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ABSTRACT:
This document constitutes an Environmental Assessment prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended. Probable environmental impacts and mitigation measures have been identified and comments addressed for alternatives to the
Troup County Communications Tower located within the City of Hogansville, Georgia. The project consists of a 340-foot radio communications tower and one 12 x 24-foot equipment shelter supported by a backup generator and associated 500 gallon liquid propane (LP) fuel tank. All are contained within a 40 x 40-foot, fenced compound. This tower site is analyzed in this EA. In addition, as required by NEPA, the No-Action Alternative is studied in detail.

FINDING:
This Environmental Assessment (EA) concludes that the Troup County Communications Tower located at 52 Hightower Road, Hogansville, Georgia is not a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.
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1	INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION
This Environmental Assessment report pertains to the Troup County, Georgia, Radio Communication Tower project which consists of construction for one (1) 340 foot radio transmission/receive tower at 52 Hightower Road, Hogansville, Georgia. This tower site construction lies within an existing treated wastewater spray distribution field that is operated by the local governing body. Other than the maintenance facility for the wastewater treatment plant, there are no other residential or commercial structures adjacent to this location and it is located within a rural part of the City of Hogansville/Troup County, Georgia. The project is funded by the Fiscal Year 2007 (FY07) Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC) Grant Program. The goal of the PSIC Grant Program is to improve nationwide interoperable communications among public safety agencies. 
In February of 2009, the NTIA prepared a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the PSIC Grant Program. The PEA examines the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts associated with the proposed implementation of the PSIC Grant Program. A programmatic environmental document is prepared when an agency is proposing to carry out a broad action, program, or policy. The PEA examined the project types proposed for funding under the PSIC Grant Program, which were organized into the following five groups:
Transmission and Receiving Sites. Upgrade existing transmission and receiving sites and construct new sites to address all voice, data, video, and interoperability requirements. Projects will include the upgrade or new construction and installation of communications towers, equipment shelters, generators and backup power systems, repeaters, gateways, voice over internet protocol, microwave backhauls, fiber optic cable, antennae, and access roads to sites. This will also include equipment and activities associated with channel assignments and shared and mutual aid channels. Coordinating antenna interference reviews is also part of this activity. The average site is approximately 0.5 acres. Sites using guyed towers require additional land. New or retrofitted transmitting and receiving sites would be constructed or retrofitted to: update equipment to new frequencies that would improve and expand voice coverage; add data and video capabilities; and facilitate reliable interoperable communications among first responder organizations.
Operations and Response Centers. Construct, remodel, or retrofit existing fixed-structure dispatch centers or first-responder facilities to take advantage of new communications infrastructure to increase responder capacity. Centers potentially would be incorporated within an existing building with interior space for radio, telephone, and internet communications equipment, dispatch computer consoles, gateways, the transmitting and receiving of equipment and channels, backup power generators, and fuel storage. The centers would be served by utility lines. Centers can vary substantially in average size on the basis of a number of factors, including collocation of functions (i.e., multiple emergency operations functions housed in a single facility versus a single agency) and planned capacity of the center. Most sites would be expected to be approximately 1 acre in size, with some as large as 5 acres. Most projects for operations and response centers are expected to be upgrades (renovations) or expansions to current centers in existing buildings, which would: utilize new frequencies and sources; increase the volume of calls that can be handled; expand the coverage area of emergency responders connected through the system.
Mobile Infrastructure. Acquire and deploy non-fixed infrastructure equipment and incident command equipment. This would include mobile command vehicles and trailers, cell-on-wheels (COW), cell-on-light-truck (COLT), and site-on-wheels (SOW) equipment, portable towers and antennae, mobile gateways, mobile data terminals, and very small aperture terminals (VSAT).
Mobile/Portable Equipment. Acquire and deploy subscriber units and similar equipment. This would include mobile and handheld radios and satellite phones, radio caches, and battery packs.
Planning, Training, and Exercises. Conduct single- and multi-event activities, including both classroom-based and field-based training, to prepare first responders and support personnel to use interoperability communications equipment in a coordinated and efficient manner. 
