
Preferred Alternative with West Shift would result in adverse impacts to the low-income and 
minority residents in the Kensington Place mobile home community. Residents of 
Kensington Place would experience adverse impacts due to increased noise, changes in the 
views, and displacements.   

TDOT considered an alignment shift to avoid or minimize impacts to the protected 
population. TDOT determined that shifting the alignment to the east (Preferred Alternative 
with East Shift) to avoid the Environmental Justice community would result in other adverse 
social, economic, environmental or human health impacts that would be severe.  These 
impacts include: 

• Operations of two active farms.  The East Shift would take five farm buildings and 
reduce access to agricultural fields in active production; 

• A recently constructed church is on the north side of US 321 immediately east of the 
proposed on-ramp for the East Shift.  The alignment would reduce access to the 
church by members during heavy traffic times and may result in increased visual and 
noise impacts to external activities of the church; and 

• With either alignment shift, Kensington Place residents would experience increased 
noise levels.  With the eastern shift, the mobile home community would not be 
eligible for a noise barrier.  

The No-Build Alternative would avoid direct impacts to the protected populations in 
Kensington Place, but it would not meet the Purpose and Need for the project.  The No-
Build Alternative does not address: 

• Travel options for motorists who utilize the existing road network; 

• The need for a northwest/east connection east of Alcoa and Maryville;  

• Safety concerns along the existing roadway network within the study area; and 

• The traffic congestion and poor level of service (LOS) for some of the major arterial 
roads in the study area.  (The LOS along major roads in the study area will 
deteriorate to LOS E/F in the year 2040 under the No-Build Alternative.) 

DEIS Alternative C would avoid direct impacts to the protected populations in Kensington 
Place, but it would result in other impacts that would be severe if the Environmental Justice 
community were avoided.  Adverse impacts include: 
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• Displacing 25 single family homes and two mobile homes (total of 27 residences).  
Twenty-three of the 27 residences to be displaced are in two clusters.  One cluster is 
in the footprint of the proposed interchange with Sevierville Road (US-411) in which 
11 homes would be displaced.  The second cluster is in the footprint of the proposed 
interchange with US 321, in which 12 residences would be displaced.   

• Affecting more downstream reaches of larger tributaries of Little River than the 
Preferred Alternative with West Shift. 

DEIS Alternative D would avoid direct impacts to the protected populations in Kensington 
Place, but it would result in other impacts that would be severe if the Environmental Justice 
community were avoided.  Adverse impacts include: 

• Displacing 39 single family residences and two mobile homes (total of 41 
residences).  The displaced residences are scattered along the alignment, but 17 of 
the 41 are clustered in the vicinity of the Peppermint Hills Drive community. 

• The forecasted traffic volumes for Alternative D exceed the carrying capacity of a 
two-lane road; thus this alternative would not serve the traffic demands that are 
anticipated in future years. 

• Proximity to the Little River, a designated Exceptional Tennessee Water that is 
Blount County’s primary source for drinking water. 

As the overall need for the project remains in the public interest and the Preferred 
Alternative with East Shift and the DEIS Alternatives C and D would result in other severe 
impacts, TDOT recommends carrying out the Preferred Alternative with West Shift for the 
proposed project. To mitigate for the adverse impacts to the protected population, 
TDOT commits to construction of a noise barrier for the Kensington Place mobile home 
community to mitigate the predicted noise impacts. TDOT also will seek input from 
community residents regarding the landscaping and color/pattern of the barrier in order to 
minimize possible visual impacts to the community as a result of the barrier and the new 
roadway. 

The TDOT Civil Rights Office has reviewed this memo and found that the assessment and 
methodology used is in keeping with the laws that govern projects that are federally funded, 
specifically Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (letter dated June 10, 2014 in Attachment C).  
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Attachment A 

Noise Analysis Results for West and East Shift 



 

Noise Analysis Results of West Shift and East Shift by Receiver 
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Noise Receivers in Area 4 

 

Note:  Red line represents Noise Analysis Area boundaries.  White line represents West Shift.  Medium blue line represents East Shift.
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Attachment B 

May 30, 2013 Community Briefing Summary 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment C 

Coordination with TDOT Civil Rights, 2014 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 
 



 

 

Attachment D 

Noise Effects on Kensington Place for Environmental Justice 
Evaluation, Memo by Bowlby & Associates, March 3, 2015 
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Previous 2035 Traffic Projections 
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 Attachment H—Noise Tables and Figures 

Table H-1: Description of Noise Analysis Areas 

Noise 
Analysis 

Area 
Alternative(s) Description Activity 

Category NAC (dBA) 

1 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences on Jackson Hills Drive, October 
Lane, and Luther Hills Drive. B 67 

2 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences on Mt. Lebanon Road, Melody 
Lane and Wildwood Road. B 67 

3 
Preferred, East Shift, 
2012 Preferred (A),  

C, D 

Residences on Centennial Church Road and 
in the Sweetgrass Plantation subdivision. B 67 

4 Preferred, East Shift, 
2012 Preferred (A) 

Kensington Place mobile home community 
and single-family residences on Lamar 
Alexander Parkway. 

