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1 INTRODUCTION 
The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), proposes to improve State Route (SR) 29 (US-27) from near Wolf Creek 
Road to near SR-63 in Huntsville, Scott County, Tennessee, for a distance of approximately 9.1 miles. 
The regional context of the project is illustrated in Figure 1 and the project area is shown in Figure 2. 
Since this project is proposed to be funded in part with federal transportation funds, TDOT and 
FHWA are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to identify and evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed 
project and to identify measures to minimize harm. 

Due to the passage of time and changes to the project’s design, TDOT is distributing a revised 
Concurrence Point 1 (CP1) Purpose and Need / Study Area and Concurrence Point 2 (CP2) 
Alternatives to be Evaluated package required by the Tennessee Environmental Streamlining 
Agreement (TESA) for the Environmental and Regulatory Coordination of Major Transportation 
Projects. This combined Purpose and Need / Study Area and Alternatives to be Evaluated package is 
being distributed to the TESA signatory agencies listed below: 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District (USACE-Nashville), 

• Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 

• Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC), 

• Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency (TWRA), and the 

• State Historic Preservation Office (Tennessee SHPO). 

It is the intent of FHWA (lead federal agency) and TDOT (the lead state agency) to receive formal 
concurrence from the TESA signatory agencies on the Purpose and Need / Study Area and 
Alternatives to be Evaluated for this project.  

In addition to the TESA agencies listed above, this package is also being distributed to the National 
Park Service (NPS), a federal Participating Agency on this project, and the East Tennessee North 
Rural Planning Organization (RPO), a state Participating Agency on this project, for review and 
comment; formal concurrence from the NPS and the RPO is not being requested.  

1.1 Project Area Description 

Existing SR-29 (US-27) follows a winding course through the western foothills of the Appalachian 
Mountains of northeastern Tennessee. The highway parallels Norfolk-Southern railroad tracks 
through much of Scott County. Currently, SR-29 (US-27) is functionally classified as a Principle 
Arterial roadway on the National Highway System and serves to connect the communities of 
Glenmary, Elgin, Robbins and Huntsville in the project area. Beyond the project area, SR-29 (US-27) 
serves as the only north-south route in Scott County and during emergencies, the highway could be 
used as a parallel route to Interstate 75 (I-75) in neighboring Campbell County.    

The project area includes: Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area; Robbins Park; Robbins 
Elementary School; several churches including Love Chapel Church, New River Baptist Church and 
Barton Chapel Congregational Church; South Scott County Fire Department; Scott County Masonic 
Lodge; Scott High School; Scott County Sheriff’s Department; and Mid-County Industrial Park.  
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map 
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Figure 2: Project Area 
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One property listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is located within the project 
area, the Barton Chapel Congregational Church, located at 5760 Scott Hwy, Robbins, TN 37852. 
Several small cemeteries are also located within the project area. The land use within the project 
area consists primarily of transportation and agriculture (farmland, timber, forests) uses. A more 
detailed discussion of land use is included in Section 7 Evaluation of Potential Project Alternatives.     

The project is within the White Oak Creek (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC] 051301040103), Clear Fork 
River (HUCs 051301040205 Lower and 051301040204 Middle) and New River Watersheds (HUC 
051301040308). Several creeks including Buttram Branch and the New River cross SR-29 (US-27) 
along the corridor.   

1.2 Project History  

The SR-29 (US-27) project was initiated in 1999 and a Public Meeting was conducted in December 
1999. Potential alternatives were developed during the years following the Public Meeting. One 
Build Alternative through the community of Robbins was originally proposed for the project. The 
original Build Alternative alignment was eliminated due to impacts to the NRHP listed Barton Chapel 
Congregational Church, located in Robbins. Two additional alternatives, Build Alternative A and Build 
Alternative B were developed to avoid the church. Build Alternative A bypasses Robbins to the east 
and Build Alternative B bypasses Robbins to the west. In 2009, the alignment of Build Alternative A 
was further refined to avoid impacts to a Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) property, Robbins Park. In 
September 2010, an additional Public Meeting was held to present the design modifications to the 
public. 

In 2013, the SR-29 (US-27) project was paused for expedited project delivery (EPD) review by TDOT’s 
Strategic Transportation Investment Division (STID). The objective of the EPD review was to identify 
and recommend improvement options that were feasible, cost effective, and provided improved 
safety and mobility. The EPD review process resulted in the preparation of a 2016 Design Change 
Memo for PIN 101414.00 and was finalized in a 2019 Project Development Memo for PIN 
101414.03. The design descriptions included in these two memos is further described in Section 
4.2.2 Potential Build Alternatives of this document.   

2 PREVIOUS TESA COORDINATION EFFORTS 
2.1 TESA Coordination 

2.1.1 TESA Introduction 

The proposed project was introduced to the TESA agencies at the February 9, 2010, TESA meeting.  
A presentation explaining the history of the proposed project, the changes in the proposed Build 
Alternatives, the phasing of the project, and the anticipated next steps were discussed, and the TESA 
agencies were provided with the opportunity to comment or ask questions. Project status updates 
were also presented to the agencies during the June 2011 TESA meeting.  

2.1.2 TESA Field Review – November 3, 2010 

A TESA Field Review of the project area was conducted on November 3, 2010. The field review was 
initiated at Robbins Elementary School. Representatives from the FHWA, TDEC, TDOT, TWRA, 
USACE, United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), USFWS and members from the 
TDOT’s environmental consultant attended the meeting. Maps illustrating Build Alternatives A and B 
and the preliminary ecological resource findings were distributed to the attendees. Documents 
listing the federal and state-listed threatened and endangered species and preliminary ecological 
impact quantities were also distributed to the group. It was also noted that both of the Build 
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Alternatives avoid impacts to historic properties and known archaeological sites; therefore, Section 
4(f) coordination is not expected to be required. 

A project tour then commenced with local roads being utilized to view the portions of the corridor 
that would be located on new location. A summary of the comments and questions that were raised 
during the November 2010 field review and responses to those comments or questions are included 
in Attachment A.  

2.1.3 Previous TESA CP1 and CP2 Coordination- May 9, 2011 

A TESA Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 Package: Purpose and Need/Study Area and 
Alternatives to be Evaluated document was distributed to the agencies on May 9, 2011 (see 
Attachment B). The combined package included a history of the project; project description; 
definition of the study area; purpose and need; alternatives to be evaluated, a summary of public 
and agency input received to date; and a description of the methodologies to be used in alternatives 
analysis. The package explained that in addition to the No-Build Alternative, TDOT was proposing to 
study two build alternatives, Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B. The TESA agencies were 
asked to provide comments and were given 45 days to review and provide a response. The 
comment period ended on July 15, 2011. A reminder was sent to the TESA agencies on June 15, 
2011 before the 45-day deadline. Responses were received from the NPS, TVA, TWRA, USACE, 
USEPA and the USFWS. No response was received from the TDEC. Per the TESA, TDOT assumes 
concurrence from all agencies that do not reply within the review period. The TVA, TWRA USACE, 
USEPA and USFWS agreed that the provisions of TESA Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
Package: Purpose and Need/Study Area and Alternatives to be Evaluated were satisfied. Responses 
to the agencies’ comments were provided on December 19, 2013. A summary of the agencies 
comments and responses are included in Attachment B. 

3 PURPOSE AND NEED 
3.1 Need for the Project 

The needs of the SR-29 (US-27) project have been identified as follows:  

Existing Traffic Operational Deficiencies 

SR-29 (US-27) is the only north-south connector route in Scott County and as a result, the existing 
highway is used by local residents and regional commercial, industrial and recreational travelers. In 
the event of an emergency along I-75, existing SR-29 (US-27) could potentially serve as a 
parallel/redundant route to I-75. As currently configured, SR-29 (US-27) may not adequately 
accommodate the increased traffic volume of both commercial and private vehicles from diverted I-
75 traffic. 

In 2018, SR-29 (US-27) carried an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 6,339 vehicles per day 
based on three (3) TDOT traffic counting stations in the project area. Traffic data from 2015 
indicated approximately 6 percent of the AADT was comprised of heavy trucks. School buses also 
use the route and several bus stops are located along SR-29 (US-27) in the project area. 

Projected average travel speeds along SR-29 (US-27) within the project area are substantially below 
the posted speed limits of 55 miles per hour (mph) (Table 1). The highway is used by local residents, 
school buses, and regional travelers (commercial and recreational) and 6 percent of the traffic is 
comprised of heavy trucks. Given the curvy nature of existing SR-29 (US-27) and poor sight 
distances, there is a lack of opportunity to pass heavy trucks. With minimal to no shoulders, there 
are no places for slower-moving vehicles to pull over to allow other vehicles to pass.  
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In addition, a number of curves have posted speed limits of 30 mph, further slowing down traffic. 

The Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM 6), published by the Transportation Research Board 
defines “Volume-Demand-to-Capacity Ratio (V/C) as a measure that reflects mobility and quality of 
travel of a facility or a section of a facility”. It compares roadway demand (vehicle volumes) with 
roadway supply (carrying capacity). The V/C ratio makes it possible to estimate the relative level of 
congestion on a segment of roadway. Traffic engineers have developed the following categories:  

• V/C ratio > 1.0 = Severe congestion 
• V/C ratio 0.75 to 1.0 = Heavy congestion 
• V/C ratio 0.50 to 0.74 = Moderate congestion 
• V/C ratio < 0.50 = Low or no congestion 

Table 1 illustrates the V/C ratios for SR-29 (US-27). The low V/C ratio indicates that the issue is not 
capacity, as the highway is not operating over capacity. 

Table 1: V/C and Average Travel Speed SR-29 (US-27) No-Build Alternative 

Location 

2023 No-Build 2043 No-Build 
Volume-

Demand-to-
Capacity Ratio 

(V/C) 

Average Travel 
Speed (mph) 

Volume-
Demand-to-

Capacity Ratio 
(V/C) 

Average Travel 
Speed (mph) 

SR-29 (US-27): Near Wolf Creek 
Road to Concord Road 0.24 35.5 0.27 35.0 

SR-29 (US-27): Concord Road to 
Old US-27  0.31 34.5 0.35 33.8 

SR-29 (US-27): Old US-27 to 
Near SR-63 0.42 36.8 0.49 35.5 

 
Lack of Regional Connectivity 

In addition to serving communities like Robbins in the project area, SR-29 (US-27) also serves as an 
important regional facility providing access to the communities of Sunbright and Wartburg to the 
south in Morgan County, and Oneida and Winfield to the north. SR-29 (US-27) also provides access 
to several tourist destinations including, the Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area, 
North Cumberland Wildlife Management Area, Pickett State Park, Frozen Head State Park, 
Brimstone Recreation area, and Daniel Boone National Forest in Kentucky. According to the NPS, 
from 2014 to 2018 Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area experienced a 26 percent 
increase in visitors. 

Geometric Deficiencies 

Existing SR-29 (US-27) at many locations in the project area does not meet TDOT’s current minimum 
roadway design standards. The inadequate geometry (sharp curves, steep grades, limited sight 
distances, insufficient shoulder widths) combined with no left-turn lanes, infrequent passing lanes, 
and high truck traffic have led to operational concerns along SR-29 (US-27) in the project area.  

The inadequate shoulders also present a potential safety concern for vehicles seeking refuge in an 
emergency situation. These conditions could worsen during emergencies if traffic is diverted from I-
75 to SR-29 (US-27).  
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Meet the Legislative intent of the "Improving Manufacturing, Public Roads, and Opportunities for 
a Vibrant Economy" (IMPROVE) Act signed into law July 1, 2017 

One of the main goals of the IMPROVE Act is “providing a safe, reliable, and debt-free transportation 
network…to ensure the next generation of Tennesseans will have a robust transportation system” 
(Governor Haslam, 2018). The portion of the SR-29 (US-27) project from North of Wolf Creek Road 
to Old US-27 at Robbins was identified as an IMPROVE Act project and would meet the legislative 
intent of the IMPROVE Act by improving an important infrastructure facility in Scott County. 

Support Economic Development Opportunities 

On January 23, 2019 Governor Bill Lee, concerned that “15 of Tennessee’s rural counties qualify as 
economically distressed based upon an annual index of unemployment, income, and poverty,” issued 
Executive Order (EO) No. 1: An Order Requiring A Statement Of Rural Impact And Recommendations For 
Better Serving Rural Tennesseans From All Executive Branch Departments. In an interview on the same 
day in The Tennessean, Governor Lee stated that the order is a first step by his administration to 
move forward with plans to spur improvements in 15 rural distressed counties in Tennessee and 
that his administration “will place a high emphasis on the development and success of our rural 
areas” and that “rural areas will be prioritized across all departments”.  

Economically distressed counties are identified by the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC). Each 
year, ARC prepares an index of county economic status for every county in the United States. Economic 
status designations are identified through a composite measure of each county's three-year average 
unemployment rate, per capita market income, and poverty rate.  

Based on these indicators, each county is then categorized as distressed, at-risk, transitional, competitive or 
attainment. Distressed counties rank among the 10 percent most economically distressed counties in 
the nation. Scott County has been identified by ARC as a distressed county.  

The poverty rate for Scott County was identified by the ARC as 26.2 percent (from 2013 to 2017) 
compared to the US average of 14.6 percent for the same time period (Table 2). The ARC data is 
included in Attachment C. 

Table 2: ARC 2020 Fiscal Year Economic Status: US, Appalachian Region, Tennessee, Appalachian 
Tennessee, and Scott County, Tennessee 

Location 

3-Year Average 
Unemployment 

Rate (2015-
2017) 

Per 
Capita 
Market 
Income 
(2017) 

Poverty 
Rate 

(2013-
2017) 

3-Year Average 
Unemployment 

Rate-% of US 
Average (2015-

2017) 

Per Capita 
Market 

Income-% of 
US Average 

(2017) 

Poverty 
Rate-% 
of US 

Average 
(2013-
2017) 

Index Value 
Rank* (of 

3,113 
counties in 

US, 1 is best) 
FY 2020 

United States 4.8% $42,861 14.6% 100% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Appalachian Region 5.4% $31,311 16.3% 111.8% 73.1% 111.5% 

Tennessee 4.7% $36,546 16.7% 96.5% 85.3% 114.2% 
Appalachian 
Tennessee 4.9% $30,441 17.3% 100.8% 71.0% 118.9% 

Scott County, 
Tennessee 7.3% $17,277 26.2% 150.1% 40.3% 179.6% 2,984 

*Index Value Rank: The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) uses an index-based county economic classification system to identify and monitor the 
economic status of Appalachian counties. The system involves the creation of a national index of county economic status through a comparison of each 
county's averages for three economic indicators—three-year average unemployment rate, per capita market income, and poverty rate—with national 
averages. The resulting values are summed and averaged to create a composite index value for each county. Each county in the nation is then ranked, 
based on its composite index value, with higher values indicating higher levels of distress. “Best” ranking is determined by the ARC. Source: Appalachian 
Regional Commission (https://www.arc.gov/reports/region_report.asp?FIPS=47999&REPORT_ID=76) 

https://www.arc.gov/reports/region_report.asp?FIPS=47999&REPORT_ID=76
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3.2 Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of the proposed project has been identified as providing the following: 

Improve traffic operational efficiency 

In order to improve traffic operational efficiency, the project must correct existing operational 
deficiencies, such as the inability of traffic to reach and/or maintain the posted speed limit of 55 
mph. 

The addition of a dedicated truck climbing lane in certain locations along the corridor is anticipated 
to improve traffic flow. The climbing lane would allow for slower-moving vehicles, including school 
buses, to separate from other traffic. The widened shoulders would also help to improve safety on 
the existing route by providing a refuge for disabled vehicles to pull over in the event of an 
emergency. If during an emergency traffic is diverted from I-75 to SR-29 (US-27), the increased 
traffic volume would be accommodated through the use of additional travel lanes. 

Enhance Regional Transportation System Linkages 

Improvements to SR-29 (US-27) would better accommodate local traffic traveling within the 
Glenmary, Elgin, Robbins, and Huntsville areas and would provide an improved route for people 
traveling to regional destinations beyond the project area. Destinations include several parks and 
recreational areas of local and regional importance. 

Improve roadway to meet current design standards  

The proposed project would correct the existing horizontal and vertical deficiencies, such as sharp 
curves, steep grades, limited sight distances, and inadequate widths of structures and shoulders. 
The project would also improve traffic flow and capacity by correcting existing route deficiencies.   