The PEA determined that transmitting and receiving sites involving new towers 200 or more feet above the ground, guyed towers, and ground disturbances of one acre or more all require that a site-specific Environmental Assessment (EA) be prepared. The Troup County Communications Tower falls within the category of Transmission and Receiving sites involving a new tower of over 200 feet in height.
1.2 PURPOSE OF THE ACTION
The purpose and intent of this project includes a 340-foot radio communications tower and one, 12 x 24-foot equipment shelter supported by a backup generator and associated 500 gallon liquid propane fuel tank. All are contained within a 40 x 40-foot, fenced compound. 
The project action is to strengthen the overall local and regional communications capabilities by providing adequate connectivity and duplicity of communications throughout the local and regional area. This project is designed to improve existing voice communications and enhance interoperability through the addition of the new transmitting and receiving site. This site improves and expands voice coverage and facilitates reliable interoperable communications among first responder organizations within the region.
The action is part of a regional 800 MHz communications system that will link several local and state agency users (e.g., Troup County/City of Lagrange Public Safety, Harris County Public Safety, Muscogee County/City of Columbus Public Safety, Georgia State Patrol, Georgia Bureau of Investigation, Georgia Department of Natural Resources) as well as multiple smaller secondary users such as public utility providers and public works operations. The infrastructure is also available to other surrounding jurisdictions for future regional expansions. Currently these agencies use a multiplicity of communications systems - many of which lack seamless interoperability.
1.3 NEED FOR THE ACTION
Georgia is geographically diverse state with some high population density areas, which results in coverage and capacity challenges. As a result, Georgia’s first responders are currently unable to use radio communications across all agencies and jurisdictions. The only common radio system component throughout Georgia is the Georgia Interoperability Network (GIN), which is designed using Motorola’s Motobridge technology. The GIN connects disparate radio systems together through 141 county 911 centers in Georgia. This system of systems solution provides great enhancements to Georgia’s interoperability efforts, but still requires user training and intervention to create interoperability. By creating a larger, regional 800 MHz system through the Troup County Communications Tower project, local and state radio users will have seamless interoperability without the need for additional intervention by 911 personnel within their respective agencies. This project will fill in local coverage gaps and to ensure 95% coverage for Troup County as well as enhanced coverage in areas previously lacking adequate radio communications coverage in adjacent counties/cities.
The project serves the needs of several state and local agencies for emergency communication services, including the county police, county fire department and local Emergency Medical Services, as well as Georgia State Patrol, Georgia Bureau of Investigation and Georgia Department of Natural Resources.
1.4 SCOPING
The NEPA Center for Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines scoping as an early and open process for determining the significant issues related to the proposed action (40 CFR 1501.7). Scoping is usually the first direct contact between proponents of a proposed action and the public. It is an ongoing process that occurs during planning for preparation of an environmental document, which may consist of meetings, telephone conversations, and written comments. Scoping has the following specific, but limited objectives:
· to identify the affected public or agency concerns;
· to facilitate an efficient environmental document preparation process through
· assembling cooperating agencies, assigning data collection and analysis tasks, and
· scheduling appropriate reviews;
· to define the issues and alternatives that will be examined in detail in the environmental document while simultaneously devoting less attention and time to issues which cause no concern; and to save time in the overall process by helping to ensure that the environmental document adequately addresses relevant issues.
In accordance with NEPA, a scoping process was conducted to aid in determining the scope of issues to be addressed and to identify the significant issues related to this action. Scoping for this project involved discussions between the Troup County Emergency Management Agency, the Georgia Emergency Management Agency and the project team to identify the key issues that might prove to be of concern any and all potential interested parties. Preliminary input from environmental and planning agencies aided in the selection of potential sites and the eventual selection of the build alternative. Areas of concern included the selection of feasible sites for the proposed communications facility, availability of the sites, potential impacts involved at each site, and potential concerns of interested parties.
1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS, PROCEDURES, AND SCHEDULE