B 67 

5 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences on East Brown School Road, 
Wildwood Road, Martha Neoma Street, and 
Talbott Lane. 

B 67 

6 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences on Western Springs Drive and 
Old Knoxville Highway. B 67 

7 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences on Saratoga Drive, the south 
side of Wildwood Road and East Brown 
School Road. 

B 67 

8 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A) Residences on Sevierville Road (SR 35). B 67 

9 Preferred,  
2012 Preferred (A) 

Residences on Sevierville Road and Davis 
Ford Road. B 67 

10 Preferred, East Shift, 
2012 Preferred (A), C 

Residences, the Morning Star Baptist 
Church, and the Rio Revolution Church on 
Lamar Alexander Parkway. 

B, D 67, 52* 

11 D 
Residences on Sam Houston School Road 
and intersecting local roadways between SR 
33 and Wildwood Road. 

B 67 

12 D 

Residences on Wildwood Road, Peppermint 
Road, and Peppermint Hills Drive and the 
Mt. Lebanon Baptist Church baseball field 
and playground. 

B, C 67 

13 D Residences on Peppermint Road, 
Peppermint Hills Drive, and Sevierville Road. B 67 

14 D Residences on Hitch Road, Scarlet Drive, 
and Sevierville Road. B 67 

15 C Residences Sevierville and Butler Roads. B 67 

16 C, D 
Residences on Melanie Drive, Davis Ford 
Road, Clayton Court, Misty View Drive and 
Helton Road and the Full Gospel Church. 

B, D 67, 52* 

17 D Residences Helton and John Helton Roads. B 67 

18 C, D 

Residences John Helton Road, Hubbard 
Drive, Tuckaleechee Pike, and E Lamar 
Alexander Parkway and the Misty Meadow 
Driving Range. 

B, E 67 
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Attachment H—Noise Tables and Figures 

Table H-2: Noise Analysis Areas Affected by Alternatives 

Alternative Affected Noise Analysis Areas 

Preferred,  
East Shift,  

2012 Preferred (A) 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 

C 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 15, 16, 18 

D 3, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18 

 
 

Table H-3: Existing Sound Levels in Noise Analysis Areas 

Noise Analysis Area Predicted Existing 
Sound Levels (dB) 

1 41—54  

2 41 – 52 

3 42 – 48 

4 42 – 64 

5 41 – 52 

6 45 – 59 

7 41 – 55 

8 61 – 65 

9 43 – 61 

10 45 – 68 

11 43 – 66 

12 46 – 63 

13 46 – 62 

14 45 – 63 

15 44 – 60 

16 41 – 50 

17 43 – 63 

18 44 – 65 
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Table H-4: Impact Determination Analysis, 2040 (1) 

 

2012 Preferred 
Alternative (A) 

Preferred Alternative 
with East Shift Preferred Alternative Alternative C Alternative D 

 

Resi- 
dences 

Cat. 
C/E Total 

Resi- 
dences 

Cat. 
C/E Total 

Resi- 
dences 

Cat. 
C/E Total 

Resi- 
dences 

Cat. 
C/E Total 

Resi- 
dences 

Cat. 
C/E Total 

Area 1 9 0 9 9 0 9 9 0 9 9 0 9 n/a n/a n/a  

Area 2 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 3 6 0 6 6 0 6 7 0 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 

Area 4 29 0 29 28 0 28 50 0 50 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Area 5 11 0 11 11 0 11 11 0 11 11 0 11 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 6 0 6 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 8 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Area 9 6 0 6 6 0 6 6 0 6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Area 10 6 0 6 6 0 6 6 0 6 10 0 10 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 11 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 32 0 32 

Area 12 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9 2 11 

Area 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8 0 8 

Area 14 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9 0 9 

Area 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 7 0 7 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 16 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 0 5 12 0 12 

Area 17 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8 0 8 

Area 18 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8 1 9 5 0 5 

Totals 81 0 81 80 0 80 103 0 103 63 1 64 83 2 85 
(1) An “n/a” indicates that a Noise Analysis Area is not affected by that Alternative. 
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Figure H-1: Noise Analysis Areas 
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Figure H-1: Noise Analysis Areas (con’t.) 
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Figure H-1: Noise Analysis Areas (con’t.) 
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Attachment I 

Ecology Resource Tables, 
Biological Assessment, and 
Agency Coordination

Table I-1: Preferred Alternative, Preferred Alternative with 
East Shift, and 2012 Preferred Alternative (A)—Ecological 
Features 

Table I-2: Alternative C—Ecological Features 

Table I-3: Alternative D—Ecological Features 

2013 Biological Assessment 

Agency Coordination  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) proposes to extend SR-
162 (Pellissippi Parkway) from SR-33 to SR-73 (U.S. 321) in Blount County, Tennessee 
(Fig. 1 & 2).  Information received from the Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation, Division of Natural Heritage (TDEC/DNH) database on September 14, 
2001 indicated that the following species could be present in the project impact area: 
 

Species Status 
State Federal 

Snail darter – Percina tanasi T LT 
Duskytail darter – Etheostoma percnurum 
{Now known as the marbled darter – Etheostoma marmorpinnum} 
 