Meet the intent of the “Improving Manufacturing, Public Roads, and Opportunities for a Vibrant 
Economy” (IMPROVE) Act legislation 

The proposed project would meet the legislative intent of the IMPROVE Act by improving an 
important infrastructure facility in Scott County. 

Enhance economic development opportunities 

The proposed project would support economic development in the project area and Scott County. 
All of Scott County’s industrial parks are located immediately adjacent to or in close proximity to SR-
29 (US-27). Recent discussions with representatives of Scott County indicated several industries are 
considering the Airport Industrial Park in Oneida for plant construction. The Airport Industrial Park is 
located approximately four miles north of the proposed project’s northern terminus near SR-63 in 
Huntsville. The availability and reliability of infrastructure is critical to industries when considering 
sites for new facilities. The proposed SR-29 (US-27) project would provide a facility capable of 
accommodating the needs of new development that may occur in Scott County. 

3.3 Consistency with Local and State Plans 

The proposed project is included in the East Tennessee North RPO Project Ranking List from 
December 2019. The proposed project is ranked 8th out of 12 priority projects by the RPO. The 
proposed project (PIN 101414.00) is also included in the Tennessee Department of Transportation’s 
FY 2020-2023 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  
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3.4 Logical Termini and Independent Utility 

The project’s purpose and need must establish that the project has “logical termini” and 
“independent utility”. The term “logical termini” means that the project has rational end points for 
the transportation improvement and for the environmental review process. The beginning terminus 
of near Wolf Creek Road was selected for the SR-29 (US-27) project due to the topography of the 
area and the general horizontal and vertical deficiencies of the existing roadway, such as limited 
sight distances, and inadequate widths of structures and shoulders that exist south of SR-52. In 
order to correct these horizontal and vertical deficiencies, TDOT is proposing to construct the 
project on new alignment south of SR-52 (see Section 5.2 for a detailed description of the proposed 
Build Alternatives). The end terminus of near SR-63 has been determined logical since the proposed 
project would tie-into the existing five-lane section near SR-63.  

The term “independent utility” means that the project is useable even if no additional future 
transportation improvements are made in the area. This project does not depend on any other 
projects to be developed or funded for use and would not restrict construction of reasonably 
foreseeable future transportation improvements. As it is currently proposed, should one of the SR-
29 (US-27) Build Alternatives be selected it would be a standalone project and fully accessible once 
complete. The defined project area is of sufficient size to address environmental issues on a broad 
scope. 

4 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
The methodology to be used in the analysis of alternatives includes: 

• Ability to address the project purpose and need; 

• Ability to address other project objectives; 

• Environmental impacts including natural, social, economic and cultural resource impacts; and 

• Comments/concerns raised by the public, local officials and resource agencies. 

Ability to address project purpose and need - The transportation needs for the project and how 
TDOT proposes to address those needs were summarized in Section 2.0 Project Purpose and Need. 
Alternatives that do not address the project needs are not considered reasonable and should not be 
studied in greater detail. Therefore, proposed improvements should be analyzed for their ability to: 

• Improve traffic operational efficiency – Proposed improvements would improve traffic 
operational efficiency by correcting the existing operational deficiencies, such as the inability 
of traffic to reach and/or maintain the posted speed limit of 55 mph. Traffic flow would also 
improve by the addition of a dedicated truck climbing lane in certain locations along the 
project corridor. The climbing lane would allow for slower-moving vehicles, including school 
buses, to separate from other traffic. The widened shoulders would also help to improve 
safety on the existing route by providing a refuge for disabled vehicles to pull over in the event 
of an emergency. If during an emergency traffic is diverted from I-75 to SR-29 (US-27), the 
increased traffic volume could be accommodated by additional travel lanes. 

• Enhance Regional Transportation System Linkages – Proposed improvements to SR-29 (US-
27) would better accommodate local traffic and would provide an improved route for people 
traveling to regional destinations beyond the project area. Destinations include several parks 
and recreational areas of local and regional importance. 
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• Improve roadway to meet current design standards - Proposed improvements would meet 
the current accepted and required design standards.   

• Meet the intent of the “Improving Manufacturing, Public Roads, and Opportunities for a 
Vibrant Economy” (IMPROVE) Act legislation – Proposed improvements to SR-29 (US-27), 
which is an important infrastructure facility in Scott County, would meet this objective by 
providing an improved arterial highway capable of accommodating commerce-related traffic 
including truck traffic. 

• Enhance economic development opportunities – Proposed improvements would meet this 
objective by providing an improved and more reliable transportation facility capable of 
accommodating the needs of new development that may occur in Scott County. 

Environmental screening involving record searches has been conducted for the project area and 
existing information has been compiled into a geographical information system (GIS) database. 
Information collected includes city boundaries, land uses, community facilities, historic resources, 
wetlands and waterways, and soils. Figure 3 shows the environmental features in the project area. 
The preliminary GIS-based data was used to calculate preliminary impacts for each of the 
alternatives.   

More detailed technical studies will be conducted in accordance with TDOT’s Environmental 
Procedures Manual for the alternatives carried forward in the EA document. The No-Build 
Alternative will be included in analysis of the alternatives. The results of the detailed technical 
studies will be discussed in the EA, which will be presented to the public and agencies for review and 
comment. 
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Figure 3: Environmental Features Map 
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5 ALTERNATIVES TO BE EVALUATED 
The sections below describe previously considered alternatives as well as alternatives that have 
been identified to be carried forward for the proposed project. These alternatives have been 
developed with public and agency input received during the previous project scoping efforts. 

5.1 Alternatives Previously Considered and Eliminated 

A Build Alternative located on an alignment between Barton Chapel Congregational Church, Robbins 
Elementary School and Robbins Park was evaluated. This alternative would adversely impact the 
Barton Chapel Congregational Church, which is listed on the NRHP. In addition, this alternative 
would directly impact amenities at Robbins Park, which contains a walking track, picnic tables, and a 
parking lot. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to potential Section 106 
and Section 4(f) impacts on Barton Chapel, as well as potential Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) impacts 
on Robbins Park. 

5.2 Alternatives Carried Forward for Further Evaluation 

5.2.1 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not improve SR-29 (US-27) and serves as a baseline against which to 
compare other build alternatives. However, the No-Build Alternative would include other projects in 
the project area that are identified in the STIP. Other projects identified in the STIP near the project 
area are illustrated on Figure 4.  

5.2.2 Potential Build Alternatives   

There are two Build Alternatives under consideration for the SR-29 (US-27) project, Build Alternative 
A and Build Alternative B. Figure 5 illustrates the proposed Build Alternatives. In addition to the two 
Build Alternatives, the project has been separated into two design/construction segments with 
corresponding TDOT PINs for funding purposes. Detailed discussions of the alternatives and 
design/construction phases are included below.   

5.2.2.1 PIN 101414.00 (From near Wolf Creek Road to Old US-27) 

Both Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B follow a new location, common alignment from near 
Wolf Creek Road to near Concord Road. From north of Concord Road, both Build Alternatives bypass 
the community of Robbins either to the east or west following different alignments.   

– Build Alternative A- Bypasses the community of Robbins to the east near Robbins Park. From 
north of Concord Road, the Build Alternative A alignment would continue on a northerly 
track, tying back into existing SR-29 (US-27) south of Brimstone Road. Build Alternative A 
would then turn east on new location around the east side of Robbins, crossing Brimstone 
Road and School House Road. After crossing School House Road, Build Alternative A would 
turn northwest, crossing Tunnel Hill Road and tying back into existing SR-29 (US-27) near Old 
US-27 north of Robbins. 

– Build Alternative B- Bypasses the community of Robbins to the west. From north of Concord 
Road, the Build Alternative B alignment would travel northwest from south of Brimstone 
Road, crossing existing SR-29 (US-27), the Norfolk-Southern railroad, Boles Road, and Todd 
Road around the west side of Robbins. Build Alternative B would then turn northeast and 
cross Black Creek Road, Sims Road and the Norfolk-Southern railroad before tying back into 
existing SR-29 (US-27) near Old US-27 north of Robbins. 
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Figure 4: TDOT Programmed Projects 

 

 



Purpose and Need / Study Area and Alternatives to be Evaluated Package 

   

SR-29 (US-27) IMPROVEMENTS, FROM NEAR WOLF CREEK ROAD TO NEAR SR-63 
August 2020  14 

 

 
Figure 5: Proposed Build Alternatives to Be Carried Forward into EA 
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Both Build Alternatives tie into the existing SR-29 (US-27) alignment near Old US-27 before the 
project transitions to PIN 101414.03.   

5.2.2.2 PIN 101414.03 (From Old US-27 to near SR-63) 

From Old US-27 north, both Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B utilize a common alignment 
that generally follows the existing SR-29 (US-27) alignment except in some areas where it is 
necessary to diverge from the existing alignment to correct geometric deficiencies. Both Build 
Alternative A and Build Alternative B end at the existing five-lane section near SR-63 in Huntsville. 

5.3 Proposed Roadway Typical Sections 

TDOT is currently proposing to construct the project in two separate construction phases. Table 3 
provides a summary of the construction phases. Figure 6 illustrates the limits of the proposed 
construction phases. The construction phases are applicable to both Build Alternative A and Build 
Alternative B. The proposed typical sections and construction phasing are described below.   

5.3.1 PIN 101414.00 From near Wolf Creek Road to Old US-27 Construction Phasing: 

– Interim Build: Construct a two-lane roadway with 12-foot shoulders within an ultimate 
five-lane right-of-way width. Truck climbing lanes and turn lanes to be proposed where 
warranted. 

– Ultimate Build: Widen the two-lane roadway that was constructed under the Interim 
Build to five lanes, resulting in two travel lanes in each direction with a two-way center 
turn lane.  

5.3.2 PIN 101414.03 From Old US-27 to near SR-63 Construction Phasing: 

– Interim Build: Purchase right-of-way for the construction of the Ultimate Build. 

– Ultimate Build: Construct two additional travel lanes, resulting in two travel lanes in 
each direction with a two-way center turn lane and 10-foot paved shoulders within 
varying right-of-way. 

Table 3: Proposed Typical Roadway Sections and Construction Phasing 

Alternative Location Phase 1 Construction  
(Interim Build) 

Phase 2 Construction 
(Ultimate Build) 

Build 
Alternatives 

A and B 
(PIN 101414.00) 

From near 
Wolf Creek 
Road to Old 

US-27 

• Two-lane roadway within 5-lane right-of-way 
width 

• 12-foot shoulders 
• 5-lane minimum right-of-way (to accommodate 

Ultimate Build) 
• Truck climbing lanes to be proposed where 

warranted 

• Widen two-lane roadway 
under the Interim Build to five 
lanes, resulting in two travel 
lanes in each direction 

• Two-way center turn lane 

Build 
Alternatives 

A and B 
(PIN 101414.03) 

From Old 
US-27 to 

near SR-63 
 

• Purchase of right-of-way for the Ultimate Build 

• Construct two additional travel 
lanes in each direction with a 
two-way center turn lane and 
10-foot paved shoulders 
within varying right-of-way 
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Figure 6: Proposed Typical Roadway Sections and Construction Phasing 

 



Purpose and Need / Study Area and Alternatives to be Evaluated Package 

   

SR-29 (US-27) IMPROVEMENTS, FROM NEAR WOLF CREEK ROAD TO NEAR SR-63 
August 2020  17 

 

6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND EARLY COORDINATION EFFORTS 
Public involvement and agency input are vital to the development of appropriate alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need of the proposed project while minimizing potential social, economic, 
and environmental impacts. The public involvement activities and early coordination activities that 
have occurred to date are summarized in the following sections. 

6.1 Early Coordination 

The early coordination/scoping process was initiated in order to obtain comments and input from 
agencies and the public to help determine potential environmental issues to be examined as part of 
the EA process. 

When the project was first initiated in 1999, TDOT sent letters and information (a project summary 
and project location map) to agencies, officials, and organizations they believed would have an 
interest in the project. Input received during this process was used to help shape the project’s 
purpose and need and potential alternatives to be evaluated. 

Due to the passage of time, and provisions included in SAFETEA-LU (2005), TDOT prepared a second 
coordination package, which was distributed on July 6, 2010 to update agencies and/or individuals 
on the project’s status. A total of six responses were received from the 2010 coordination efforts. 
The 2010 coordination package included a transmittal letter, a Coordination Plan, Project Data 
Summary Sheet, and a Project Location Map. The Project Data Summary Sheet identified the 
preliminary purpose and need for the project, potential alternatives to be considered, and examples 
of environmental, social and economic concerns that would be considered throughout the course of 
the EA process. Where applicable, the transmittal letters for the 2010 coordination packages 
included invitations to be Cooperating or Participating Agencies for the project. Input received 
during this process continued to aid in the development of the project’s purpose and need and 
alternatives to be evaluated. 
 
Given that the last coordination effort was completed in 2010, TDOT prepared a revised 
Coordination and Public Involvement Plan, which updated the previous Coordination Plan and 
Project Data Summary Sheet. The updated Coordination and Public Involvement Plan was 
transmitted to the agencies and stakeholders in May 2020. A list of the recipients is included in 
Attachment D. Where applicable, the transmittal letters for the 2020 coordination packages 
included invitations to be Cooperating or Participating Agencies for the project. To date, eight  
federal agencies, three state agencies and one local official have responded to the May 2020 Early 
Coordination request. 

6.2 Public Involvement 

6.2.1 Public Meeting – December 1999 

A public meeting was held on December 7, 1999, at Robbins Elementary School to present the 
original alignment, which would have directly impacted an NRHP listed resource in Robbins, as well 
as Robbins Park. A total of 109 people attended this meeting, and 19 people provided written 
comments. Of the 19 responses, eight people were in favor of the project; five people were against 
the project; and six people were undecided. Two people indicated that the project should go around 
or avoid Robbins and several people noted that they would like for the proposed project to avoid 
the fire department and emergency medical evacuation heliport directly south of the fire 
department.  
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Other people who provided comments were concerned about potential impacts to their property 
and the effects of a roadway bypassing their business. Subsequent to this meeting, Build Alternative 
A and Build Alternative B were developed to avoid Section 4(f) impacts to an NRHP listed resource in 
Robbins and to avoid potential Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) impacts on Robbins Park. 

6.2.2 Public Meeting – September 2010 

An additional public meeting was held on Thursday, September 9, 2010 in the cafeteria of Robbins 
Elementary School, from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. A total of 70 people attended the meeting, including 15 
representatives from TDOT and the environmental consultant. Of the comments received, nine 
people indicated they were in favor of the proposed project, three people indicated they were 
against the proposed project, and two people neither supported nor opposed it. The majority of the 
comments in favor of the project preferred Build Alternative A. The Public Meeting Summary from 
the September 2010 meeting is included in Attachment E.  

6.2.3 Future Public Informational Meeting  

Due to the time that has elapsed since a public meeting has been held, an additional public meeting 
will be held for the proposed project. TDOT is proposing to hold the meeting in Fall 2020.  

7 EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
The initial range of preliminary alternatives has been evaluated using existing environmental data 
and aerial mapping. These sources have been used to assist in identifying environmental constraints 
and conditions in the Environmental Technical Study Areas (ETSAs). The ETSAs for the project are 
based on conceptual level plans and encompass areas that are generally 250 feet on either side of 
the proposed centerlines of the Build Alternatives, extend 300 feet from the project termini, and 
extend 150 feet from intersections with side roads.  
 
Land uses within the ETSA boundary consists primarily of transportation and agricultural (farmland, 
timber, forests) uses. Transportation uses include the existing SR-29 (US-27) (including right-of-way), 
local roads and the Norfolk-Southern railroad. Vacant parcels and residential land use occur 
sporadically throughout the ETSA. Commercial land uses also occur in the project area but are most 
prevalent in the area surrounding the community of Robbins and near the project termini near SR-
63. The land use classification percentages within the ETSA are shown in Table 4.     

Table 4: Land Use within the SR-29 (US-27) Project Area 

Land Use Classification* Build Alternative A 
ETSA Land Use %** 

Build Alternative B 
ETSA Land Use %** 

Transportation 46.9 48.0 
Agriculture/Timber/Forest 22.9 25.4 
Residential 11.1 12.5 
Commercial 3.4 2.1 
Public / Semi-Public 2.0 0.9 
Vacant 13.7 11.1 
* Source: 2018 Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury Property Assessments land use mapping. 
https://comptroller.tn.gov/office-functions/pa/gisredistricting/land-use-data.html 
** Land use within the Environmental Technical Study Areas (ETSA) limits. 