NEPA is intended to help public officials make decisions based on an understanding of environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment. Decisions should be made based on accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny of readily available environmental information. Federal agencies are obligated to follow the provisions of NEPA to identify and assess reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that will avoid or minimize any adverse effects upon the quality of the human environment before proceeding with the proposed action.
Communications tower construction and the operation of communications systems are regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Under FCC rules implementing NEPA (47CFR 1.1301-1.1311), the proposed action would normally be categorically excluded from further environmental processing. However, despite the exemption from the EA requirement under FCC rules, PSIC funding requires the preparation of this EA.
In order to determine the level of NEPA analysis to be performed for the PSIC-funded facility, potential impacts on the natural and human environment were considered for this EA. The impacts considered were based on reasonably foreseeable changes resulting from implementation of the project action. Issues that could affect the environment and/or the proposed project were identified, including:
· potential impacts to visual and aesthetic resources due to the height and location of the tower;
· potential impacts to the natural environment;
· potential visual impacts to historic resources within the Area of Potential Effects (APE);
· availability and capacity of utilities;
This EA examines and compares the probable impacts based on the reasonably foreseeable consequences of the proposed action and recommends measures to mitigate impacts, as appropriate.
The preparation of this EA is required as a result of PSIC Grant funding through the NTIA. In 2009, prior to the construction of the Troup County tower located on Hightower Road, an EA of the tower site was performed by MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. This document, which can be found as Attachment A, along with additional NEPA information prepared and submitted at the request of the NTIA in March of 2011 (Attachment B), serve as the basis for this EA, which is being documented post-construction. As-built photos of Troup County Tower are found in Attachment C.
2	ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROJECT ACTION
This section describes alternatives for meeting the purpose and need of the proposed action. The existing environment associated with this site is described in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, and potential impacts associated with construction on the site are described in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ACTION
The Troup County Communications Tower is located at 52 Hightower Road, which is within the city limits of Hogansville, Georgia. The project consists of a 340-foot radio communications tower and one, 12 x 24-foot equipment shelter supported by a backup generator and associated 500 gallon liquid propane fuel tank. All are contained within a 40 x 40-foot fenced compound. The site is located on an existing wastewater spray distribution field that is operated by the local government public utilities division. Utility connections are supplied for the Hightower Road access point and are trenched to the tower site to avoid overhead utility service drops. The footprint of the compound area was graded and excavated for the tower foundation. The site compound is only accessible from Hightower Road.  No other construction related activities are anticipated at this time. See as-built photos of Troup County Tower Facility in Attachment C.
The property is located within the city limit of Hogansville in a rural area of Troup County. The property is primarily undeveloped, outside of the installation of the treated wastewater spray piping and heads that are dispersed throughout a several acre area. The property defined by the tower and supporting guy wire anchor points is approximately 8.82 acres and is 100% grassy, pasture land. There are no known wetlands on this property or within the general vicinity, the site is primarily flat and the area surrounding the subject property is also flat with several undeveloped grassy pasture fields.
Information taken from the NEPA Compliance Report/Checklist (Attachment A) completed and filed prior to the construction of the Troup County tower provides the following photographs of the undeveloped site taken in 2009:
Photo Series 2-1 (Nos. 1-4 from MACTEC Environmental Compliance Checklist – Attachment A) Pre-Construction Views of Site
[image: ]
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[image: ]
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Total ground disturbance including utility connections for the project was less than 14,000 square feet, or 0.32 acres. The fenced-in area is approximately 1,600 square feet, or about 0.04 acres. The utility connections were made by direct burial cable and consist of a trenched line about 250 feet in length. The backup power generator utilizes LP fuel and will only be operated during power outages. Power requirements for the facility will be a maximum of 400 amps. The equipment shelter is supplied with a 200 amp service and the tower will consume a maximum of 20 amps for lighting. Radiated Radio Frequency Electromagnetic fields will be well within FCC permissible limits and requirements. Tower paint and lighting is in Accordance with FAA Circular Number 70/7460-1K.
Figure 2-1: Troup County Communications Facility: Site Location Map
[image: ]SITE