E LE 

Fine-rayed pigtoe – Fusconaia cuneolus E LE 
Ashy darter – Etheostoma cinereum T -- 
Longhead darter – Percina macrocephala T -- 
 
LT – Federally threatened LE – Federally endangered T – State threatened      E – State endangered 

 
 Response from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on January 12, 2000 
indicated that the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) could possibly be 
present in the project impact area as well.  Information from the Service was updated by 
email on September 27, 2001 and no changes from the January 12, 2000 coordination 
were indicated.  A biological assessment was submitted addressing the above species 
on November 14, 2001 with a finding of not likely to adversely affect (NLTAA).  
Response from the Service dated February 5, 2002 concurred with the NLTAA finding 
for the Indiana bat, but not the other aquatic species due to their possible presence in 
three of the tributaries to Little River crossed by the project.  TDOT submitted additional 
information to the Service dated February 27, 2002 addressing their concerns.  The 
Service responded by letter dated April 16, 2002 concurring with the NLTAA finding for 
the above listed aquatic species. 
 Since conclusion of the initial project species coordination, legal action by a local 
citizens group, Citizens Against Pellissippi Parkway Extension (CAPPE), necessitated 
that TDOT reinitiate the NEPA process.  In the summer of 2012, TDOT conducted a 
survey of the project area to determine the possible presence of the Indiana bat, per 
request from the Service dated May 17, 2012.  Results of this survey did not indicate 
that the Indiana bat was present within the project impact area.  A finding of NLTAA for 
the Indiana bat was submitted to the Service on September 24, 2012.  The USFWS 
concurred with the finding of NLTAA on October 11, 2012.  A request for updated 
species information was submitted to the Service on May 22, 2013.  Information from 
the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Division of Natural 
Heritage (TDEC/DNH) database was reviewed on May 22, 2013.  The following 
federally listed species were recorded from within four miles of the project impact area: 
 

Species Status 
State Federal 

Snail darter – Percina tanasi T LT 
Marbled darter – Etheostoma marmorpinnum 
{formerly the duskytail darter - Etheostoma percnurum} 
 

E LE 
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Fine-rayed pigtoe – Fusconaia cuneolus E LE 
Ashy darter – Etheostoma cinereum T -- 
Longhead darter – Percina macrocephala T -- 
 
LT – Federally threatened LE – Federally endangered T – State threatened     E – State endangered 

 
 Response from the Service dated June 10, 2013 provided the Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalis) for consideration.  Due to the possible presence of the above species in the 
project impact area, informal consultation was initiated.  Results of this coordination 
indicated that an updated biological assessment would be necessary to evaluate 
potential project impacts to these species. 
 
 
II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 The existing portion of Pellissippi Parkway (SR-162) has a cross-section 
consisting of 4 @ 12’ traffic lanes, 2 @ 12’ paved shoulders and a 48’ depressed grass 
median, all within a minimum 250’ right-of-way.  The cross-section for the proposed SR-
162 extension will be similar to that of the existing.  The proposed project will be 
constructed on new alignment and will require acquisition of additional right-of-way.  
Total length of the proposed project will be 4.4 miles.  This will be the final segment of 
SR-162 connecting I-40 in Knox County, TN to SR-73 (US-321) in Blount County, TN.  
Construction of the proposed project is expected to take from two and a half to three 
years to complete, based on projects of comparable scope. 
 
 
III. ACTION AREA  
 
 The proposed project is located in the northeast portion of Blount County, TN.  
Terrain along the project alignment is mostly rolling, but ranges from nearly level to 
quite hilly in some areas.  Land use is varied within the project area.  Agriculture uses 
for livestock pasture or hay production are the most common, with cultivated fields for 
corn, tobacco, and soybeans also present.  Residential lots of varying size are prevalent 
throughout the project area.  In addition, there are several subdivisions that either have 
been or are currently being developed in this portion of Blount County.  Commercial 
development in the project area is located mostly along the main roadways and consists 
primarily of small businesses including gas stations, car lots, auto repair shops, antique 
stores, and restaurants.  The Alcoa water filtration plant is located near the beginning of 
the project, in close proximity to Little River at approximately Little River Mile (LRM) 9.6.  
No caves are believed to be present in the project impact area. 
 Wooded sites are scattered throughout the area, ranging from only a few 
clustered trees to several acres in size.  The wooded sites tend to be located either in 
upland areas too steep or rocky for cultivation or along stream drainages.  The upland 
sites contain a variety of mixed hardwoods including southern red oak, post oak, white 
oak, scarlet oak, blackgum, Virginia pine, loblolly pine, red cedar, dogwood, redbud, 
yellow poplar, red maple, sugar maple, black cherry, American elm, winged elm, 
American beech, white ash, and persimmon.  Wooded sites along area streams are 
generally less diverse and contain boxelder, green ash, black willow, sycamore, 
hackberry, and black walnut.  The understory in many of these wooded sites is 
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dominated by a heavy growth of non-native invasive species including Chinese privet, 
multi-flora rose, or bush honeysuckle. 
 Several “blue-line” streams will be crossed by the proposed project.  These range 
in size from small, unnamed, first-order trickles to moderately sized, third-order flows.  
Peppermint Branch, Gravelly Creek and Flag Branch are the only three named streams 
that will be crossed.  All of the streams that will be crossed are direct tributaries to Little 
River except for Gravelly Creek and Flag Branch, which flow into Crooked Creek 
approximately two miles upstream of its confluence with Little River.  Substrates in 
these channels consist mainly of sand, gravel, and mud.  Most of these streams lack 
canopy at the proposed crossing sites, as they are located in open hay or pasture fields.  
Livestock have access to a large percentage of these stream lengths which has resulted 
in significant impacts to both streamside vegetation and the channel substrates.  Where 
canopy is present, it is sparse for the most part and limited to within a few feet of the top 
of the streambanks.  Five of the drainage features depicted as “blue-lines” on the area 
topo maps were identified as wet weather conveyances.  Most of the proposed 
crossings will be accomplished as close to perpendicular as possible.  The proposed 
drainage structures that will be constructed will likely be either concrete box culverts or 
pipes depending on the hydraulic requirements.  However, channel changes may be 
required on some of these streams depending on the skew at the crossing site. 
 At present, there are six known wetlands in the project area.  These wetlands are 
associated mostly with the stream drainages and have been heavily impacted by 
livestock.  They are generally small in size (< one ac.) and classified as either emergent 
or scrub-shrub wetland types.  Vegetation present in these wetlands includes sedge, 
rush, cattail, black willow, ironweed, alder, elderberry, jewelweed, boneset, cardinal 
flower, and beggar ticks.  Four of these six wetlands could possibly be impacted by 
project construction. 
 