 
Potential impacts of both Build Alternatives were based on impacts occurring within the entire ETSA. 
As such, the impacts presented are an overall assessment since the ETSA encompasses an area 
greater than the proposed right-of-way necessary for the project. As design for the project 

https://comptroller.tn.gov/office-functions/pa/gisredistricting/land-use-data.html
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progresses, the design will be further refined to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the extent 
practicable.  

The number of stream crossings was based on aerial photography and has not been field verified. 
Preliminary floodplain and wetland impacts have been calculated using GIS and National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) mapping. Potential displacements were taken from a Conceptual Stage Relocation 
Plan (CSRP) dated June 2020. The US Census Bureau, American Community Survey data indicates 
Environmental Justice (EJ) (low-income and minority) populations are located in the project area. It 
is anticipated that the project will avoid disproportionate adverse impacts to EJ populations. The 
results of the initial analysis are presented in Table 5. 

More detailed investigations will be conducted for the alternatives that are carried forward into the 
EA. 

Table 5: Preliminary Environmental Impacts 

Resource Build Alternative A 
Impacts* 

Build Alternative B 
Impacts* 

Stream Crossings 29 28 
Crossings of 303(d) Listed Streams 0 0 
Wetlands (acres) 28.6 27.4 
Floodplains (acres) 34.2 34.2 
Threatened and Endangered Species TBD TBD 
Archaeological Resources TBD TBD 
Historic Resources TBD TBD 
Potential Hazardous Materials Sites** 9 7 
Potential Residential Displacements*** 29 20 
Potential Business Displacements*** 2 1 
Potential Non-profit Displacements*** 2 3 
Potential Environmental Justice Concerns**** Potential Impacts to 

Low Income 
Populations 

Potential Impacts to Low 
Income Populations 

* Preliminary environmental impacts determined using the Build Alternatives ETSA limits. 
** Potential Hazardous Materials Sites include oil and gas wells. 
*** Source: CSRP, June 2020. Residential displacements include single family units and mobile homes. 
**** Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey https://data.census.gov 
TBD = To be determined 
 

8 RECOMMENDATIONS 
A preliminary evaluation of the alternatives is presented in Table 6. TDOT proposes to carry forward 
two Build Alternatives for detailed study in the EA: Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B. This 
decision has been based on the impacts associated with the social and natural environment. The No-
Build Alternative will also be carried forward, primarily as a baseline against which to compare the 
two proposed build alternatives. The following technical studies will be prepared: 

• Air Quality • Hazardous Materials 

• Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (Relocations) • Noise Impacts 

• Historic Resources 

• Archaeological Resources 

• Native American Coordination 

• Traffic 

• Ecology 

• Environmental Justice 
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Table 6: Preliminary Evaluation of the No-Build and Build Alternatives 

Alternative Advantages Disadvantages* Disposition 
No-Build 

Alternative 
• Avoids impacts associated 

with the Build Alternatives 
• Would not address the project’s 

identified purpose and need 
Carried forward in the EA to 
serve as a baseline for 
comparison of the Build 
Alternatives 

Build 
Alternative A 

• Would address the project 
purpose and need 

• Comments received during 
2010 Public Meeting showed 
preference to Build 
Alternative A over Build 
Alternative B   

• 29 Stream Crossings 
• 28.85 acres of wetland impacts 
• 34.16 acres of floodplain impacts 
• 29 Residential Displacements 
• 2 Business Displacements 
• 2 Non-Profit Displacements 
• 2 Railroad Crossings 

Recommended to be carried 
forward for detailed 
evaluation in the EA 

Build 
Alternative B 

• Would address the project 
purpose and need  

• 28 Stream Crossings 
• 27.44 acres of wetland impacts 
• 34.16 acres of floodplain impacts 
• 20 Residential Displacements 
• 1 Business Displacement 
• 3 Non-Profit Displacements 
• Water Tank Displacement 
• Public comment from 2010 Public 

Meeting showed preference to 
Build Alternative A rather than 
Build Alternative B 

Recommended to be carried 
forward for detailed 
evaluation in the EA 

* = Preliminary environmental impacts determined using the Environmental Technical Study Areas (ETSAs) limits. 
 

9 NEXT STEPS 
Following the conclusion of combined TESA CP 1 and CP 2, TDOT will finalize the environmental 
technical studies and will move forward with preparation of the Preliminary Draft EA (TESA CP 3) for 
the No-Build Alternative, Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B. 
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                      Meeting Minutes 

Project: SR 29 from South of SR 52 to South of SR 63, Scott County, Tennessee  
 
TDOT Project No. 76001-1267-14   
PIN 101414.00 
 

Date Of Meeting:  November 3, 2010 
Time:    10:00 a.m. 
Location:  Robbins Elementary School, 355 Schoolhouse Road, Robbins, TN. 
Minutes prepared by: Jason Goffinet 
 
Tennessee Environmental Streamlining Agreement Minutes of Meeting 
 
Attendees:  
 

Name  Company Contact Number / E-Mail 
 
1. Leigh Ann Tribble FHWA 615-781-5760 / leighann.tribble@dot.gov 

2. David Thompson TDOT 615-253-2471 / david.h.thompson@tn.gov 

3. Bob Allen TDOT 615-253-2468 / bob.allen@tn.gov 

4. Kevin Brown TDOT 865-594-2437 / keven.brown@tn.gov 

5. Robert Todd TWRA 615-781-6572 / rob.todd@tn.gov 

6. Robbie Sykes USFWS 931-528-6481 / Robbie_Sykes@fws.gov 

7. Trent Thomas TDEC 615-532-0200 / trent.thomas@tn.gov 

8. Keli McInnes TDEC 615-253-5320 / keli.mcinnes@tn.gov 

9. Brad Bishop (Replaced J. Hernandez) USACE 615-369-7500 / bradley.n.bishop@usace.army.mil 

10. Larry Long (Replaced J. Higgins) EPA 404-562-9460 / long.larry@epa.gov 

11. Vince Helton Volkert, Inc. 251-971-3126 / vhelton@volkert.com 

12. Trent Farris Volkert, Inc. 251-971-3128 / tfarris@volkert.com 

13. Jason Goffinet Volkert, Inc. 770-919-9520 / jgoffinet@volkert.com 

  

 Introductions 
The meeting began at 10:00 AM with introductions by all of the attendees. 

 

 Purpose 
Mr. Goffinet stated that the meeting was being held in accordance with the Tennessee Environmental 

Streamlining Agreement (TESA) and with the goal of promoting significant agency / MPO participation and 

involvement early and throughout the project development process.  During the meeting he added that all 

attendees would be encouraged to discuss the purpose and need for the project, the findings from the special 

studies, comments received from stakeholders and the public, and discuss the required level of state, federal, 

and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation.  Maps illustrating the two preliminary design 

alternatives (Alternative A and B) and the preliminary ecological resource findings were distributed to all 



 

 

attendees.  Documents listing the federal and state threatened and endangered species and preliminary 

ecological impact quantities were also distributed to the group.  Mr. Farris reiterated that the ecological 

features on the maps were preliminary and mostly likely would change.  Mr. Goffinet stated that a public 

involvement meeting was held for the project on September 9, 2010 at the Robbins Elementary School 

cafeteria and the majority of those in attendance were in favor of the proposed project.  He also stated that 

the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has determined that both alternatives avoid impacts to historic 

properties or previously recorded archeological sites and no Section 4(f) coordination is expected to be 

required at this time.  The NEPA document being prepared for the project is an Environmental Assessment 

(EA).    

 

 Meeting Discussion 
All attendees toured the project study area in a van.  Where the proposed project ventured on to new location, 

side roads were driven to view the corridor.  Mr. Goffinet described the purpose and need of the project as “to 

provide an improved roadway and correct existing route deficiencies, including traffic flow and capacity, 

improve widths of structures, and correct horizontal and vertical route deficiencies”.  He added that the project 

is approximately 8.6 miles in length. 

 

Mrs. Tribble asked what was displayed at the September 9, 2010 public meeting and if there was a preferred 

alternative? Mr. Goffinet responded stating that both Alternative A and B were illustrated at the meeting and 

the alternatives have not changed since the meeting.  At this time, there is no preferred alternative and both 

alternatives are being equally studied in the NEPA process.   

 

Mrs. Tribble asked if the public comments favored one of the alternatives.  Mr. Goffinet responded stating that 

he was still reviewing the comments and could not make a determination yet.  He added that the majority of 

the respondents are in favor of the project.  A summary of the comments received during the meeting has 

been added to the minutes below.      

 

Mrs. Tribble requested more clarity regarding the construction phases of the project. Mr. Goffinet responded 

with an explanation of the phases of the project.  Phase I would include the construction of a three lane 

highway with two travel lanes and a truck climbing lane from SR 52 to Lon Faust Highway north of Robbins, 

TN.  Phase II would include the construction of a four lane divided highway from SR 52 to the existing five 

lane highway just south of SR 63 in Huntsville, TN.  He added that the NEPA document would evaluate right-

of-way wide enough to accommodate the Phase II project, a four lane divided highway from SR 52 to the 

existing five lane highway just south of SR 63.  Mrs. Tribble then requested that the phases be clearly 

described and identified in the NEPA documentation. 

 

Mr. Sykes asked if Big South Fork National River and Recreational Area was included in our early 

coordination efforts.  Mr. Goffinet responded that he would review the initial coordination mail out list and see 



 

 

if they were sent the project information.  The result from a review of the initial coordination mail out has been 

added to the minutes below.   

 

Mr. Todd asked about the geology of the area and expressed concern regarding the potential for acid run-off 

from some of the rock formations and the effect the acid would have on the water quality in the area and the 

Big South Fork National River and Recreational Area.  Mr. Goffinet responded stating that he would check 

with TDOT regarding efforts to control impacts to water quality during and after construction.  The result from 

discussions with design personnel have been added to the minutes below.    

 

Mr. Brown asked how far did the ecological field surveys extend beyond the preliminary right-of-way limits 

illustrated on the hand-outs.  Mr. Ferris responded stating that the ecological features were surveyed 

approximately 500 feet on either side of the proposed alternative centerlines.   

 

Mrs. Higgins asked if the alignment completely avoids impacting the historic brick factory located in Robbins.  

Mr. Goffinet responded saying that the SHPO has evaluated the alternatives and has determined that the 

project would not impact the brick factory. 

 

Mr. Farris asked Mr. Thomas about the state listed Canada lily at a site near the school.  Mr. Farris indicated 

that habitat may be present near the school and asked Mr. Thomas if he thought the site could support the 

lily.  Mr. Thomas responded saying he was unfamiliar with the lily and could not provide the best answers 

regarding state listed species.  He referred Mr. Farris to Mr. Silas Mathes with TDEC regarding state listed 

species. 

 

Mr. Todd asked if the existing boat ramp underneath the SR 29 New River Bridge would be replaced if it were 

removed as a result of the project.  Mr. Goffinet said that he would check with Mr. Dennis Crumby at TDOT 

regarding the ownership of the ramp and see if it would be replaced after the project.  Mr. Thompson added 

that any new work at the New River bridge crossing would take place to the south of the existing bridge and 

that it was unlikely that the boat ramp would be disturbed.  The results from further investigation regarding the 

ownership of the ramp have been added to the minutes below.   

 

Mr. Thomas asked what the design speed of the proposed alternatives is to be. Mr. Goffinet said that the 

design speed is 55 miles per hour. 

 

Mr. Brown asked how TDOT would handle the acquisition and capping of any oil and gas wells that would be 

impacted.  Mr. Goffinet responded stating that the sites would most likely be treated like gas stations and 

samples would be collected from the sites to determine if any contamination is present before right-of-way 

was acquired. 

 



 

 

Mr. Farris asked Mr. Sykes about the likelihood of the corridor to be utilized by the federally listed Indiana bat 

for either summer or winter roosting habitat.  Mr. Sykes responded that due to the recent heightened 

awareness of issues associated with the species, the USFWS will likely require a species survey prior to 

issuing clearance for the Indiana bat.  

 

 Correspondence or Coordination Conducted After the Meeting 
Mr. Goffinet reviewed the initial coordination letters that were sent out for the project and determined that the 

Big South Fork Park was not included in the mail out.  On November 5, 2010 Mr. Robbie Sykes referred the 

TDOT to Mr. Steve Bakaletz (Steve Bakaletz@nps.gov) with the Big South Fork National River and 

Recreational Area as a contact for the project.   

 

Regarding the potential for acid run-off from some of the rock formations and the effect the acid would have 

on the water quality in the area, best management practices would be used to control run-off from the site 

both during construction and after construction.  A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permit would also be applied for and maintained during this time.  The NPDES would monitor the quality of 

the storm water runoff from the project.     

 

Regarding the acquisition of oil and gas wells, each well would be handled on a case-by-case basis but prior 

to TDOT acquiring each site, each well would be closed following TDEC procedures and oversight.  Coverage 

of costs associated with each closure would be negotiated during the right-of-way acquisition stage of the 

project.  Any contamination or equipment that remains on-site after the owner-ship transfer to the state would 

be the responsibility of the TDOT.  TDOT would likely sample each site prior to acquisition.   

 

A Public Informational Meeting was held for the project on September 9, 2010 in the cafeteria of Robbins 

Elementary School, 355 Schoolhouse Road, Robbins, TN, to discuss the proposed improvements to SR-29 

(U.S. 27) in Scott County.  Fifty three (53) citizens attended the meeting and 15 representatives from the 

TDOT were also present.  During the meeting, four (4) citizens provided verbal comments to the Court 

Reporter.  Of the verbal comments received, one (1) was against the project; one (1) was for the project but 

did not specify a preference for one of the proposed alternatives; and two (2) were neither for or against the 

project.  A total of 10 written comments were received after the meeting.  Of the written comments received, 

two (2) were against the project and eight (8) were in favor of the project.  Of those in favor of the project five 

(5) preferred Alternative A, two (2) preferred Alternative B, and one  (1) was for the project but did not like 

either of the alternatives presented.   

  



 

 

 

Summary of Comments Received During September 9, 2010 Public Informational Meeting 
 For Against Neither 

Verbal Comments 
Received (4 Total) 1 1 2 

Written Comments 
Received (10 Total) 8 2 0 

Total 9 3 2 
 

Regarding the ownership of the boat ramp underneath the existing SR 29 bridge, Mr. Thompson spoke with 

Mr. Gary Palmer, Chief of Acquisition Office at TDOT.  Mr. Palmer stated that Scott County owns the land and 

the TWRA built the ramp.  It is anticipated that the existing SR 29 bridge over the New River will be utilized 

under the build condition and as a result, the boat ramp may not be effected by the proposed project.  A 

Section 4(f) evaluation would likely be necessary if the project impacts the ramp.    

 

  Action Items 
The TDOT will coordinate with the Big South Fork National River and Recreational Area (Mr. Steve Bakaletz) 

regarding the project.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to fulfill the requirements of Concurrence Point 

1 (Purpose and Need/Project Study Area) and Concurrence Point 2 (Alternatives 

to be Evaluated) of the Tennessee Environmental Streamlining Agreement for the 

Environmental and Regulatory Coordination of Transportation Projects (TESA).   

Because agency coordination was conducted and a Public Information Meeting 

was held when the proposed project was initiated in 1999, it was agreed that the 

purpose and need for the proposed project had already been established and 

needed only minor updates.  Therefore, Concurrence Points 1 and 2 have been 

combined into one package.  

 

Pursuant to TESA, the Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 Package is being 

distributed to all TESA agencies.  TDOT and the Federal Highway Administration, 

as the lead agencies, request formal concurrence from these agencies on the 

purpose and need and project study area and project alternatives to be 

evaluated.  The following agencies are participating as TESA agencies for the 

proposed project: 

• Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation; 

• Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency; 

• Tennessee Valley Authority; 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and 

• U.S. Department of Interior’s National Park Service. 

 
1.1 Project History and Description 

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes to improve SR 29 (US 27) 
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from just south of SR 52 in Elgin to the improved five-lane section just south of 

SR 63 in Huntsville, Scott County, a distance of approximately 8.6 miles.   

 

The SR 29 project was initiated in 1999, and a public involvement meeting was 

conducted in December of 1999.  Potential project alternatives were developed 

over the next five years, and a preliminary draft EA was prepared and submitted 

to FHWA in 2007.  This project will update and revise the EA to reflect the 

changes in the alignments of the Build Alternatives which have been refined to 

avoid impacts to Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources in and near Robbins.  The 

technical studies will be updated, and in some instances, new studies will be 

conducted, as discussed in more detail in Section 5.0 of this document. 