[SOURCE: USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle: Hogansville, Georgia (1982)]
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Photo 2-2: View of the General Setting of the Site Location on the Wastewater Spray Field
[image: ]Approximate Limits of Wastewater Spray Field


Photo 2-3: View of the Ground Surface Containing Footprint of the Facility Prior to Construction (from MACTEC Report – Attachment A)
[image: ]
Photo 2-4: View of Site Access from Hightower Road Prior to Construction. (from MACTEC Report – Attachment A)
[image: ]

2.2 ALTERNATIVES GIVEN DETAILED CONSIDERATION
Two alternatives are analyzed in detail in this EA: the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative - the Preferred Alternative.
2.2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Under the No-Action Alternative, Troup County would not utilize the site studied in this EA for the proposed communications facility. The existing treated wastewater spray field property would remain as it existed.
2.2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – Build/Preferred Alternative PSIC-FUNDED COMMUNICATIONS TOWER
In addition to the Hightower Road site, Troup County considered and examined utilizing existing city-owned property located on the site of the Hogansville Sportsplex at 2062 Mobley Bridge Road (see Photo 2-5). This location is a recreational park that consists of 4 baseball playing fields, support structures and a parking area. There are also numerous residential structures adjacent to the park. It was determined that locating a large radio tower at this park would have significant negative impacts and potential risks to the park patrons and the neighbors to the park. It was determined that the park was not the most appropriate location due to its proximity to neighboring homes which would result in aesthetical concerns. Based on this data, the decision was made to construct this tower at the Hightower Road site as detailed in Alternative 2.
Under Alternative 2, the project consists of a 340-foot radio communications tower, and one 12 x 24-foot equipment shelter supported by a backup generator and associated 500 gallon liquid propane fuel tank. All of which is contained within a 40 x 40-foot, fenced compound. The site is located on an existing wastewater spray distribution field that is operated by the local government public utilities division.
Photo 2-5: View of the Hogansville Sportsplex relative to the Hightower Road Location
[image: ]

The project site is located on approximately 8.83 acres of property which is owned by Troup County and used as a treated wastewater spray field. The construction of a new tower was required as there was no potential for the co-location of antennas on existing towers or other structures within the vicinity. The distance to the nearest telecommunications tower is approximately 3 miles to the north/northeast and a second approximately 4 miles to the northwest. There was also a need for a government-owned facility to contain the variety of antennas and equipment proposed for the enhancement of the regional communications systems and to enable future expansions of the system. Table 2-1, entitled Comparison of Alternatives, which follows, summarizes the findings of the EA.
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	Table 2-1 Comparison of Alternatives

	Impact Topic
	Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
	Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility

	Air Quality
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Construction on the site would have negligible short-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts.

	Noise
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Construction on the site would result in minor, adverse, short-term, direct noise impacts. No indirect or cumulative impacts to noise levels would occur.

	Threatened and Endangered Species
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	The Alternative 2 location for the communications facility was reviewed by the federal, state and local environmental compliance agencies which also addressed potential issues with migratory bird collisions. (Attachment A) The project reviews concluded that the proposed project is not expected to have any impact to threatened or endangered species.

	Geology, Topography and Soils
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Under the proposed action, erosion of soils during construction could have led to sedimentation in local streams. Because an erosion and sedimentation plan was followed, direct and indirect adverse impacts from soil erosion were minor and short-term. No cumulative impacts are expected.

	Vegetation and Wildlife
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	The footprint of Alternative 2 is located within a grassy pasture area owned by the local governing body and currently used for surface applications of treated wastewater. No deforestation was required during site preparation or construction and extreme efforts were made to reduce ecological impacts by limiting land grading during site prep activities. All of which has resulted in minimal ecological impacts as a consequence of the construction.

	Human Health and Safety
	Minor to moderate direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts to human health and safety would occur owing to lack of improvements in communications capabilities.
	It is expected that Alternative 2 will have a beneficial impact on human health and safety as it would increase communications capabilities and improve response times for emergency services. The facility will also not pose any undue risk to occasional workers onsite or at the county maintenance facility nearby. The cumulative effect of the combined PSIC Grant Program improvements will result in moderate, long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts to human health and safety.