 
IV. SPECIES/CRITICAL HABITAT CONSIDERED 
 
Snail Darter – Percina tanasi 
Federally Threatened 
Species Description – D.A. Etnier and R.A. Stiles discovered the snail darter in the 
lower Little Tennessee River in 1973 (Etnier  1976).  This discovery set in motion an 
environmental controversy that ascended to the Supreme Court, and is still debated by 
many today.  As a result, the term “snail darter types” has been used to describe “ultra-
liberal environmentalists”.  Percina tanasi is generally thought to have inhabited the 
main channel of the upper Tennessee River and lower reaches of its major tributaries 
(Starnes and Etnier 1980; Etnier and Starnes 1993).  Preferred habitat is described by 
Starnes and Etnier (1980) as consisting of large free-flowing rivers with extensive areas 
of clean-swept gravel shoals.  Impoundment of the Little Tennessee River by Tellico 
Dam in 1979 effectively eliminated critical habitat in this area (Starnes and Etnier 1980; 
Page  1983; Kuehne and Barbour  1983; Etnier and Starnes  1993).  However, a 
transplant population was established in the Hiwassee River in 1976 by TVA biologists, 
which still persists.  Other transplants were attempted in the Nolichucky River (1975), 
Holston River (1979), and Elk River (1980) but with little success (USFWS 1983).  
Additional populations of snail darters were discovered in South Chickamauga Creek in 
Chattanooga (1980) and in Big Sewee Creek in Meigs County, TN (1981) by fisheries 
biologists (Etnier and Starnes 1993).  Several other small populations, represented by 
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only one or a few specimens of Percina tanasi, have been discovered in the Sequatchie 
River in Marion County, Little River in Blount County, lower French Broad River in 
Sevier County, and lower Paint Rock River in Madison County, Alabama (Etnier and 
Starnes  1993).  Although the snail darter was listed as federally endangered on 
October 9, 1975, it was reclassified as federally threatened on July 5, 1984 due to the 
discovery of additional populations outside the Little Tennessee River (USFWS 1984, 
1992).  The TDEC/DNH database (2013) listed records for the snail darter from the 
Little River at LRM 9.4, 15.9 and 17.3 in 2000.  The most recent record for the snail 
darter in Little River was from LRM 8.5 in 2007.  These records are all downstream from 
tributaries that will be crossed by the proposed project. 
 
Marbled Darter – Etheostoma marmorpinnum 
Federally Endangered 
Species Description – The marbled darter (Etheostoma marmorpinnum) was initially 
included as part of the duskytail darter (Etheostoma percnurum) species complex which 
was listed as federally endangered on April 27, 1993 (USFWS 1993).  However, 
Blanton and Jenkins (2008) described Etheostoma marmorpinnum as one of four 
distinct species from this complex.  The marbled darter is presently known only from the 
lower portion of Little River in Blount Co., TN from SR-35 (US 411) downstream to SR-
33 (Layman 1991).  A single marbled darter was collected in 1947 from South Fork 
Holston River in Sullivan Co., TN, three years prior to completion of construction of 
South Holston Dam (Blanton and Jenkins 2008).  This species is now believed to be 
extirpated from the South Fork Holston River (USFWS 1993a; Blanton and Jenkins 
2008).  The nine mile reach of Little River between LRM 8.5 and LRM 17.5 where 
Etheostoma marmorpinnum occurs is generally characterized by moderate gradient with 
riffles, runs, and long pools (Blanton and Jenkins 2008).  Individuals are usually 
associated with pools and runs that are one to four feet in depth, have gently flowing 
currents, and are for the most part silt-free (Layman 1991; Etnier and Starnes 1993).  
There are several records from the TDEC/DNH database (2013) for the marbled darter 
from LRM 8.5, 9.5 and 10.0 in 2000, and LRM 17.3 in 2006.  These records are all 
downstream from tributaries that will be crossed by the proposed project. 
 