 

The proposed project involves an “interim” typical section and a “future” typical 

section.  The interim typical section will provide three lanes (two travel lanes and 

one truck climbing lane) from SR 52 to Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 27) 

(north of Robbins), where existing SR 52 becomes three lanes.  The future typical 

section will provide four lanes from SR 52 to the improved five-lane section just 

south of SR 63 in Huntsville.  The project will involve construction on new 

location, as well as improvements to existing facilities.   

 

The EA will evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives, which will include the No 

Build Alternative and two Build Alternatives, one that bypasses Robbins to the 

east (Alternative A) and one that bypasses Robbins to the west (Alternative B).   

 

1.2 Project Study Area 

The study area is located in Scott County, which is located in northeast 

Tennessee.  The project’s southern terminus is located in Elgin, and its northern 

terminus is located in Huntsville.  According to the USDA Forest Service, Scott 



Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
SR 29 from South of SR 52 to South of SR 63  
Scott County, Tennessee 
PIN #101414.00  3                    
 

County’s terrain is generally mountainous with steep slopes, remnant plateaus, 

and narrow deeply incised stream valleys.  The project study area is 

mountainous, densely wooded, and predominantly rural in nature, with 

scattered residential and commercial development, as well as forest land, crop 

land, and pasture land.  The project study area includes several streams and 

creeks, as well as the New River, which is located near the northern terminus of 

the project.    The project location is shown on Figure 1. 

 

The primary study area for the majority of the resources anticipated to be 

impacted by the proposed improvements will include a 500-foot buffer 

surrounding the proposed centerlines of the Build Alternatives (see Figures 2a, 

2b, and 2c).  It is recognized that some resources may require an extended study 

area, depending upon the extent of the anticipated impacts.  It is anticipated 

that the size of the study area for the indirect and cumulative impacts analyses 

and the social and economic impacts analyses will extend beyond 500 feet of the 

proposed centerlines.  Available data related to past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable projects within the project vicinity, as well as available socio-

economic data, will help determine the appropriate limits of the study area for 

indirect and cumulative impacts analyses and socio-economic analyses. 
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2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the project is to correct existing horizontal and vertical route 

deficiencies, such as widths of structures and shoulders, and improve traffic flow 

and capacity.  From just south of SR 52 at Wolf Creek Road to Lon Foust Highway 

(Old Highway 27), existing SR 29 consists of two, twelve-foot travel lanes, with 

outside shoulders varying in width from four to eight feet.  From Lon Foust 

Highway (Old Highway 27) to the improved five-lane section just south of SR 63 

in Huntsville, existing SR 29 consists of three twelve-foot lanes (two travel lanes 

and one truck climbing lane) and ten-foot outside shoulders.  The proposed 

project would improve safety by providing a dedicated truck climbing lane 

throughout the entire project corridor.  The climbing lane would allow for slower 

moving vehicles to separate from other traffic. 

 

2.1 Consistency with Local and State Plans 

The proposed project is included in the East Tennessee Development District 

(North) Three Year Work Program – List of Priority Improvement Projects for FY 

2012-2014.  The proposed project is ranked 4th out of 12 priority projects for FY 

2012.  The proposed project is also included in the Tennessee Department of 

Transportation’s FY 2011-2014 State Transportation Improvement Program 

(STIP) (STP-NHE-29(38)). 

 

2.2 Logical Termini and Independent Utility 

The limits of the “interim” typical section are from SR 29 (US 27) just south of SR 

52 at Wolf Creek Road to Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 27), where existing SR 

29 (US 27) becomes three lanes.  The termini of the “interim” typical section are 

logical because they would provide a continuous three-lane facility from south of 

SR 52 at Wolf Creek Road to the improved five-lane section just south of SR 63 in 

Huntsville.  This section of SR 29 (US 27) would have independent utility and 
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would not restrict construction of future transportation improvements, such as 

the “future” typical section of the proposed project. 

 

The southern terminus of the “future” typical section is located at SR 29 (US 27) 

just south of SR 52 at Wolf Creek Road, and the northern terminus is located at 

the improved five-lane section just south of SR 63 in Huntsville.  The termini of 

the “future” typical section are logical because the proposed project would 

connect to a five-lane facility just south of SR 63 in Huntsville at the southern 

terminus of the proposed Oneida Bypass that is currently under development.  

The proposed project is of sufficient length to address environmental matters on 

a broad scope, would have independent utility, and would not restrict 

construction of reasonably foreseeable future transportation improvements.   

 

2.3 Traffic Analysis 

Traffic studies examined SR 29 for the base year 2015 and the design year 2035.  

Table 1 summarizes the base year (2015) and the design year (2035) annual 

average daily traffic (AADT) for the project corridor.  Approximately 6 percent of 

the traffic along this corridor is comprised of trucks. 

 

Table 1: SR 29 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
Location AADT 

Base Year (2015) Design Year (2035) 

Existing SR 29 4,770 6,200 

Alternative A 4,520 5,880 

Alternative B 4,510 5,860 

 

The operational characteristics of an arterial roadway are described in terms of 

Level of Service (LOS), which ranges from A to F, with A representing the best-
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case conditions and F representing the worst-case conditions. LOS takes into 

account three variables: travel speed, density, and flow rate.  Table 2 describes 

each LOS.    

 
Table 2: LOS Descriptions 

 

 
 

An intersection LOS analysis for the signalized intersection at SR 63 in Huntsville 

and an arterial analysis were completed for the proposed project for the Existing, 

No Build, and Build (“Interim” and “Future”) conditions.  These analyses were 

based on existing and projected traffic volumes.  For existing and No Build 

conditions, SR 29 includes three distinct roadway typical sections (two-lane, two-

lane with a truck climbing lane, and four-lane), and the results of the arterial 

analysis for the existing and No Build scenarios reflect this transitioning facility.  
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Tables 3, 4, and 5 display the results of the LOS analysis conducted for the 

proposed project. 

 
Table 3: LOS Analysis – Existing and No Build Alternative 

Year Arterial LOS Intersection 
LOS  

Project Begin to 
Lon Foust Highway 
(Old Highway 27) 

 
Two-Lane Facility 

Lon Foust Highway 
(Old Highway 27) to 
South of Scott High 

Drive 
 

Two-Lane with 
Truck Climbing Lane 

Facility 

Scott High Drive to 
Project End 

 
Four-Lane Facility 

SR 29 at SR 63 

2015 (Existing) E C A B 
2035 (No Build) E D A B 
 

Table 4: LOS Analysis – Build Alternative A 

Year Arterial LOS Intersection 
LOS  

Project Begin to Lon 
Foust Highway (Old 

Highway 27) 
 

Lon Foust Highway 
(Old Highway 27) to 
South of Scott High 

Drive 
 

Scott High 
Drive to 

Project End 
 

SR 29 at SR 63 

2015 – “Interim” C C A B 
2035 – “Interim” C D A B 
2015 – “Future” A A A B 
2035 – “Future”  A A A B 
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Table 5: LOS Analysis - Build Alternative B 
Year Arterial LOS Intersection 

LOS  
Project Begin to Lon 
Foust Highway (Old 

Highway 27) 
 

Lon Foust Highway 
(Old Highway 27) to 
South of Scott High 

Drive 
 

Scott High 
Drive to 

Project End 
 

SR 29 at SR 63 

2015 – “Interim” C C A B 
2035 – “Interim” C D A B 
2015 – “Future” A A A B 
2035 – “Future”  A A A B 

 

2.4 Safety 

During a three-year period (2006-2008), a total of 51 crashes occurred along the 

length of the existing roadway of the proposed project.  Of the 51 reported 

crashes, there were three fatal crashes resulting in nine deaths.  There were five 

reported crashes with incapacitating injuries and 13 other injury crashes.  Foggy 

conditions were reported in 14 of the crashes, and no adverse weather 

conditions were reported in the remaining 37 crashes. 

 
Crash data analyses were performed for the existing roadway from the 

intersection of Wolf Creek Road to the intersection of SR 63 in Huntsville.  

Because the roadway changes from a two-lane facility to a three-lane facility just 

north of log mile 6.51 and from a three-lane section to a five-lane section near 

the intersection of SR 63 in Huntsville, the crash data was analyzed in three 

sections.  This analysis allowed for comparison of the various roadway sections 

with similar facilities in Tennessee. 

 

Section 1 includes the two-lane section of the roadway beginning at log mile 2.72 

near Wolf Creek Road continuing northward along SR 29 to log mile 6.51 near 

the intersection of Tunnel Hill Road.  The actual crash rate for this section is 0.51.  

The statewide average rate is 1.66. 
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Section 2 includes the three-lane section beginning just north of log mile 6.51 

near the intersection of Tunnel Hill Road and continuing northward to log mile 

11.05 near Scott High Drive.  The actual crash rate for this section is 0.54.  The 

statewide average rate is 1.98.  However, it was noted that the fatal crash rate 

for this section is 0.07, or nearly six times the statewide average rate of 0.01, 

with a Critical Rate of 2.60 and a Severity Index of 1.06. 

 

Section 3 includes the intersection of SR 29 at SR 63.  With 27 reported crashes, 

the crash rate for the intersection is 1.51, or nearly three times the statewide 

average rate of 0.53.  The incapacitating injury rate is 0.06, or over two times the 

statewide average rate of 0.02. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES TO BE EVALUATED 

3.1 Alternatives Previously Considered and Eliminated 

An alternative located on an alignment between Barton Chapel and Robbins 

Elementary School and Robbins Park was evaluated.  This alternative would 

adversely impact the Barton Chapel, which is eligible for listing on the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  In addition, this alternative would directly 

impact amenities at Robbins Park, which contains a walking track, picnic tables, 

and a parking lot.  This alternative was eliminated from further consideration 

due to potential Section 106 and Section 4(f) impacts on Barton Chapel, as well 

as potential Section 6(f) impacts on Robbins Park.   

 

3.2 Alternatives Carried Forward for Further Evaluation 

3.2.1 No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would leave this portion of SR 29 as it currently exists, 

other than the continuation of routine maintenance as needed.  The No Build, or 

No Action, Alternative constitutes a baseline condition from which to measure 

impacts.  The No Build Alternative has both advantages and disadvantages.  The 

primary advantage of the No Build Alternative is that it avoids impacts associated 

with the Build Alternatives.  The primary disadvantage of the No Build 

Alternative is that it would not meet the purpose and need of the project 

because it would not relieve existing and projected traffic flow problems on 

existing SR 29 and it would not correct vertical and horizontal geometric 

deficiencies along the existing route. 

 

3.2.2 Build Alternatives 

The proposed project has been split into two sections.  Section I is approximately 

3.7 miles long and is located from south of SR 52 to just south of Lon Foust 

Highway (Old Highway 27) (north of Robbins), where existing SR 29 transitions to 
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three lanes.  Section I currently consists of two twelve-foot travel lanes with 

outside shoulders varying in width from four to eight feet.  Section II is 

approximately 4.9 miles long and is located from just south of Lon Foust Highway 

(Old Highway 27) to the improved five-lane section just south of SR 63 in 

Huntsville. Section II currently consists of three twelve-foot lanes (two travel 

lanes and one truck climbing lane) and ten-foot outside shoulders.   

 

The proposed project involves two typical sections, an “interim” and “future.”  

The “interim” typical section would provide three twelve-foot lanes (two travel 

lanes and one truck climbing lane) with ten-foot paved outside shoulders within 

Section I of the corridor.  During the “interim” phase of the project, no 

construction would be performed in Section II of the corridor; however, 

sufficient right-of-way would be acquired throughout the entire project corridor 

to accommodate construction of the “future” typical section.   

 

The “future” typical section would provide four twelve-foot travel lanes 

separated by a 48-foot median throughout Section I and Section II of the 

corridor.  The “future” typical section would also include twelve-foot (ten-foot 

paved) outside shoulders and six-foot (four-foot paved) inside shoulders.  The 

proposed project would involve construction on new location, as well as 

improvements to existing facilities.  The typical sections are shown on Figures 3a 

and 3b.  The proposed right-of-way is 250 feet wide. 

 

Two Build Alternatives are being evaluated – Alternative A and Alternative B (see 

Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c).  These alternatives only differ near Robbins in Section I 

of the project corridor.  Alternative A would be located east of Robbins, while 

Alternative B would be located west of Robbins.  Both alternatives tie back into 

existing SR 29 just south of Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 27) and follow the 
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same alignment throughout Section II of the project corridor (see Attachment for 

more detailed preliminary Build Alternatives mapping).  The following is a brief 

description of the Build Alternatives. 

 

 Section I 

The proposed roadway would be located on existing alignment from its southern 

terminus to Wolf Creek Road.  At the intersection of Wolf Creek Road and SR 29, 

the Build Alternatives would shift to the east and be located on new location.  

The proposed roadway would then cross a large gas line and Butler Road, 

remaining east of existing SR 29 until just south of Brickyard Road, where 

Alternatives A and B diverge. 

 

Alternative A would continue on a northerly track, tying back into existing SR 29 

just south of Brimstone Road.  Alternative A would then turn east to travel 

around the east side of Robbins, crossing Brimstone Road and Robbins Road 

(School House Road).  After crossing Robbins Road, Alternative A would turn 

northwest, crossing Tunnel Hill Road and tying back into existing SR 29 just south 

of Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 27). 

 

Alternative B would travel northwest from south of Brimstone Road, crossing 

existing SR 29, the railroad tracks, Boles Road, and Todd Road, going around the 

west side of Robbins.  Alternative B would then turn northeast and cross Black 

Creek Road, Sims Road, and Reed Road before tying back into existing SR 29 just 

south of Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 27). 
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Section II 

After tying back into existing SR 29 just south of Lon Foust Highway (Old Highway 

27), the Build Alternatives are the same and would generally follow existing SR 

29, except in some areas where it is necessary to diverge from the existing 

alignment to correct geometric deficiencies.  The Build Alternatives would end at 

the improved five-lane section just south of SR 63 in Huntsville. 

 

3.3 Evaluation of Build Alternatives 

The preliminary evaluation of the Build Alternatives was an evolutionary process.  

Data from the original EA was analyzed, and areas that needed to be updated 

were identified.  Environmental constraints/avoidance mapping was developed 

utilizing a Geographical Information System (GIS) database. The avoidance 

mapping consisted of locating an array of attributes in a geo-referenced format.  

Input data was obtained from existing sources, mapping, aerial photography, 

agency coordination, and other sources, including public input.  The GIS 

database was further refined and expanded by field investigations.  The database 

continues to be updated as additional information becomes available.  Table 6 

displays a summary of potential impacts and a comparison between the two 

Build Alternatives under consideration.  Table 6 is based on preliminary 

information and studies previously conducted for the proposed project.  The 

data contained in Table 6 will be updated as needed for inclusion in the EA. 
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Table 6: Preliminary Alternatives Comparison Matrix 

 Alternative A Alternative B 
Approximate Length  8.6 miles 8.6 miles 
Proposed Laneage   
   “Interim” Typical Section Two 12-foot travel lanes; 

One 12-foot truck climbing 
lane 

Two 12-foot travel lanes; 
One 12-foot truck climbing 

lane 
   “Future” Typical Section Four 12-foot travel lanes Four 12-foot travel lanes 
Proposed Shoulder Width   
    “Interim” Typical Section 10-foot paved outside 10-foot paved outside 
    “Future” Typical Section 6-foot inside (4-foot paved) 

12-foot outside (10-foot 
paved) 

6-foot inside (4-foot paved) 
12-foot outside (10-foot 

paved) 
Proposed Right-of-Way Width  250 feet 250 feet 
Estimated Right-of-Way 
Acquisition  

172 feet 170 feet 

Residential Relocations 27 21 
Commercial Relocations 3 2 
Non-Profit Organization 
Relocations 

2 3 

Estimated Right-of-Way Cost $5.8 million $6.2 million 
Estimated Total Cost  
(based on STIP) 

$34 million $34 million 

Estimated Wetland Impacts  16.03 acres 16.15 acres 
Stream Crossings 29 28 
Estimated Stream Impacts 9,529 linear feet 9,123 linear feet 
Potential Wet Weather 
Conveyance Impacts 

0.06 acres (438 linear feet) 0.01 acres (77 linear feet) 

100-Year Floodplain Impacts  Yes Yes 
Threatened and Endangered 
Species Impacts 

No impact anticipated No impact anticipated 

Prime Farmland Impacts 4 acres 4 acres 
NRHP-Eligible Site Impacts 0 0 
Section 4(f) Impacts 0 0 
Potential Haz Mat Impacts  6 6 
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Both of the proposed Build Alternatives meet the purpose and need of the 

proposed project.  Alternative A and Alternative B would provide additional 

capacity to accommodate projected base year (2015) and design year (2035) 

traffic volumes, thus improving traffic flow.  As part of the “interim” project, this 

need would be met by the construction of an additional truck climbing lane to 

provide trucks with a separate lane to climb the steep grades within the project 

study area.  As part of the “future” project, this need would be met by the 

construction of an additional travel lane, for a total of four travel lanes 

throughout the entire length of the proposed project.  Alternatives A and B 

would correct existing geometric deficiencies by improving vertical and 

horizontal curves and providing appropriate lane widths and shoulders.   
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4.0 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INPUT 

Public and agency input is vital to the development of appropriate alternatives 

that meet the purpose and need of the proposed project while minimizing 

potential social, economic, and environmental impacts.  The public involvement 

activities and TESA coordination activities that have occurred to date are 

summarized in the following sections. 