	Community Facilities and Services
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	The location of the tower will have no adverse impact on any community facilities and services nor will it require the addition or elimination of any community services. The communications enhancement that it brings will serve to improve the response capability of all emergency services in the area through improved communications. The cumulative effect of the combined PSIC Grant Program improvements will result in moderate, long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts to community facilities and services.

	Land Use Planning and Zoning
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	The Alternative 2 site resides in Tax District 18-Hogansville of the Troup County tax records. The land use zoning is listed as 18-unavailable which designates it as government owned/undeveloped, non-residential property. The site usage is consistent with this zoning. Therefore, no long-term, direct impact to land use planning and zoning would occur.

	Economy and Employment
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Alternative 2 would have minor, short-term, beneficial, direct impact on economy and employment. No indirect or cumulative impacts would occur.

	Taxes and Revenue
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Increased sales transactions for the purchase of materials and supplies would generate some additional revenues for local and state governments, which would have a beneficial impact on taxes and revenue. Construction workers employed for the construction period are assumed to be currently employed, and residing and paying taxes in the local Troup County area. This would result in short-term, minor, beneficial impacts to taxes and revenue. No indirect or cumulative impacts would occur.

	Aesthetics and Visual Resources
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Minor, adverse, long-term, direct impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would occur. No indirect or cumulative impacts would occur.

	Archeological Resources
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	A review of the archeological site files performed as part of the 2009 Environmental Compliance Checklist (Attachment A) indicates that no previously recorded archeological sites occur within the APE of Alternative 2. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts will occur, resulting in a finding of “no historic properties affected” at the completion of the Section 106 review process.

	Historic Resources
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Since there are no historic structures within the proposed project APE, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts will occur, resulting in a finding of “no historic properties affected” at the completion of the Section 106 review process (Attachment A).

	Telecommunications
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	There will be moderate, beneficial, long-term, direct impacts to public communications service. There will be moderate to major, beneficial, long-term, cumulative impacts on public communications systems.

	Electric Power and Gas
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	Negligible, adverse, short-term, direct impacts to utilities are expected during construction. The increased demand for electrical power would have negligible adverse, long-term, direct impacts

	Transportation
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	No direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to transportation will occur.

	Waste Management
	No impacts would occur at the existing facility.
	A negligible, adverse, short-term, direct impact on county landfills would occur. No indirect impacts to waste management are anticipated. The proposed facility will not foster any new development and since it is unmanned, will not generate wastes. Therefore, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.