Fine-rayed Pigtoe – Fusconaia cuneolus 
Federally Endangered 
Species Description – The fine-rayed pigtoe (Fusconaia cuneolus) was listed as 
endangered on June 14, 1976 (USFWS 1976) and a recovery plan approved on 
September 19, 1984 (USFWS 1984a).  The fine-rayed pigtoe is restricted to the 
Tennessee River drainage except for the Duck River (Bogan and Parmalee 1983).  This 
species occurred in the Clinch River from the mouth upstream to Hancock County; in 
the Emory River, Roane County and Poplar Creek, Anderson County (both tributaries to 
the Clinch River); Powell River from Union to Hancock County; and in the Holston River 
from its mouth in Knox County up to the North Fork Holston River in Sullivan County 
(Bogan and Parmalee 1983).  Bogan and Parmalee (1983) reported that Fusconaia 
cuneolus presently occurs in the upper Clinch, Powell, North Fork Holston and Holston 
Rivers.  Records for this species are also reported from the North Fork Holston, Clinch, 
Powell, Sequatchie, Elk, and Little rivers in Tennessee by Neves (1991).  The fine-rayed 
pigtoe has also been collected from the mouth of the Nolichucky River, tributary to the 
French Broad, and from Pistol Creek, a small tributary to Little River in Blount County 
(Bogan and Parmalee 1983).  Information from the TEDC/DNH database (2013) 
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indicated records for Fusconaia cuneolus from LRM 9.7 (2008) and Pistol Creek (1914) 
approximately 0.5 mile before its confluence with Little River at LRM 8.1.  Neves 
(1991:274) described the fine-rayed pigtoe as being a “lotic, riffle-dwelling species that 
usually inhabits ford and shoal areas of rivers with moderate gradient”.  Collection of the 
fine-rayed pigtoe by Hickman (1937) and Ortmann (1925:330) both were from sandy 
substrates.  The fine-rayed pigtoe has been extirpated throughout most of its former 
range, with the last remaining viable population in Tennessee occurring in the Clinch 
(Hancock County) and Powell (Hancock and Claiborne counties) rivers (Parmalee and 
Bogan 1998). 
 
Indiana Bat – Myotis sodalis 
Federally Endangered 
Species Description – The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) was placed on the federal 
endangered species list on March 11, 1967 (32 FR 4001) under the Endangered 
Species Preservation Act of October 15, 1966 [80 Stat. 926; 16 U.S.C. 668aa(c)].  
Critical habitat was designated on September 24, 1976 (41 FR 41914).  A recovery plan 
for the Indiana bat was prepared in March, 1999 (USFWS 1999).  This species occurs 
in the midwest and eastern United States from the western edge of the Ozark region in 
Oklahoma to southern Wisconsin, east to Vermont, and as far south as northern Florida 
(USFWS 1991).  Typically, two distinct habitat types are utilized through the course of a 
given year.  During the winter months this species hibernates in limestone caves where 
temperatures average 3-6 C with relative humidities of 66-95% (Barbour and Davis 
1969).  Hibernation generally takes place from October to April, depending on climactic 
conditions (Harvey and Pride 1986).  After emerging from hibernation, the bats 
disperse.  Males apparently spend the summer months in the vicinity of the hibernacula 
with the location of their daytime whereabouts not known (Hall 1962; LaVal et al. 1977).  
Females form maternity colonies that are typically located under the loose bark or in 
cavities of trees (Humphrey et al. 1977; Kennedy and Harvey 1980).  These trees 
generally have a diameter at breast height of five (5) inches or greater (USFWS, pers. 
comm.).  Humphreys et al. (1977) found that foraging habitat for this species was 
confined to air space from 6’-100’ near foliage of riparian and floodplain trees.  Cope et 
al. (1978) indicated that Indiana bats would not fly over open country or open water 
when flying to a foraging area. 
 There are records for the Indiana bat from the TDEC/DNH database (2013) for 
Blount County, Tennessee.  Coordination with the USFWS also indicated that there are 
records for this species from Blount County.  Barr (1961) and Matthews (1971) recorded 
numerous caves in Blount County.  Harvey and Pride (1986) listed three caves from 
Blount County that are utilized by Myotis sodalis as hibernacula.  These are Bull Cave, 
Kelly Ridge Cave, and White Oak Blowhole Cave and are 9.2, 8.25, and 11.5 miles 
respectively southeast of the proposed project.  All three lie within the Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park.  White Oak Blowhole Cave is one of three caves listed as 
Critical Habitat for the Indiana bat in the Southeast (USFWS 1991).  No known 
hibernacula for the Indiana bat are present within five (5) miles of the proposed project 
(Harvey and Pride 1986; Harvey 1992).  Acoustical and mist net surveys were 
conducted in the vicinity of the project corridor in July and August 2012, both with 
negative results (TDOT 2012). 
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Ashy Darter – Etheostoma cinereum 
State Threatened 
Species Description – The ashy darter was first described from near Florence, 
Alabama in 1845, but has not been recorded from that state since (Clay 1975).  
Distribution for the ashy darter in the Tennessee River drainage includes the Buffalo, 
Duck, Emory, and Little rivers (Starnes and Etnier 1980).  Etheostoma cinereum 
typically inhabits small to medium upland rivers, occurring locally in areas of bedrock or 
gravel substrate with boulders, water willow, or other cover with minimal silt deposits 
(Etnier and Starnes 1993).  Depths in these areas are generally 0.5 m to 2.0 m and 
have sluggish currents (Etnier and Starnes 1993).  Etnier and Starnes (1993) indicated 
that the healthiest known population for this species is located in the Little River, Blount 
County, Tennessee, from Melrose Mill Dam downstream to SR-33 in Rockford.  One of 
the most productive collection locations described is just downstream of the US-411 
bridge (Etnier and Starnes 1993) at LRM 17.3.  This site is approximately 1.6 miles 
downstream of where the proposed project will cross a small, unnamed tributary to the 
Little River.  Information from the TDEC/DNH database (2013) indicated records for the 
ashy darter from LRM 13.3 (1970), 14.2 (1968), 17.3 (2006), 17.6 (1970), 19.5 (2007), 
and 20.2 (1988).  Several of these records are downstream from tributaries that will be 
crossed by the proposed project. 
 