 

4.1 Public Involvement 

4.1.1 Public Informational Meeting – December 1999 

A Public Informational Meeting was held on December 7, 1999, at Robbins 

Elementary School to present the original alignment, which would have directly 

impacted NRHP-eligible resources in Robbins, as well as Robbins Park.  A total of 

109 people attended this meeting, and 19 people provided written comments.  

Eight people were in favor of the project; five people were against the project; 

and six people were undecided.  Two people indicated that the project should go 

around or avoid Robbins and several people noted that they would like for the 

proposed project to avoid the fire department and emergency medical 

evacuation heliport directly south of the fire department.  Other people who 

provided comments were concerned about potential impacts to their property 

and the effects of a roadway bypassing their business. 

 

Subsequent to this meeting, Alternative A and Alternative B were developed to 

avoid Section 4(f) impacts to NRHP-eligible resources in Robbins and to avoid 

potential Section 6(f) impacts on Robbins Park.   

 

4.1.2 Public Informational Meeting – September 2010 

Due to the time that elapsed since the original Public Informational Meeting and 

the changes in the proposed Build Alternatives, a Public Informational Meeting 
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was held on Thursday, September 9, 2010.  The meeting was held in the 

cafeteria of Robbins Elementary School, from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.  A total of 70 

people attended the meeting, including 15 representatives from the TDOT and 

the environmental consultant.   

 
Attendees were given a handout containing a brief history of the proposed 

project, a description of the proposed improvements, summaries of potential 

impacts associated with the proposed project, and a tentative schedule.  The 

handout also included a comment form that could be turned in at the meeting or 

mailed or e-mailed to the TDOT.   

 
Exhibits showing Alternative A and Alternative B were displayed on aerial 

photography.  Typical sections were also displayed.  At approximately 5:30 p.m., 

a brief description of the exhibits available for viewing at the meeting was given, 

followed by a question and answer session.  A court reporter was present to 

transcribe the presentation and record verbal comments made during the 

meeting.   

 

Of the comments received, nine people indicated they were in favor of the 

proposed project, three people indicated they were against the proposed 

project, and two people neither supported nor opposed it.  The following is an 

analysis of the specific comments received on the proposed project. 

 

1) Comment: One (1) person stated that she was concerned about the required 

right-of-way and the impacts to her property.  

 

Disposition: Acquisition effects, impacts, and possible damage assessments 

can be discussed and evaluated by the right-of-way agent assigned to each 

project at the appropriate time.   
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2) Comment: One (1) person said he did not understand why much of the 

proposed improvements must be constructed on new location.   

 

Disposition: Many factors go into the final alternative selection process and 

include, but are not limited to, safety, traffic, engineering, topography, 

drainage, constructability, displacements, social and minority impacts, 

economics, hazardous materials, and air and noise impacts.  With this in 

mind, the goal is to make the most efficient and safest transportation 

improvement possible, while having the fewest environmental 

consequences. 

 

3) Comment: One (1) person requested that corrections be made to the 

mapping.  She requested that Butler Cemetery be changed to McCartt 

Cemetery.  She also requested that the following roads be labeled correctly 

on the map: Ed Smith Road, McCartt Road, Buddy McCartt Road, and L.C. 

McCartt Road. 

 

Disposition: This will be corrected on the final project maps. 

 

4) Comment: Five people preferred Alternative A. 

 

Disposition: This was duly recorded and shown in the comment summary 

and will be considered before a final selection is made. 

 

5) Comment: Two people preferred Alternative B. 

 

Disposition: This was duly recorded and shown in the comment summary 

and will be considered before a final selection is made. 
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6) Comment: One person did not like either Build Alternative and did not 

provide any recommendations for an alternative that they would support. 

 

Disposition: This was duly recorded and included in the comment summary 

and will be considered before a final selection is made.   

 

4.2 TESA Coordination 

4.2.1 TESA Introduction 
The proposed project was introduced to the TESA agencies at the February 9, 

2010, TESA meeting.  A presentation explaining the history of the proposed 

project, the changes in the proposed Build Alternatives, the phasing of the 

project, and the anticipated next steps were discussed, and the TESA agencies 

were provided with the opportunity to comment or ask questions. 

4.2.2 TESA Field Review 
A TESA field review of the project study area was conducted on November 3, 

2010.  The field review was initiated at Robbins Elementary School.  Meeting 

attendees introduced themselves, and maps illustrating Alternatives A and B and 

the preliminary ecological resource findings were distributed to the attendees.  

Documents listing the federal and state-listed threatened and endangered 

species and preliminary ecological impact quantities were also distributed to the 

group.  It was also noted that both of the Build Alternatives avoid impacts to 

historic properties and known archaeological sites; therefore, Section 4(f) 

coordination is not expected to be required. 

 

Attendees toured the project study area in a van.  Side roads were utilized to 

view the portions of the corridor that would be located on new location.  Table 7 

includes a summary of the comments or questions that were raised during the 

field review and responses to those comments or questions. 



Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
SR 29 from South of SR 52 to South of SR 63  
Scott County, Tennessee 
PIN #101414.00  26  
 

Table 7: Summary of TESA Field Review Comments/Questions and Responses 

Agency Comment/Question Response 
FHWA What was illustrated at the 

September 2010 Public 
Informational Meeting?  Is 
there a preferred alternative at 
this time? 

Alternative A and Alternative B were shown at 
the September 2010 meeting.  A preferred 
alternative has not been identified, and both 
alternatives are being equally considered in the 
NEPA process. 

FHWA Do the public comments favor 
one of the alternatives? 

The majority of the people who responded were 
in favor of the proposed project.  Of the seven 
people who indicated a preference between the 
alternatives, five preferred Alternative A, and 
two preferred Alternative B. 

FHWA Can you clarify the 
construction phases of the 
proposed project and make 
sure they are clearly described 
and identified in the NEPA 
documentation? 

The “interim” and “future” phases of the project 
were described (see Section 3.2.2 of this 
document).  The description in Section 3.2.2 of 
this document will be used in the NEPA 
documentation. 

USFWS Was Big South Fork National 
River and Recreational Area 
included in the initial 
coordination efforts?   

Big South Fork National River and Recreational 
Area was not included in the initial coordination 
efforts because they were thought to be outside 
of the project’s area of potential effect; 
however, coordination has been initiated with 
the National Park Service. 

TWRA Indicated concern about the 
potential for acid runoff from 
some of the rock formations 
and the effect of the acid 
runoff on water quality in the 
area and the Big South Fork 
National River and Recreational 
Area. 

Special Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
known to be effective in preventing water 
quality degradation resulting from acid-
producing rock would be used to control runoff 
from the site during and after construction.  A 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit would be obtained prior to 
construction and maintained during construction 
to monitor the water quality and runoff. 

TDOT How far did the ecological field 
surveys extend beyond the 
preliminary right-of-way limits 
illustrated on the maps 
provided? 

The ecological features were surveyed 
approximately 500 feet on either side of the 
proposed centerlines of Alternatives A and B. 

EPA Do the Build Alternatives 
completely avoid impacts on 
the historic brick factory 
located in Robbins? 

Yes.  SHPO has determined that the project 
would not affect the historic brick factory. 

TDEC Contact TDEC regarding state-
listed species, including the 
Canady lily that may be located 
near Robbins Elementary 
School. 

TDEC has been contacted, and subsequent field 
surveys have identified one area that may 
potentially contain suitable habitat for the 
Canada lily.  However, no individual s of this 
species have been observed; therefore, the 
proposed project may affect but is not likely to 
affect the Canada lily. 
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Agency Comment/Question Response 
TWRA Will the existing boat ramp 

underneath the SR 29 New 
River Bridge be replaced if it is 
removed as part of the 
proposed project?   

Any new work at the New River bridge crossing 
should take place to the south of the existing 
bridge; therefore, it is unlikely that the boat 
ramp would be disturbed.  Coordination 
regarding the boat ramp is underway. 

TDEC What is the design speed of the 
proposed alternatives? 

55 miles per hour 

TDOT How will TDOT handle the 
acquisition and capping of any 
oil and gas wells that would be 
impacted.   

Each well would be handled on a case-by-case 
basis.  Prior to acquiring each site, the wells 
would be closed following TDEC procedures and 
oversight.  Coverage of costs associated with 
each closure would be negotiated during the 
right-of-way acquisition stage of the project.  
Any contamination or equipment remaining on-
site after the ownership transfer to the state 
would be the responsibility of the TDOT.  TDOT 
would likely sample each site prior to acquisition. 

USFWS Concern about likelihood of the 
corridor being utilized by the 
Federally-listed Indiana bat for 
summer or winter roosting 
habitat. 

Due to the recent heightened awareness of 
issues associated with the species, the USFWS 
will likely require a species survey prior to issuing 
clearance for the Indiana bat. 
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5.0 METHODOLOGIES TO BE USED IN THE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The following sections describe the methodologies that will be used to evaluate 

the potential social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed 

alternatives.  The methodologies and associated documentation will be prepared 

in accordance with the latest version of the Tennessee Environmental Procedures 

Manual.  It should be noted that many of these analyses were previously 

conducted when the project was originally initiated in 1999.  Where practicable, 

the studies will be updated to reflect any changes that may have occurred since 

they were initially conducted.  In some cases, new technical studies will be 

required.  The following discussion indicates which areas will require new studies 

and which ones will be updated.   

 

5.1 Noise 

A new traffic noise analysis will be conducted, using 23 CFR 772, the FHWA 

Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance (1995), and 

TDOT’s Noise Policy (September 16, 2005).  A Traffic Noise Report will be 

prepared, and its results will be included in the EA. 

 

5.2 Air Quality  

In accordance with the Clean Air Act, as amended, and the TDOT’s Air Quality 

Evaluation Policies, an air quality analysis will be conducted using the most 

recent version of the EPA’s mobile source emission factor model (MOBILE6.2) 

and the CAL3QHC Version 2.0 air quality dispersion model.  New documentation 

regarding CO conformity and MSAT information will be prepared and included in 

the EA. 
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5.3 Archaeological Resources and Architectural/Historic Resources 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

(as amended) and 36 CFR 800, the cultural resources surveys and coordination 

with the State Historic Preservation Officer will be  updated for the proposed 

project for use in evaluating alternatives and their potential effects on 

archaeological and architectural/historic resources.   

 

5.4 Traffic  

A new traffic analysis will be conducted to address the effects of the proposed 

project on existing and future traffic patterns in the vicinity of the proposed 

project.  Traffic will be analyzed for the No Build and Build Alternatives, for the 

base year (2015) and the design year (2035).  A LOS analysis will be conducted 

for the proposed intersections with major roadways.  The analysis will include 

the evaluation of the impacts of the proposed roadway on the existing roadways 

and will report on geometric deficiencies, traffic capacity, and safety constraints. 

The results of the traffic analysis will be included in the EA. 

 

5.5 Safety 

A new safety analysis of the roadways within the project study area will be 

conducted.  Crash data for the most recent three-year period will be examined 

for the existing corridor and adjoining roadways.  The safety analysis will identify, 

by segment, the number of crashes, number of deaths, number of crashes 

involving injuries, and number of people injured.  In addition, the overall crashes 

will be broken down by vehicle type and collision type.  The crash data will be 

compared with other similar routes, and an attempt to identify factors that may 

lead to an abnormal crash rate will be made.  The results of this analysis will be 

incorporated into the EA. 
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5.6 Ecology/Natural Resources 

In accordance with the Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act, Executive Order 11990 – Protection of Wetlands, the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, and other applicable laws and regulations, an ecological 

evaluation will be conducted for the project study area.  In accordance with 

TDOT’s Scope of Work for Ecological Studies (2008), a Level 3 Project Constraints 

Study will be conducted, and a new Ecology Report Summary will be prepared.   

The Level 3 Project Constraints Study will consist of a Level 1 Study, which 

involves a database/GIS search of the project corridor to identify environmental 

features and areas of concern within the project study area and an extensive 

field survey of the natural features identified within the project study area.  The 

field survey will be used to verify features identified in the Level 1 Study, 

including estimating wetland boundaries and mapping estimated wetland 

boundaries with the use of GPS; locate environmental features not identified by 

the database search; and locate potential mitigation sites within the project 

study area.  Features to be identified include, but are not limited to: streams, 

springs, and seeps; wetlands; soils; ponds and lakes; sinkholes; unique and/or 

ecologically important areas or features; listed species; critical habitats; and 

recreational areas/public lands.   

 

Latitude and longitude will be provided for all point locations.  The approximate 

boundaries of wetlands, ponds, and other appropriate features will be surveyed 

within the project study area using a GPS.  The area mapped will be large enough 

to include all portions of the feature boundary.  For linear features, such as 

streams, a minimum number of points along the watercourse will be required to 

ensure that the feature is adequately mapped within the study area.  Locations 

of all features will be marked on a 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle 

map.  In addition to direct impacts, secondary and cumulative impacts and 
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potential avoidance alternatives will be discussed in the Level 3 Project 

Constraints Study Report and Ecology Report Summary.  These documents and 

their results will be included in the EA. 

 

5.7 Floodplains 

In accordance with the National Flood Insurance Act and Executive Order 11988 

– Floodplain Management, an updated preliminary analysis of floodplains and 

floodways will be included in the alternatives analysis of the EA.  Floodplains and 

floodways will be identified through a review of National Flood Insurance Rate 

Maps (FIRMs).  An assessment of whether the alternatives would encroach into 

the 100-year floodplain and/or regulatory floodways will be made.   

 

If the alternatives would result in a floodplain or regulatory floodway 

encroachment, practicable alternatives to the proposed encroachment will be 

evaluated and discussed.  If a detailed floodplain study (also known as a location 

hydraulic study) is required, TDOT’s Structures Division will prepare the study in 

accordance with 23 CFR 650, Subpart A, and the guidance contained in the 

FHWA Technical Advisory.   

 

The results of the floodplain analysis will be summarized in the EA.  Should the 

preferred alternative include a floodplain encroachment having significant 

impacts, the Final Environmental Document will include the “Only Practicable 

Alternative Finding,” as required by 23 CFR 650, Subpart A. 

 

5.8 Hazardous Materials 

A new Phase I Preliminary Assessment Study was conducted for the proposed 

project, in accordance with TDOT Environmental Procedures Manual and the 

ASTM E 1527-5, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment Process.  The methodology for the assessment 

included a regulatory database review, historic and physical records review, 

interviews, including local government inquiries, as applicable, user-provided 

information, and a visual noninvasive reconnaissance of the site and adjoining 

properties.  The standard hazardous materials rating system was used to rate the 

facilities that were identified as being recognized environmental conditions. The 

ratings include: No, Low, Medium, and High.  As shown in Table 6, the 

assessment indicates that both alternatives would require right-of-way from five 

sites rated as high risk and one site rated as low risk.   

 
More detailed information regarding the potential impacts to these sites and 

recommended future testing of these sites will be included in the EA. 

 

5.9 Soils and Geology 

A new preliminary geotechnical study will be conducted to identify geotechnical 

features that may affect the design of the proposed project.  The study will seek 

to identify topography, soil types, subsurface formations, and areas of unstable 

materials, caves, and sinkholes, as well as any special concerns, such as acid-

producing rock.  The results of this study will be included in the EA. 

 

5.10 Land Use  

The land use analysis will be updated to identify and examine the effect of 

applicable land use plans, current and future land uses and zoning, and the 

extent of applicable urban growth boundaries for the project study area.  This 

analysis will include a records check, field reviews, and interviews with local 

planners to collect information concerning current and future land uses and 

zoning, land development patterns, and major upcoming development projects. 

Comprehensive plans, transportation plans, and land use regulations will be 

obtained and updated through the development of the EA.   
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The EA will address the following issues, at a minimum:  

1) Is the project consistent with the comprehensive plan of the area and its 

transportation element? 

2) Will the alternatives result in changes in land use in the project study 

area? 

3) How will the project affect growth of the project study area?  Is it 

consistent with the Urban Growth Boundary? 

 

5.11 Social and Community Impacts 

The social and community impact analysis will be updated for the proposed 

project.  The following tasks will be completed to develop a community profile: 

1) Obtain Census demographic data, which will include trends in population 

growth and demographics, ethnicity and race, age distribution, income 

levels, educational attainment, and employment status. 

2) Use GIS to spatially plot demographic data obtained from U.S. Census 

Bureau. 

3) Obtain population projections from the Tennessee Advisory Commission 

on Intergovernmental Relations, the University of Tennessee Center for 

Business and Economic Research, or other appropriate resource. 

4) Conduct a field review of the project study area and mark up project 

plans showing community facilities (hospitals, emergency services, fire 

departments, schools, police stations, recreation areas, libraries, etc.), 

land use concentrations (residential/neighborhood areas, commercial 

development, central business districts, neighborhood commercial areas, 

possible minority or low-income concentrations, historic districts, etc.), 

farms, and parks. 
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5) Conduct interviews with local officials and the local Chamber of 

Commerce to determine if any “special populations” or community issues 

exist, such as Environmental Justice issues or communities. 

6) Obtain employment and unemployment data from the Tennessee 

Department of Labor. 

 

A Community Impact Assessment report will be prepared to document the 

findings of the social and community impact analysis.  The Community Impact 

Assessment will attempt to address the following issues: 

1) How will the project affect interaction among individuals and groups? 

2) How will the project change social relationships? 

3) Will certain segments of the community become isolated and/or 

separated from the community by the project?  Will the project result in 

an adverse impact to community cohesion? 

4) Is the design of the proposed project compatible with community goals? 

5) What is the perceived impact on the quality of life within the project 

study area? 

6) How will the project affect safety for motorists, non-motorized vehicles, 

and pedestrians?  How will it affect school children and school buses? 

7) Will travel patterns be changed?  For example, will there be a change in 

access to community services or shopping areas? 

8) Will residents be displaced?  Will community services be displaced? 

9) How will the project affect emergency response time? 

 

The Community Impact Assessment will be summarized in the EA. 
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5.12 Economic and Business Impacts 

An updated economic and business impact analysis will be prepared for the 

proposed project.  The analysis will be based on existing statistical data, 

characteristics of businesses in the project study area derived during site visits, 

interviews and surveys, comparable economic studies, and available literature 

addressing the effects of transportation facilities on economic development of 

an area.  Short term impacts, near term localized business impacts, and long 

term area-wide development and economic impacts will be evaluated.  

 

Short term impacts will include the potential adverse impacts on local businesses 

during construction resulting from loss of access, increased congestion, and 

other factors.  Short term impacts will also include construction employment 

benefits associated with the construction of the proposed project. 

 

Near term localized business impacts will include the economic impacts of the 

proposed project, following construction, on established business districts and 

individual businesses, resulting from diversion of traffic and possible reductions 

in access.  Near term impacts on established business districts include impacts 

on retail sales and the viability of existing businesses due to diverted purchase 

opportunities. 

 

Long term area-wide development and economic impacts will include the local 

and regional economic impacts of the proposed project on future development, 

employment opportunities, accessibility, retail sales, and local and state tax 

revenues, including potential development-inducing effects.  Long term area-

wide economic impacts will also include benefits to transportation users.   
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The results of the economic and business impact study will be documented in a 

Technical Memorandum and incorporated into the EA. 

 
 

5.13 Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan 

A new Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan will be prepared for the proposed 

project and will identify the number and type of relocations that each alternative 

would require.  The plan will also discuss whether comparable replacement 

housing or sites are available, and determine project impacts.  Relocation 

assistance will be provided to all displaced persons without discrimination, and 

the right-of-way acquisition process will be conducted in accordance with the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 

(PL 91-646), as amended, and the Tennessee Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

of 1972. 

 

5.14 Environmental Justice 

The Environmental Justice evaluation will be updated in accordance with 

Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice.  The analysis will consider the 

composition of the affected area to determine whether minority or low-income 

populations are present within the area affected by the proposed project, and 

whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects on minority and/or low-income populations.   

 
U.S. Census data will be obtained to identify minority and low-income 

populations.  The data will include race, national origin, age, and level of income 

for the overall population.  Potential areas of Environmental Justice populations 

will be displayed on a map.  The EPA’s Environmental Justice online assessment 

tool will be utilized to identify relevant concerns for the community, and 
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information from the Community Impact Assessment will be used to assist in the 

Environmental Justice analysis. 

 
A field review will be conducted to validate the Census data and to determine if 

the proposed project has the potential to impact low-income or minority 

populations and whether potential impacts would be disproportionate.  

 
5.15 Farmlands 

In accordance with the Farmlands Protection Policy Act, a new farmland impact 

assessment will be conducted.  Form CPA-106 will be completed and submitted, 

with appropriate map, to the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  The 

farmlands section of the EA will discuss the specific characteristics of the 

farmlands in the project study area, the boundaries of the individual farms in 

relation to the proposed alternatives, and the impact of the proposed 

alternatives on the viability of existing farms.  Data from the Census of 

Agriculture will be used to provide an overview of historic farming trends in Scott 

County.  The farmland impact assessment will be incorporated into the EA. 

 

5.16 Visual/Aesthetics  

The proposed project is not expected to result in adverse visual impacts.  

Therefore, the EA will include a limited discussion on visual impacts. 

 

5.17 Parks and Recreation Resources/Section 6(f) 

In accordance with the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF) (Section 

6(f), all publicly-owned parks and recreational lands have been identified in the 

project study area and are shown on project mapping (see Figure 2a).  Public and 

private parks and recreational resources that may be affected by the proposed 

alternatives have been identified.  Robbins Park, located near Robbins 

Elementary School, contains a walking track, picnic tables, and a parking lot.  
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Build Alternatives A and B were developed to avoid potential Section 6(f) 

impacts on Robbins Park.  A description of this park, its amenities, and measures 

utilized to avoid impacts to this resource will be included in the EA.  

 

5.18 Section 4(f) Evaluation 

The Build Alternatives carried forward for further evaluation in the EA have been 

developed to avoid Section 4(f) impacts to NRHP-eligible properties, such as 

Barton Chapel, in Robbins and throughout the project study area.  A discussion 

of the measures utilized to avoid Section 4(f) impacts will be included in the EA.  

A Section 4(f) Evaluation will not be required. 

 

5.19 Pedestrian and Bicyclist Considerations 

Existing and planned pedestrian and bicyclist facilities in the project study will be 

identified based on current transportation plans for the cities, county, and state.  

The EA will include an assessment of the need for bicycle and pedestrian 

accommodations as part of the proposed project and the ability of the proposed 

project to meet this need. 

 

5.20 Energy 

A detailed energy analysis will not be conducted; however, the EA will discuss, in 

general terms, the construction and operation requirements and the 

conservation potential of the proposed alternatives. 

 

5.21 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

The indirect and cumulative impacts analysis will be conducted based on 

guidelines available in the FHWA’s January 2003 Interim Guidance: Questions 

and Answers Regarding Indirect and Cumulative Impact Considerations in the 

NEPA Process, as well as the April 1992 FHWA position paper, Secondary and 
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Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Development Process, and the 

Council on Environmental Quality’s January 1997 Considering Cumulative Effects 

under the National Environmental Policy Act.   

 

Data collection will be based upon existing, readily available data sources and 

will draw upon the inventory and description of existing conditions developed in 

the assessment of direct impacts associated with the proposed alternatives, 

supplemented by additional data collection for areas outside of the project study 

area but within the boundary for potential secondary and/or cumulative effects.  

This effort will involve coordination with local and federal agencies to identify 

resource issues, and the use of digital data and hard copy mapping, aerial 

photography, and technical publications.   

 

The area of potential effect for indirect and cumulative impacts will consist of 

identifying the geographic area to be studied for each technical issue and the 

time frame for which the analysis is to be conducted.  In addition, other public or 

private projects that may result in cumulative impacts when combined with the 

proposed project will be identified, as well as known direct impacts of other 

projects. 

 

The indirect impacts analysis will include trends analysis, existing and future land 

use plans, and insight from data collection to identify unplanned reasonably 

foreseeable actions and the potential for planned actions not to occur.  Such 

changes will be limited to the following: changes in the amount of development; 

changes in the rate of development; and changes in the type and character of 

development. 
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The cumulative social, economic, environmental, and transportation impacts of 

the proposed alternatives, the secondary or indirect actions, and other 

reasonably foreseeable government and private actions will be identified.  These 

impacts will be depicted in terms of potential changes in trends associated with: 

1) Meeting area transportation, land use and development, and 

environmental quality goals;  

2) Changes in the use and preservation of sensitive or unique resources, 

including historic and cultural resources, park resources, wetlands, and 

water resources;  

3) Changes in environmental quality, including fish and wildlife habitat 

quantity and quality and water quality;  

4) Changes in travel safety, including non-residential uses in established 

residential areas, increased traffic and congestion, changes in truck 

traffic, and introduction of traffic into rural areas; and  

5) Changes in natural or designated ecosystem functions. 

 

The discussion of cumulative impacts will distinguish between anticipated trends 

that would result from the proposed project and trends that would occur 

regardless of whether the project is constructed.  The cumulative impacts 

assessment will identify the incremental difference in the area’s future 

transportation improvement, development, resource use, and resource 

preservation trends with and without the Build Alternatives. 

 

The results of the indirect and cumulative impacts analysis will be included in 

technical reports, as well as appropriate sections of the EA. 

 
5.22 Construction Impacts 

The EA will include an analysis of potential construction-related impacts, 

including maintenance of traffic and access during construction; employment 



Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
SR 29 from South of SR 52 to South of SR 63  
Scott County, Tennessee 
PIN #101414.00  41  
 

benefits; disposal of waste materials; utility relocations; discovery of unknown 

archaeological sites; erosion control; air quality; and noise.  A list of construction-

related commitments to avoid and/or minimize impacts will also be included in 

the EA. 
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SR 29 (US 27) from south of SR 52 in Elgin to south of SR 63   Page 1 of 6   
Scott County, Tennessee 

TESA Coordination 
 
The proposed project is being developed in accordance with the Tennessee Environmental 
Streamlining Agreement for the Environmental and Regulatory Coordination of Transportation 
Projects (TESA).   TDOT and the FHWA, as the lead agencies, request formal concurrence from 
these agencies on the following milestones in the project, including:  

 Purpose and Need/Project Study Area/Alternatives to be Evaluated, 

 Adequacy of Draft EA, 

 Designation of a Selected Alternative and Development of Mitigation Measures, and 

 Adequacy of Final Environmental Document for Selected Alternative.   
 

The following agencies are participating as TESA agencies for the proposed project: 

 Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation; 

 Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency; 

 Tennessee Valley Authority; 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and 

 U.S. Department of Interior’s National Park Service. 
 
TESA Introduction 
 
The proposed project was introduced to the TESA agencies at the February 9, 2010, TESA 
meeting.  A presentation explaining the history of the proposed project, the changes in the 
proposed build alternatives, the phasing of the project, and the anticipated next steps were 
discussed, and the TESA agencies were provided with the opportunity to comment or ask 
questions.   
 
TESA Field Review 
 
A TESA field review of the project study area was conducted on November 3, 2010.  The field 
review was initiated at Robbins Elementary School.  Meeting attendees introduced themselves, 
and maps illustrating the Build Alternatives A and B and the preliminary ecological resource 
findings were distributed to the attendees.  Documents listing the federal and state‐listed 
threatened and endangered species and preliminary ecological impact quantities were also 
distributed to the group.  It was also noted that both of the build alternatives avoid impacts to 
historic properties, known archaeological sites, and publicly owned parks; therefore, Section 
4(f) coordination is not expected to be required.   



    CP 1 & 2 Agency Comments & Responses Narrative 

SR 29 (US 27) from south of SR 52 in Elgin to south of SR 63   Page 2 of 6   
Scott County, Tennessee 

Attendees toured the project study area in a van.  Side roads in the town of Robbins were 
utilized to view the portions of the corridor that would be located on new location.  Table 1 
includes a summary of the comments and questions that were raised during the field review 
and responses to those comments or questions.  Minutes of the TESA Field Review were 
distributed to all attendees.    
 

Table 1: Summary of TESA Field Review Agency Comments/Questions and Responses 

Agency  Comment/question  Response 
FHWA  What was illustrated at the September 

2010 public informational meeting?  Is 
there a preferred alternative at this 
time? 

Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B were 
shown at the September 2010 meeting.  A 
preferred alternative has not been identified, 
and both alternatives are being equally 
considered in the NEPA process. 

FHWA  Do the public comments favor one of 
the alternatives? 

The majority of the people who responded were 
in favor of the proposed project.  Of the seven 
people who indicated a preference between the 
alternatives, five preferred Build Alternative A, 
and two preferred Build Alternative B. 

FHWA  Can you clarify the construction phases 
of the proposed project and make sure 
they are clearly described and identified 
in the NEPA documentation? 

The “interim” and “future” phases of the project 
were described during the field review. The 
construction phases are described in the NEPA 
document. 

USFWS  Was Big South Fork National River and 
Recreational Area (BSF) included in the 
Initial Coordination efforts?   

BSF was not included in the Initial Coordination 
efforts because they were thought to be outside 
of the project’s area of potential effect; 
however, coordination was conducted with the 
NPS.  BSF has also been added to the TESA 
process. 

TWRA  Indicated concern about the potential 
for acid runoff from some of the rock 
formations and the effect of the acid 
runoff on water quality in the area and 
the (BSF). 

BMPS known to be effective in preventing water 
quality degradation resulting from acid‐
producing rock would be used to control runoff 
from the site during and after construction.  An 
NPDES permit will be obtained prior to 
construction and maintained during 
construction to monitor the water quality and 
runoff. 

TDOT  How far did the ecological field surveys 
extend beyond the preliminary right‐of‐
way limits illustrated on the maps 
provided? 

The ecological features were surveyed 
approximately 500 feet on either side of the 
proposed centerlines of Build Alternatives A and 
B. 

USEPA  Do the build alternatives completely 
avoid impacts on the historic brick 
factory located in Robbins? 

Yes.  TN‐SHPO has determined that the project 
would not affect the brick factory. 
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Agency  Comment/question  Response 
TDEC  Contact TDEC regarding state‐listed 

species, including the Canady lily that 
may be located near Robbins 
Elementary School. 

TDEC has been contacted, and subsequent field 
surveys have identified one area that may 
potentially contain suitable habitat for the 
Canada lily.  However, no individuals of this 
species were observed; therefore, a 
determination of “may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect” has been made regarding the 
Canada lily. 

TWRA  Will the existing boat ramp underneath 
the SR 29 New River Bridge be replaced 
if it is removed as part of the proposed 
project?   

Work at the New River Bridge crossing will take 
place to the south of the existing bridge; 
therefore, it is anticipated that the boat ramp 
will not be affected.   

TDEC  What is the design speed of the 
proposed alternatives? 

The proposed design speed is 55 miles per hour. 

TDOT  How will TDOT handle the acquisition 
and capping of any oil and gas wells that 
would be impacted?   

Each well would be handled on a case‐by‐case 
basis.  Prior to acquisition, the wells would be 
closed following TDEC procedures and 
oversight.  Coverage of costs associated with 
each closure would be negotiated during the 
right‐of‐way acquisition stage of the project.  
Any contamination or equipment remaining on‐
site after the ownership transfer to the state 
would be the responsibility of the TDOT.  TDOT 
would likely sample each site prior to 
acquisition. 

USFWS  Concern about likelihood of the corridor 
being utilized by the federally‐listed 
Indiana bat for summer or winter 
roosting habitat. 