Longhead Darter – Percina macrocephala 
State Threatened 
Species Description – The longhead darter is widely recorded from the Ohio River 
drainage but is rare (Clay 1975; Starnes and Etnier 1980; Etnier and Starnes 1993).  
Starnes and Etnier (1993) indicated that in some years, this species is common in 
portions of the Little River, Blount County, Tennessee.  Habitat for the longhead darter 
is generally described as larger upland creeks and small to medium sized rivers with 
good water quality, pools one meter or so deep, and gentle currents that provide silt free 
bottoms composed of bedrock, boulder, and gravel substrates (Clay 1975; Starnes and 
Etnier 1980; Etnier and Starnes 1993).  Information from the TDEC/DNH database 
(2013) indicated records for Percina macrocephala from the Little River near LRM 8.5 
(1985), 14.2 (1993), 16.0 (1974), 17.3 (2006), 19.3 (2009), 20.2 (1970), 21.6 (2008) and 
22.0 (1993).  Several of these records are downstream of tributaries that will be crossed 
by the proposed project. 
 
 
V. EFFECTS ANALYSIS 
 
 Clearing, grubbing, and grading activities required for project construction will 
remove vegetation within most of the project limits, temporarily exposing large areas of 
bare soil to the elements for varying periods of time.  Rain events that occur while the 
soil is unprotected have the potential to carrying large amounts of sediment off-site into 
wet-weather conveyances and streams crossed by the project and ultimately into Little 
River.  Although not as prevalent in the project area, sustained high winds associated 
with storm fronts may also mobilize exposed, loose soils providing an avenue for 
deposit into area streams.  Sediment that is allowed to leave the project has the 
potential to adversely affect the aquatic species preset in these streams.  Excessive 
siltation can clog the gills of adult fish and aquatic invertebrates.  In addition, eggs and 
larvae of many aquatic species could be smothered.  Escape cover, foraging areas, and 
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crucial spawning habitats can be significantly degraded or destroyed.  High amounts of 
silt in the water column can significantly affect the ability many aquatic species to forage 
effectively as well by reducing visibility. 
 Several streams that are tributaries to the Little River will be crossed by the 
proposed project.  There were no records noted for any of the aquatic species 
discussed in this assessment from these tributary streams.  However, the project 
crossings are only one to two miles upstream from their respective confluences with the 
Little River, where all of the aquatic species discussed above are known to occur.  
Construction of the required drainage structures at these stream crossings, along with 
adjacent earthwork, has the potential to adversely affect the four darters and the mussel 
of concern.  Installation of drainage structures will result in direct disturbance of stream 
channels and substrates.  Although the proposed work will be accomplished “in the dry”, 
any loose material in the affected channels at the work locations could be released once 
stream flows are returned to the finished structures.  Some of these structures will be 
long (>200 ft.) which will result in a loss of “day-lighted” stream channel.  These 
encapsulated stream sections will be rendered essentially unusable for most aquatic 
species.  These drainage structures could also act as barriers for movement of aquatic 
organisms both upstream and downstream.  Material used to fill over the installed 
structures could be lost into a given drainage feature unless protective measures are 
taken.  Although most of the potential impacts would be negative, one positive impact 
may be realized.  On streams where no canopy in currently present, especially in open 
pastures or hayfields, these long structures could provide a definite cooling effect that 
would not otherwise be available. 
 While loose soil materials are of great concern, other materials such as mortar, 
fresh concrete, or petroleum products used as fuel and lubricants for construction 
equipment could enter a stream at these locations and create additional problems.  
These pollutants could not only degrade crucial habitats, but can also be acutely toxic to 
many aquatic species and their respective forage species. 
 Construction of the proposed project will connect I-40 to SR-73, providing four-
lane access from Oak Ridge and Knoxville to Maryville.  Both residential and 
commercial development have increased in the project area since the initial field studies 
were conducted in the late 1990’s.  Large tracts of what was once farmland have been 
sold and developed into subdivisions or small shopping centers.  This trend is expected 
to continue as people who work in Knoxville or Oak Ridge may prefer to live in a more 
scenic, rural-type setting.  Development of large tracts of farmland into subdivisions or 
for businesses has the potential to adversely impact aquatic species in the immediate 
project impact area.  Soil disturbance and exposure during site development and 
housing construction may provide a source of sediments that could enter areas streams 
directly affecting the fauna present as discussed above.  Development of large farm 
tracts also removes what was in many cases an effective vegetative buffer for area 
streams.  The amount of impervious surfaces would increase in the form of roofs, 
driveways, entrance/access roads, parking lots, and the four new traffic lanes from the 
project itself.  This would in turn reduce the run-off time during storm events, possibly 
causing flashy, more intense, storm runoff into area streams.  Pollutants carried from 
the developed areas, as well as off the roadways, could potentially impact area streams 
in a negative manner. 
 There are, however, some positive impacts that may result.  Large agricultural 
fields that may have been significant sources for sediment run-off during storm events 
would be stabilized.  A pollution source for large amounts of fertilizer, herbicides, 
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insecticides, or other chemicals harmful to aquatic systems would be greatly reduced, if 
not eliminated.  Sections of stream channel that may have been heavily damaged and 
degraded by livestock or other agricultural practices would be protected and canopy to 
reestablish. 
 The primary impact that the proposed project could have on the Indiana bat 
would be cutting of trees suitable for summer roost habitat.  Cutting of roost trees could 
not only affect adult bats, but also the young bats if any are present.  This could lead to 
loss of vital individuals necessary for bolstering the population of this federally 
endangered species.  There are a few areas that will be affected by project construction 
where suitable summer roost habitat is present.  However, the overall quality is less 
than optimal.  In addition, there are wooded tracts outside the project impact area that 
are much larger and contain better quality summer roost habitat that could be used by 
any bats that would possibly be displaced by project construction.  Several caves are 
located in Blount County, three of which are known to be hibernacula for the Indiana 
bat.  However, the closest of these caves is just over eight miles (8.25) from the 
proposed project, and lies inside the Great Smoky Mountains National Park.  No known 
hibernacula for the Indiana bat are present within five miles of the proposed project 
(Harvey and Pride 1986; Harvey 1992).  Therefore, this habitat type will not be affected 
by project construction.  Recent surveys by TDOT (2012) did not indicate that the 
Indiana bat was present within the project area.  This would greatly reduce, if not 
eliminate, the likelihood of the proposed project adversely affecting the Indiana bat. 
 