A bat survey will be conducted once a Selected 
Alternative has been chosen.  The results from 
the bat survey will be included in the FONSI.  An 
effect determination will be made on the 
Indiana bat prior to construction.  

 
TESA Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 
 
A TESA Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 Package: Purpose and Need/Study Area and 
Alternatives to be Evaluated document was distributed in May 2011.  Table 2 includes a 
summary of the comments received from the agencies and the responses. 
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Table 2: Summary of TESA Combined Concurrence Points 1 and 2 Agency 
Comments/Questions and Responses 

Agency  Comment/Question  Response 

USFWS  Withdrew previous concurrence on not 
likely to adversely affect Indiana bat.  
Further coordination with USFWS should 
be conducted. 

A bat survey will be conducted once a Selected 
Alternative has been chosen.  The results from 
the bat survey will be included in the FONSI.  An 
effect determination will be made on the 
Indiana bat prior to construction.  

USFWS  TDOT needs to determine whether the 
project would adversely affect 
Cumberland rosemary and Virginia 
spiraea. 

A 2011 Ecology Report prepared for the project 
determined no adverse effect on Cumberland 
rosemary or Virginia spiraea. 

USFWS  A portion of White Oak Creek is federally 
designated as critical habitat for the 
Cumberland elktoe, Cumberlandian 
combshell, and oyster mussel.  TDOT 
should determine whether this would 
adversely modify critical habitat for 
these species. 

An aquatic survey will be conducted once a 
Selected Alternative has been chosen.  The 
results from the aquatic survey will be included 
in the FONSI.  An effect determination will be 
made on aquatic species and their habitat prior 
to construction. 

TWRA  Added the endangered Cumberland 
elktoe (Alasmidonta atropurpurea) 
which has been documented (2007) in 
the New River watershed upstream and 
downstream of the proposed project 

An aquatic survey will be conducted once a 
Selected Alternative has been chosen.  The 
results from the aquatic survey will be included 
in the FONSI.  An effect determination will be 
made for the Cumberland elktoe and its habitat 
prior to construction. 

TWRA  Added state threatened ashy darter 
(Etheostoma cinereum) and deemed in 
need of management emerald darter 
(Etheostoma baileyi) 

An aquatic survey will be conducted once a 
Selected Alternative has been chosen.  The 
results from the aquatic survey will be included 
in the FONSI.  Effect determinations will be 
made for the ashy darter and the emerald darter 
and their habitat prior to construction. 

TWRA  There is potential for impacts to water 
quality associated with pyritic geologic 
formations.  TDOT should commit to 
monitoring all pyritic material 
encapsulation and disposal sites to 
determine potential water quality.  All 
off‐site pyritic material encapsulation 
and disposal sites and their impacts 
should be addressed in the cumulative 
impacts section of the EA since these 
off‐site areas exist solely for the purpose 
of mitigating potential impacts due to 
construction of SR 29.   
 
 
 

Potential water quality impact associated with 
geologic formations are discussed in the EA.   
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Agency  Comment/Question  Response 

TWRA  Resource agencies should be given the 
opportunity to review and comment on 
off‐site pyritic material encapsulation 
and disposal sites prior to approval of 
these sites. 

Potential water quality impact associated with 
geologic formations are discussed in the EA.   

USEPA  Page 20, Table 6 seems to be 
incomplete, there is not mention of how 
many of the EJ communities listed will 
be impacted, and stream crossings for 
both alternatives need to indicate 
404(b)(1) impacts as to type, functions, 
and mitigation 

The purpose of the Combined Concurrence 
Points 1 and 2 Package is to explain the purpose 
and need/study area of the project and describe 
the alternatives to be evaluated in the EA. 
Impacts were not thoroughly evaluated in the 
package. The EA includes detailed information 
regarding the anticipated impacts to EJ 
communities and resources in the area.  

USEPA  5.14 EJ needs to contain more 
information as to how the subject 
project will potentially impact the EJ 
community and needs to be more than 
just demographics.  Personal interview 
with potentially impacted community is 
one suggestion for a more informative 
EJ section. 

The purpose of the Combined Concurrence 
Points 1 and 2 Package is to explain the purpose 
and need/study area of the project and describe 
the alternatives to be evaluated in the EA. 
Impacts were not thoroughly evaluated in the 
package. The EA includes detailed information 
regarding the anticipated impacts to EJ 
communities and resources in the area. 

USEPA  There needs to be a section that better 
explains the difference in the Tennessee 
definition of “water conveyance” with 
the federal definition of ephemeral 
streams and how this definition will 
affect the state 401 water quality 
certification. 

The EA includes detailed information regarding 
impacts to federal and state regulated water 
resources.  A Section 404 Permit and a Section 
401 Water Quality Certification will be obtained 
prior to construction.   
 
 

USEPA  There needs to be a more complete 
water impact section that clearly 
discusses the 404 permitting process.  
This section should be separate from the 
Ecology/Natural Resources section and 
clearly defines wetlands, streams, and 
other water bodies that may be 
impacted by this project.  The wetland 
and stream section should include a 
complete description and delineations 
as to type, function, etc.  The water 
section should discuss mitigation 
following 404(b)(1) guidelines.  Early 
consultation with the USACE would 
greatly improve this section as to the 
type of permit and the amount of 
required mitigation for each alternative.  
EPA would recommend that the 

The EA includes detailed information regarding 
the anticipated impacts to wetlands and streams 
in the area.  The USACE was included in the 
Initial Coordination and has agreed to be a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation of the 
NEPA document.  
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Agency  Comment/Question  Response 

applicant apply for an Individual permit, 
due to the impact will exceed the 
Nationwide 14 limits. 

USEPA  CEQ regulations 1502.10 provides for 
the standard format for EAs and EISs.  
This EA does not follow the standard 
format, being that there is not an index, 
list of agencies, or a summary.  The 
preparer may use a modified format, 
but needs to provide a statement stating 
a compelling reason for the deviation. 

The package was not intended to serve as the EA 
and therefore does not conform to the format 
prescribed for an EA.  The EA provided conforms 
to CEQ regulations. 

USEPA  The Purpose and Need section needs to 
clearly define “why here and why now.” 
The proposed document talks about 
safety for adding the truck passing lane, 
but also needs to explain “why now.”  
Traffic analysis is provided but there 
needs to be a statement in the opening 
paragraph that will provide the reader 
with upcoming issues such as traffic 
analysis, safety, state and local plans 
and explains “why now.” 

A more thorough Purpose and Need section is 
included in the EA. 

USEPA  There needs to be a section of matrix set 
up that show the impacts for each 
alternative and if possible maps 
demonstrating where these impacts 
would be.  The impacts would be stream 
crossings, wetland locations, EJ 
communities, hazardous materials sites, 
etc. 

Comparative alternative tables are included in 
the EA.  Impacts are illustrated on figures in the 
EA.  

NPS  Support the project  Comment noted. 

NPS  Would like to participate in the 
development of measures to protect 
water quality from soil erosion runoff 
and impacts to receiving waters in 
project area. BISO is located 
downstream and streams and park 
waters support T&E species.  

Water quality is addressed in the EA, and the 
NPS is encouraged to provide input regarding 
measures to protect water quality. 

TVA  Concurred without comments.  Concurrence recorded. 

USACE  Concurred without comments.  Concurrence recorded. 
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Composite
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Index Value

Rank (of 3,113

counties in U.S.,

1 is the best), FY

2020

Quartile (1

is the

best), FY 

2020

United States
   ‐    4.80% $42,861  14.60% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%    ‐       ‐       ‐   

Appalachian 

Region    ‐    5.40% $31,311  16.30% 111.80% 73.10% 136.90% 111.50%    ‐       ‐       ‐   

Tennessee    ‐   4.70% $36,546  16.70% 96.50% 85.30% 117.30% 114.20%    ‐      ‐      ‐  

Appalachian 

Tennessee    ‐    4.90% $30,441  17.30% 100.80% 71.00% 140.80% 118.90%    ‐       ‐       ‐   

Anderson Transitiona 4.90% $30,656  16.30% 100.50% 71.50% 139.80% 112.00% 117.4 1,577 3

Bledsoe Distressed 6.90% $17,015  20.70% 143.00% 39.70% 251.90% 142.10% 179 2,903 4

Blount Transitiona 4.30% $32,070  13.00% 89.50% 74.80% 133.60% 89.00% 104.1 1,136 2

Bradley Transitiona 4.40% $29,590  18.00% 91.80% 69.00% 144.90% 123.60% 120.1 1,674 3

Campbel At‐Risk 6.60% $20,403  20.60% 137.40% 47.60% 210.10% 141.30% 162.9 2,722 4

Cannon Transitiona 4.60% $25,492  17.00% 95.80% 59.50% 168.10% 116.50% 126.8 1,890 3

Carter At‐Risk 5.50% $22,253  24.50% 114.60% 51.90% 192.60% 168.10% 158.4 2,655 4

Claiborne At‐Risk 6.00% $22,684  22.40% 125.00% 52.90% 188.90% 153.30% 155.8 2,605 4

Clay Distressed 6.80% $19,528  26.60% 140.70% 45.60% 219.50% 182.50% 180.9 2,919 4

Cocke Distressed 6.40% $19,771  25.00% 132.80% 46.10% 216.80% 171.40% 173.7 2,847 4

Coffee Transitiona 4.60% $27,834  15.20% 95.50% 64.90% 154.00% 104.00% 117.8 1,594 3

Cumberland Transitiona 5.80% $23,005  16.00% 121.00% 53.70% 186.30% 109.60% 139 2,254 3

DeKalb Transitiona 5.70% $29,183  18.90% 117.60% 68.10% 146.90% 129.80% 131.4 2,019 3

Fentress Distressed 6.00% $18,817  23.00% 123.40% 43.90% 227.80% 158.00% 169.7 2,808 4

Franklin Transitiona 4.60% $27,209  15.00% 95.20% 63.50% 157.50% 102.90% 118.5 1,621 3

Grainger At‐Risk 5.40% $22,199  18.70% 111.80% 51.80% 193.10% 128.10% 144.3 2,395 4

Greene Transitiona 5.50% $23,655  17.20% 112.90% 55.20% 181.20% 118.00% 137.4 2,205 3

Grundy Distressed 6.40% $18,218  28.50% 132.30% 42.50% 235.30% 195.50% 187.7 2,958 4

Hamblen Transitiona 5.10% $26,057  19.80% 105.40% 60.80% 164.50% 135.50% 135.1 2,126 3

Hamilton Transitiona 4.50% $41,227  14.50% 93.00% 96.20% 104.00% 99.70% 98.9 964 2

Hancock Distressed 7.80% $15,282  25.70% 161.40% 35.70% 280.50% 176.50% 206.1 3,038 4

Hawkins At‐Risk 5.30% $22,342  19.30% 110.00% 52.10% 191.80% 132.70% 144.8 2,399 4

Jackson Distressed 6.70% $18,639  22.30% 138.70% 43.50% 230.00% 152.60% 173.7 2,849 4

Jefferson Transitiona 5.20% $24,163  13.80% 107.90% 56.40% 177.40% 94.40% 126.6 1,882 3

Johnson At‐Risk 4.80% $20,076  25.30% 98.70% 46.80% 213.50% 173.50% 161.9 2,707 4

Knox Transitiona 3.90% $40,229  15.80% 81.20% 93.90% 106.50% 108.00% 98.6 953 2

Lawrence Transitiona 5.60% $23,567  18.30% 115.20% 55.00% 181.90% 125.60% 140.9 2,313 3

Lewis At‐Risk 5.90% $22,877  22.10% 122.20% 53.40% 187.40% 151.90% 153.8 2,565 4

Loudon Transitiona 4.60% $35,205  13.70% 95.60% 82.10% 121.70% 94.00% 103.8 1,123 2

Macon Transitiona 4.30% $23,498  18.60% 89.70% 54.80% 182.40% 127.70% 133.3 2,064 3

Marion Transitiona 5.90% $27,046  18.10% 122.50% 63.10% 158.50% 123.80% 134.9 2,118 3

McMinn Transitiona 5.40% $24,621  19.70% 110.90% 57.40% 174.10% 135.00% 140 2,289 3

Meigs At‐Risk 6.50% $22,374  16.60% 135.10% 52.20% 191.60% 114.00% 146.9 2,438 4

Monroe At‐Risk 5.20% $21,810  20.40% 106.70% 50.90% 196.50% 139.80% 147.7 2,461 4

Morgan Distressed 6.20% $18,856  22.90% 129.20% 44.00% 227.30% 157.30% 171.3 2,826 4

Overton At‐Risk 5.50% $22,162  19.60% 113.90% 51.70% 193.40% 134.30% 147.2 2,448 4

Pickett Transitiona 6.20% $26,318  18.80% 127.50% 61.40% 162.90% 128.80% 139.7 2,280 3

Polk Transitiona 5.60% $23,027  17.00% 116.10% 53.70% 186.10% 116.80% 139.7 2,275 3

Putnam Transitiona 4.80% $29,506  23.30% 99.50% 68.80% 145.30% 159.50% 134.8 2,114 3

Rhea At‐Risk 7.00% $23,454  21.90% 144.10% 54.70% 182.70% 150.00% 158.9 2,662 4

Roane Transitiona 5.50% $27,765  15.40% 112.80% 64.80% 154.40% 105.70% 124.3 1,803 3

Scott Distressed 7.30% $17,277  26.20% 150.10% 40.30% 248.10% 179.60% 192.6 2,984 4

Sequatchie Transitiona 5.70% $25,117  14.40% 118.50% 58.60% 170.60% 98.60% 129.2 1,961 3

Sevier Transitiona 5.00% $29,033  15.30% 102.70% 67.70% 147.60% 104.60% 118.3 1,608 3

Smith Transitiona 4.60% $27,718  14.10% 94.20% 64.70% 154.60% 97.00% 115.3 1,504 2

Sullivan Transitiona 5.00% $30,468  16.60% 103.10% 71.10% 140.70% 113.60% 119.1 1,644 3

Unicoi At‐Risk 6.80% $23,031  20.10% 140.70% 53.70% 186.10% 138.00% 154.9 2,589 4

Union At‐Risk 5.60% $20,946  21.60% 116.50% 48.90% 204.60% 148.20% 156.4 2,621 4

Van Buren At‐Risk 6.10% $18,988  19.50% 127.10% 44.30% 225.70% 133.60% 162.1 2,711 4

Warren At‐Risk 4.80% $23,074  21.60% 98.90% 53.80% 185.80% 148.30% 144.3 2,393 4

Washington Transitiona 4.70% $32,459  16.50% 97.10% 75.70% 132.00% 113.40% 114.2 1,464 2

White Transitiona 5.00% $21,364  17.60% 103.00% 49.80% 200.60% 120.60% 141.4 2,329 3

County

County Economic Status, Fiscal Year 2020: Appalachian Tenness



 

 

 
ATTACHMENT D 

 
May 2020 Early Coordination Package Distribution List 

 
 
 
 



Cooperating Agencies

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District 

Regulatory Branch

Will Worrall Transportation Program 

Manager

Yes

Local Officials

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

State Senator Ken Yager Senator, District 12

Huntsville Mayor Dennis Jeffers Town of Huntsville Mayor Yes

Scott County Mayor Jeff Tibbals County Mayor

Scott County Superintendent of Roads Kelvin King Road Superintendent

Scott County Historian Paul Roy County Historian

Scott County Chamber of Commerce Stacey Swann Executive Director

Scott County, TN Donnie Bowlin County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Patti Brown County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Sheila Hall Buttram County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Benny Carson County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Kenny Chadwell County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Harold Chambers County Commissioner

Scott County, TN David Day County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Shonda Gray County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Jerried Jeffers County Commissioner

Scott County, TN David Jeffers County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Sam Lyles County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Kenny Morrow County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Mike W Slaven County Commissioner

Scott County, TN Paul Strunk County Commissioner

State Participating Non‐TESA

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

East Tennessee Development District Terry Bobrowski  Executive Director

Tennessee Department of Agriculture  Deputy Commissioner 

Tom Womack

NEPA Contact 

Tennessee Department of Education  Dr. Sara Heyburn 

Morrison

Executive Director

Tennessee Department of Economic and Community 

Development  

Jamie Stitt Assistant Commissioner of 

Business and Workforce 

Development

May 2020 Early Coordination Package Distribution List



State Participating TESA

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

Tennessee Department of Environment and 

Conservation 

David Salyers Commissioner Yes

Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency  Robert Todd NEPA Contact 

State Historic Preservation Officer  E. Patrick McIntyre 

Claudette Stager

Executive Director 

Deputy SHPO ‐ Assistant 

Director for Federal Projects

East Tennessee North Rural Planning Organization Don Brown RPO Coordinator  Yes

Federal Participating Agency

Non‐TESA
Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, NEPA Programs 

Office

Ntale Kajumba Acting Chief 

Appalachian Regional Commission, Planning and 

Research Division

Ryan Brumfield Senior Program Advisor

US Department of the Interior (DOI), US Geological 

Survey, Water Resources Division 

Shannon Williams Associate Director, Hydraulic 

Data Program

US DOI, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and 

Enforcement

William Winters

Matt Moran

Chief, Program Support

Natural Resource Specialist

Yes

US DOI, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance Michaela E. Noble

Carol Braegelmann

Director

Team Leader for Natural 

Resource Mngt Team

US DOI, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance Joyce A. Stanley Regional Environmental Officer

US DOI, National Park Service, Obed Wild and Scenic 

River

Stephanie Nicholas Superintendent Yes

US DOI, National Park Service Southeast Regional Office, 

Planning and Compliance Division

Anita Barnett Environmental Protection 

Specialist

US Department of Agricuture (DOA), Natural Resource 

Conservation Service

Matt Walker State Resource Conservationist

US DOA, Natural Resource Conservation Service Tate Jenkins Easement Specialist‐ GRP 

Coordinator

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission David Hanobic Outreach Coordinator Yes

Federal Aviation Administration, Memphis Airport 

District Office

Sheri L. Nichols Office Manager



Federal Participating TESA

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

US DOI, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mary Jennings Field Supervisor Yes

Eighth Coast Guard District David Orzechowski

Eric Washburn

Bridge Management Specialist

Bridge Administration

Yes

Tennessee Valley Authority, Environmental 

Compliance and Operations

Matthew Higdon NEPA Specialist Yes

Non‐Participating Agency Organization

Agency Name Title Response to Early 

Coordination?

Federal Emergency Management Agency Gracia Szczech Regional Administrator

Office of Environmental Affairs, US Geological Survey Gary LeCain Chief, Environmental Affairs 

Program

Federal Railroad Administration John Winkle Environmental Protection 

Specialist

Yes

Tennessee Trails Association 

Sierra Club‐ Harvey Broome Group Joanne Logan Conservation Chair

Tennessee Chapter of the Sierra Club  Bill Moll Conservation Chair

The Nature Conservancy  Terry Cook State Director

Tennessee Wildlife Federation  Lindsay Gardner Conservation Policy Manager

Tennessee Environmental Council  Dr. John McFadden  CEO

Tennessee Department of Transportation, Division of 

Multimodal Transportation Resources Public 

Transportation, Waterways, and Rail Division 

Suzanne Carlson Director

Tennessee Department of Transportation, Division of 

Civil Rights 

Vince Malone

Cynthia Howard

Executive Director  

Director of Title VI Program

Yes

Tennessee Department of Transportation, Tennessee 

Aeronautics Division 

Michelle Frazier Director 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A Public Informational Meeting was held on Thursday, September 9, 2010, for 

the proposed improvements to SR-29 (US-27) from south of SR-52 to south of 

SR-63.  The meeting was held in the cafeteria of Robbins Elementary School, 

located at 355 Schoolhouse Road, Robbins, Tennessee 37852, from 5:00 to 7:00 

p.m.  A copy of the Public Notice advertising the Public Informational Meeting is 

included in Attachment 1. 

 

A total of 70 people attended the meeting, including 15 representatives from the 

Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) and the environmental 

consultant.  Copies of the sign-in sheets are included in Attachment 2. 

 

Attendees were given a handout containing a brief history of the proposed 

project, a description of the proposed improvements, summaries of potential 

impacts associated with the proposed project, and a tentative schedule.  The 

handout also included a comment form that could be turned in at the meeting or 

mailed or e-mailed to the TDOT.  Copies of the handout and comment form are 

included in Attachment 3.   

 

Exhibits showing Build Alternative A and Build Alternative B were displayed on 

aerial photography.  Typical sections were also displayed.  Copies of the exhibits 

are contained in Attachment 4.   

 

At approximately 5:30 p.m., a brief description of the exhibits available for 

viewing at the meeting was given, followed by a question and answer session.  A 

court reporter was present to transcribe the presentation and record verbal 

comments made during the meeting.  A copy of the official transcript is included 

in Attachment 5.     
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2.0 MEETING SYNOPSIS 

A total of 70 people signed the attendance roster.  Four verbal comments and 

ten written comments were received for a total of 14 comments.  Verbal 

comments are included in the official meeting transcript (see Attachment 5), and 

copies of the written comments are included in Attachment 6. The following 

tables provide more detailed summaries of the comments received. 

 

Summary of Comments Received  

 For Against Neither 

Verbal Comments Received (4 Total) 1 1 2 

Written Comments Received (10 Total) 8 2 0 

Total (% of Total) 9 (64%) 3 (21%) 2 (14%) 

  
Summary of Comments Received Regarding a Preference for a Build Alternative 

 Alternative A Alternative B 

Total Comments in favor of: 5 2 

 
 
3.0 TRANSCRIPT ANALYSIS  

Of the comments received, nine people indicated they were in favor of the 

proposed project, three people indicated they were against the proposed 

project, and two people neither supported nor opposed it.  The following is an 

analysis of the specific comments received on the proposed project. 

 

1) Comment: One (1) person stated that she was concerned about the required 

right-of-way and the impacts to her property.  

 

Disposition: Acquisition effects, impacts, and possible damage assessments 

can be discussed and evaluated by the right-of-way agent assigned to each 

project at the appropriate time.   
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2) Comment: One (1) person said he did not understand why much of the 

proposed improvements must be constructed on new location.   

 

Disposition: Many factors go into the final alternative selection process and 

include, but are not limited to, safety, traffic, engineering, topography, 

drainage, constructability, displacements, social and minority impacts, 

economics, hazardous materials, and air and noise impacts.  With this in 

mind, the goal is to make the most efficient and safest transportation 

improvement possible, while having the fewest environmental 

consequences. 

 

3) Comment: One (1) person requested that corrections be made to the 

mapping.  She requested that Butler Cemetery be changed to McCartt 

Cemetery.  She also requested that the following roads be labeled correctly 

on the map: Ed Smith Road, McCartt Road, Buddy McCartt Road, and L.C. 

McCartt Road. 

 

Disposition: This will be corrected on the final project maps. 

 

4) Comment: Five people preferred Alternative A. 

 

Disposition: This was duly recorded and shown in the comment summary 

and will be considered before a final selection is made. 

 

5) Comment: Two people preferred Alternative B. 

 

Disposition: This was duly recorded and shown in the comment summary 

and will be considered before a final selection is made. 
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6) Comment: One person did not like either Build Alternative.  

 
Disposition: This was duly recorded and included in the comment summary and 

will be considered before a final selection is made.
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PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING 
Project # 76001-1267-14 

State Route 29 from South of State Route 52 to South of State Route 63 
Scott County, Tennessee 

  
Thursday, September 9, 2010 

From 5:00 to 7:00 PM 
Robbins Elementary School 

355 Schoolhouse Road, Robbins, Tennessee 
 

 
Welcome and thank you for attending the Public Informational Meeting for the SR 29 transportation 
improvements project. This handout contains information about the project need and purpose; a description of 
the project; a summary of pertinent information about the project and a schedule of events for the completion of 
the environmental process. Please take this opportunity to review this information along with the exhibits 
displayed here tonight to become better acquainted with the proposed project. 
 
At the beginning of the meeting TDOT representatives will present a brief overview of the project, followed by a 
question and answer session. At any other time during the meeting, there will be TDOT representatives that 
you can speak with regarding your questions. 
 
As you enter the room, you will notice displays of the proposed project. TDOT representatives are standing 
at the displays to discuss the project and to answer questions. The representatives are wearing nametags. 
Please take time to discuss the project with them. 
 
A court reporter is available if you wish to record a statement about the project and have that statement included 
in the official transcript of the meeting.  Please visit the court reporter’s table. 
 
Included in this package is a comment form for you to fill out if you wish to make written comments today for 
inclusion in the official public informational meeting transcript. The completed forms may be deposited in the 
Comment Box at the registration table. You have twenty-one (21) days from the date of this meeting to 
submit written comments to:  

Tennessee Department of Transportation 
Project Comments 

Suite 700, James K. Polk Building 
505 Deaderick Street 

Nashville, TN  37243-0332 
 

For mailing written comments, you can use the self-addressed comment form. Letters are also acceptable.  All 
comments received will be included in the official transcript. 
 
A copy of the complete transcript, including all written comments received, will be available for viewing at the 
office of Mr. Ray Henson, Tennessee Department of Transportation, Region I, Transportation Project 
Manager, 7345 Region Lane, Knoxville, TN 37914, approximately thirty (30) days after the meeting.  This 
transcript will also be posted on the Tennessee Department of Transportation’s website at 
www.tn.gov/tdot/public 
 
Thank you for participating in this public informational meeting. Your comments are important to us and we 
will consider them when making a final determination about this project. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), proposes to improve SR 29 (U.S. 27) from just south of SR 52 to the improved five-lane section just 
south of SR 63 in Huntsville, Scott County for a total distance of approximately 8.6 miles. The No Build 
Alternative and two Build Alternatives (Alternative A and Alternative B) are being studied in the environmental 
process. The proposed “interim” project would provide three lanes (two travel lanes and one truck climbing 
lane) from south of SR 52 to the existing improved SR 29 roadway near Lon Faust Highway.  The interim 
phase of the project does not include improvements through the remainder of the corridor from Lon Faust 
Highway to just south of SR 63 in Huntsville.  The “ultimate” project would be a four-lane divided road 
constructed within a minimum of 250 feet of right-of-way throughout the corridor.  The proposed project will 
involve construction on new location, as well as improvements to existing facilities. 

 
The proposed roadway would be located on existing alignment from its southern terminus to Wolf Creek Road.  
At the intersection of Wolf Creek Road and SR 29, the Build Alternatives would shift to the east and be on new 
location.  The proposed roadway would then cross a large gas line and Butler Road, remaining east of existing 
SR 29 until just south of Brickyard Road, where Alternatives A and B diverge. 

 
Alternative A would continue to travel north, tying back into existing SR 29 just south of Brimstone Road.  
Alternative A would then swing east, crossing Brimstone Road and East Robbins Road (Old School House 
Road).  After crossing East Robbins Road, Alternative A would turn northwest, crossing Tunnel Hill Road and 
tying back into existing SR 29 just south of Lon Foust Highway. 

 
Alternative B would travel northwest from south of Brimstone Road, crossing existing SR 29, the railroad 
tracks, Boles Road, and Todd Road.  Alternative B would then turn northeast and cross Black Creek Road, 
Simms Road, and Reed Road before tying back into existing SR 29 just south of Lon Foust Highway. 

 
After tying back into existing SR 29 just south of Lon Foust Highway, all Build Alternatives would generally 
follow existing SR 29, except in some areas where it is necessary to diverge from the existing alignment to 
correct geometric deficiencies.  The Build Alternatives would end at the improved five-lane section just south of 
SR 63 in Huntsville. 
 

PURPOSE and NEED 
The purpose of the project is to provide an improved roadway and correct existing route deficiencies, including 
traffic flow and capacity, improve widths of structures, and correct horizontal and vertical route deficiencies.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC FEATURES 

 
Land Use 
Land use along the project corridor is primarily rural with scattered residential, commercial, forest land, and 
agricultural land.  The town of Robbins is the most developed area of the project corridor, consisting of 
residential, commercial, educational, and institutional land uses.   

 
The Build Alternatives are expected to result in residential, commercial, and/or non-profit organization 
relocations.  Relocations will be minimized to the extent practicable.  A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan will 
be prepared, and the right-of-way acquisition process will be conducted in accordance with the procedures 
provided in the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (PL 91-646), 
as amended, and the Tennessee Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1972. 
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Social and Economic Factors 
The proposed project will be developed in accordance with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, 
which requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations.   

 
Air Quality and Noise 
The proposed project may expose adjacent properties to increased air and noise pollution.  Appropriate studies 
will be undertaken to determine the project’s effects on air quality and noise levels.  The results of these 
studies will be documented in the Environmental Assessment. 

 
Hydrologic Impacts 
The proposed project potentially involves 26 stream crossings, including Wolf Creek, Black Creek, New River, 
and multiple tributaries of each.  Stream relocations and longitudinal impacts are possible at some of these 
crossings.  Efforts will be made to minimize impacts to these resources and channelization of streams would 
be minimized in the design of the proposed project.   

 
The Build Alternatives would result in encroachments on the 100-year floodplains associated with Wolf Creek 
and New River.  In accordance with Executive Order 11988 on Floodplain Management, the location and 
design of the proposed project will consider impacts on floodplains in the area and will ensure any 
encroachments are within allowable standards. 

 
During construction of the proposed project, strict adherence to all applicable provisions of TDOT’s Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and FHWA’s Best Management Practices for Erosion and 
Sediment Control will be followed. 

 
Ecological Impacts 
Detailed terrestrial and aquatic studies will be conducted to determine the project’s potential impacts on the 
ecology within the project study area.  Surveys for threatened and endangered species or unique wildlife 
habitat will be performed.  Efforts will be made to avoid impacts to any identified resources.  If avoidance is not 
possible, then mitigation measures will be developed to minimize the adverse effects of those impacts.  
 
The Build Alternatives would cross Wolf Creek, Black Creek, New River, as well as tributaries of each.  Studies 
will be performed to identify and quantify potential impacts to waterways and wetlands located within the 
project study area.  In accordance with Executive Order 11990, all appropriate measures will be taken to avoid 
or minimize impacts to wetlands. 

 
Cultural Impacts 
The Build Alternatives have been developed in an effort to avoid known historic sites, including Barton Chapel, 
which is located in Robbins.  Alternative A and Alternative B avoid this resource. 

 
A detailed survey of the project area will be conducted to identify structures, objects, sites, or districts that 
possess historic significance and meet the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  A detailed survey will also be conducted to determine the presence of any archaeological resources 
that are listed on, eligible for, or potentially eligible for the NRHP pursuant to the criteria set forth in 36 CFR 
60.4.   

 
The proposed project’s effects on NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible resources will be evaluated pursuant to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  Efforts will be made to avoid the use of and 
minimize impacts to such resources.  If the use of historically significant resources is unavoidable, an 
evaluation will be conducted pursuant to Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 to  
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demonstrate that no prudent or feasible alternatives exist.  Appropriate resources management measures will 
be taken in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 

 
Recreation Impacts 
The City of Robbins has developed Robbins Park, consisting of a walking track, picnic tables, and a parking 
lot.  This public park is eligible for protection under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 
1966.  The Build Alternatives have been developed to avoid impacts on this resource.   

 
Farmland Impacts 
In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, criteria will be applied to determine the 
proposed project’s potential effects on farmlands.  The results of this evaluation will be coordinated with the 
National Resource Conservation Service, if applicable. 

 
Hazardous Materials 
A screening for potential hazardous materials sites within the project study area will be conducted.  In the 
event that hazardous materials are encountered within the proposed right-of-way, their disposition shall be 
subject to the applicable sections of the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as 
amended; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as 
amended; and the Tennessee Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983. 

 
Construction Impacts 
In order to minimize adverse effects on the environment, the construction contractor will be required to comply 
with all applicable rules and provisions of the TDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  
These provisions implement the requirements of the FHWA’s Federal-Aid Policy Guide: Chapter 1, Subchapter 
G, Part 650, Subpart B. 
 
Section 4f / 6f Resources 
In accordance with Section 4f of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, during the planning stages 
of the project’s development efforts will be made to avoid or minimize harm to publicly owned parks, 
recreational areas, wildlife areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites.  In 
addition, the proposed project will be developed to avoid or minimize impacts to any land where Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act (Section 6[f]) grants have been administered for land acquisition, park amenities, 
and or other park development costs.    
 

NEXT STEPS 
Winter 2010 – Spring 2011 - Conduct Detailed Environmental and Engineering Studies 
Summer 2011 – Complete Environmental Assessment  
Summer 2011 – Hold a Public Hearing 
Fall 2011 – Complete Final Environmental Document
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