 
VI. MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 
 
 Installation and maintenance of effective erosion control Best Management 
Practices (BMP’s) throughout the duration of the project will be essential to the 
prevention of adverse impacts to the aquatic species discussed in this assessment.  
The use of silt fence, hay bales, rock check-dams, detention ponds, slope drains, and 
erosion control blankets are just a few of the measures that can be used to reduce the 
amount of sediment that could enter streams in the project limits.  However, these 
measures must be maintained on a regular basis if they become damaged or 
ineffective, and as work areas shift through the duration of the project.  Typical design 
for these BMP’s is based on a two-year storm event.  However, the drainage features 
that will be crossed by this project flow into Little River, which is listed as an Exceptional 
Tennessee Water (ETW) due to the presence of several state and federally listed 
aquatic species.  Therefore, the Service has requested that the design for BMP’s 
proposed for use on this project be based on a five-year storm event. 
 Construction of drainage structures will be accomplished “in the dry” so that 
minimal material is allowed to enter the streams and possibly adversely affect any of the 
aquatic species present.  Streams will be temporarily routed through work areas using 
pipes or open channels with non-erodible liners until the respective structures are 
completed.  Relocated channel sections will be properly stabilized and any loose 
materials removed to the practical extent possible prior to turning stream flows back into 
the constructed channels.  Flows will then be returned to these channels with a 
minimum of sediment disturbance.  Where stream crossings are required, these will be 
accomplished as close to perpendicular as feasible in order to minimize the stream 
lengths that will be encapsulated. 
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 Equipment staging areas will be located a sufficient distance from streams such 
that no coolants, lubricants, fuels, or other petroleum products can enter the streams.  
Waste and borrow areas will be stabilized, seeded, and mulched once they have been 
completed.  Provided these measures for erosion and siltation control are implemented 
and maintained, no adverse impacts to aquatic species downstream of the project are 
anticipated. 
 The most effective measure to avoid adversely impacting the Indiana bat during 
construction of the proposed project will be to restrict clearing of wooded areas, where 
possible, to the months that are outside the known summer roosting period.  
Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that the time period 
between October 15 and March 31 is the optimal time to accomplish this activity.  Not 
only would this protect the adult bats, but also any young that might be present.  
Limiting tree removal to this time period, where possible, should effectively minimize the 
likelihood of adversely affecting any Indiana bats that might be present in the project 
area. 
 The notes listed below addressing each of the above measures to minimize harm 
will be placed on the project construction plans.  Also, any additional recommendations 
provided by the Service will be placed as notes on the project construction plans as 
needed. 
 
1. Clearing and grubbing will be limited to the minimum amount necessary to 

accommodate roadway cut and fill slopes and operation of construction 
equipment.  All disturbed areas will be stabilized, seeded, and mulched as soon 
as practicable to reduce the potential for soil erosion. 

 
2. Canopy removal along any streams located within the project limits will be kept to 

the absolute minimum necessary to accommodate project construction. 
 
3. Silt fence with backing will be installed along the toe of all fills and along all 

streambanks to minimize the potential of sediment from the project entering area 
streams.  A minimum ten (10) foot vegetated buffer or “green belt” will be left 
between silt fences and the stream edges where possible. 

 
4. Erosion and sediment control measures will be installed concurrent with clearing 

and grubbing activities, and will be functional prior to commencement of 
earthmoving activities.  Measures may include, but are not limited to, silt fence 
with backing, clean shot rock checkdams, sandbags, sediment ponds, sediment 
filter bags, sediment wattles, slope drains, or other suitable methods. 

 
5. Erosion control structures will be inspected regularly and maintained throughout 

the life of the project so that they are not rendered ineffective.  Sediment will be 
removed from structures as necessary and must be removed when design 
capacity has been reduced by 50% to insure maximum effectiveness.  Material 
removed from these structures will not be disposed of in any area streams or 
wetlands. 
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6. Maintenance needs for erosion and sediment control structures identified during 
inspections or by other means will be accomplished within twenty-four (24) hours, 
if possible.  If maintenance prior to the next anticipated storm event is 
impractical, it will be accomplished as soon as practicable. 

 
7. Waste and borrow areas will be developed in accordance with the procedures 

outlined in the TDOT Statewide Stormwater Management Program for 
Construction Projects.  These sites will be located in non-wetland areas and are 
to be a sufficient distance from area streams and/or wetlands so that no soil 
material is allowed to enter them.  These areas will be stabilized as soon as 
practicable.  Appropriate erosion and sediment control measures will be used in 
these areas as needed to minimize soil loss. 

 
8. Stockpiled topsoil or fill material will be treated in such a manner that is not 

allowed to enter any area streams or wetlands. 
 
9. Equipment staging areas will be located a sufficient distance from streams and 

wetlands so that no oils, coolants, fuels, or other petroleum products are allowed 
to enter these features. 

 
10. Drainage structures required at stream crossings will be constructed “in the dry”.  

Stream flows will be diverted through work areas using flexible pipes or berms or 
channels lined with plastic, clean shot rock, or other non-erodible material.  All 
water from dewatering areas will be pumped into filter bags or sediment ponds 
prior to release back into a stream. 

 
11. No motorized equipment will be operated in any streams or wetlands in the 

project limits except as specified in the project water quality permits. 
 
12. Where possible, tree cutting will be accomplished between October 15th and 

March 31st to minimize potential impacts to the Indiana bat. 
 
13. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared for the 

proposed project and will contain a detailed erosion and sediment control plan 
based on a five-year storm event as requested by the USFWS.  A copy of the 
SWPPP will be available on-site. 
 

14. Weekly stormwater inspections will be conducted for the proposed project as per 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) guidelines. 

 
 
VII. CONCLUSION AND DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS 
 
 There are numerous records for the snail darter (Percina tanasi), marbled darter 
(Etheostoma marmorpinnum), fine-rayed pigtoe (Fusconaia cuneolus), ashy darter 
(Etheostoma cinereum), and longhead darter (Percina macrocephala) from the Little 
River, downstream of the proposed project.  Although the project will not cross the Little 
River, it will cross several small tributary streams one to two miles upstream of their 
respective confluences with Little River.  There are no records for any of the above 
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listed darter species or the mussel species from these tributary streams.  Project 
construction will result in some temporary stream disturbances to at the proposed 
crossing locations.  However, installation and maintenance of effective erosion and 
siltation control measures throughout project construction will minimize impacts to these 
streams, which will in turn minimize potential impacts to Little River and the aquatic 
fauna present there.  Provided the necessary BMP’s for erosion and sediment control 
implemented and maintained throughout project construction, it is the opinion of TDOT 
that the proposed project is NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY AFFECT the snail darter 
(Percina tanasi), marbled darter (Etheostoma marmorpinnum), fine-rayed pigtoe 
(Fusconaia cuneolus), ashy darter (Etheostoma cinereum), or longhead darter (Percina 
macrocephala). 
 Information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that the Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis) could be present within the project impact area.  Review of available 
information indicated no records for this species from within five miles of the proposed 
project.  In addition, no known hibernacula for the Indiana bat are present within five 
miles of the proposed project.  Although some suitable summer roost habitat does 
appear to be present in the project area, very little will be affected by project 
construction.  Even if a suitable tree is removed, there are sufficient suitable trees 
present outside the project limits to accommodate any Indiana bats that might use this 
area.  Recent surveys by TDOT (2012) did not indicate that the Indiana bat was present 
within the project impact area.  In addition, the USFWS concurred with the finding of 
NLTAA for the Indiana bat for the proposed project on October 11, 2012.  Therefore, 
based on the information provided in this BA it is still the opinion of TDOT that the 
proposed project is NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY AFFECT the Indiana bat. 
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