3	AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
This chapter provides a description of the current natural, social, economic, and cultural environments at the proposed location of the communications facility. The purpose of this section is to provide sufficient information on the existing conditions to evaluate the potential impact to the human environment from the proposed action. This section is divided into two sections: 1) Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis, and 2) Impact Topics Analyzed in Detail. Impact topics that have been dismissed from further consideration are topics that would either not be affected or would be affected negligibly by the alternatives evaluated in this document. Therefore, these topics are briefly discussed in this section of the EA and then dismissed from further consideration or evaluation. Negligible effects are effects that are localized and immeasurable at the lowest level of detection.
Impact topics analyzed in detail are divided into four sections:
Section 3.2.1, Natural and Physical Environment
Section 3.2.2, Social Environment
Section 3.2.3, Cultural Environment
Section 3.2.4, Infrastructure and Waste Management
3.1 IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS
The non-controversial topics listed below would have no effect, a negligible effect or in some specific cases, a minor effect for each alternative evaluated in this document. For specific definitions of negligible and minor, please refer to the Environmental Consequences Section; however, in general, negligible effects are effects that are localized and immeasurable. Topics that are readily apparent to have either no, negligible, or minor effect are briefly discussed in this section of the Environmental Assessment and then dismissed from further consideration or evaluation.
Water Resources
Water resources include groundwater and surface water. The tower site is located on an open grassy field currently in use as a treated wastewater spray field and for production of fescue hay. According to the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) map there are no wetlands or water resources within or adjacent to the project area. The upper reaches of two, unnamed tributaries of Flat Creek are located within 2000 feet east and west of the site [USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle: Hogansville, Georgia (1982)]. However, as this facility is limited to a communications tower and an LP-powered backup generator, no adverse impacts to surface and groundwater are expected owing to its construction and operation and water resources were dismissed from further consideration or evaluation.
Floodplains
Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to evaluate the potential effects of any actions it may take in a floodplain and to ensure that plans consider flood hazards and floodplain management needs. The floodplain of concern is usually the 100-year floodplain, which is defined as the area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year. For certain critical actions, which are those actions that even a slight chance of flooding would be too great, the 500-year floodplain is the area of concern. The 500-year floodplain is defined as an area subject to a 0.2 percent chance of flooding in a given year. According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Troup County, (Panel Number 130405050A), the communications facility is located entirely within Flood Zone X.  Zone X refers to areas of outside of the 500 year flood plain. Therefore, floodplains were dismissed from further consideration.
Hazardous Waste
The nature of the project, which includes the construction and operation of an unmanned communications facility, will not generate any hazardous wastes. Such general wastes as those generated during construction of the project are not regulated or defined as hazardous, special, or potentially dangerous and do not require special handling and disposal due to potential hazards it possesses to either personnel or the environment. Therefore, hazardous waste was dismissed from further consideration.
Population and Housing
As of 2009, Troup County's population was 64,653 people. The municipality of Lagrange, Georgia, has a population of 28,437 and Hogansville, Georgia, has a population of 2,921. The median home cost in Troup County is $126,600. The project area is located in a rural area, with limited residential and moderate commercial/agricultural use in the surrounding area. Topographically, the proposed site is flat and the area surrounding the subject property is also flat with a mixture of limited residential properties, woods and agricultural fields. The communications facility will have no impact to populations or housing. Therefore, population and housing was dismissed from further consideration.
Water & Sewer
Although this site is located on a treated wastewater spray distribution field, the project consists of an unmanned communications tower which will have no impacts to water and sewer. This topic was dismissed from further consideration.
Meteorology/Climate
Draft guidelines provided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) suggest that the following two aspects of global climate change should be considered in the preparation of environmental documents:
· The potential for the federal actions that impact global climatic change, e.g., increased emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), halons, or greenhouse gases; and
· The potential for global climatic change to affect federal actions, e.g., feasibility of coastal projects in light of projected sea level changes.
Based upon the design and utilization of the project as addressed by this environmental document, the proposed action is not expected to result in the significant emission of CFCs, halons, or greenhouse gases.
The National Academy of Sciences estimates that a doubling of carbon dioxide concentration which could occur by the middle of this century, would lead to global warming of 1.5 to 4.5 degrees Celsius (3 to 8 degrees Fahrenheit). The proposed action is expected to be unaffected by a potential climatic change in this range. Studies by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and others have estimated that along the Gulf and Atlantic coasts, a one foot rise in sea level is likely by 2050 and could occur as soon as 2025. Within the next century, a two foot rise is most likely, but a four foot rise is possible. The proposed action would occur on land situated approximately 239 meters (784 feet) above msl and would not be affected by sea level rise in this range.
The proposed action will have no measurable impacts on, and will not be affected by, the climatology of the area or have any significant impact on neighboring properties. Therefore, this topic was dismissed from further consideration.
3.2 IMPACT TOPICS ANALYZED IN DETAIL
3.2.1 NATURAL AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
3.2.1.1 Air Quality
Air quality became a national concern in the mid-1960s, leading to the passage of the Air Quality Act in 1967. The Act (now referred to as the Clean Air Act) and subsequent amendments have established procedures for improving conditions, including a set of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is directed to set levels for pollutants in order to protect the public's health. The NAAQS have been adopted for six pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, and lead. A system of monitoring stations has been established across the country to measure progress in meeting these goals. If an area is found to exceed the allowable concentrations, local officials are required to develop a plan for achieving air quality that meets the standards.
Federal actions, including the construction of the communications facility, must be in conformity with the provisions of the Clean Air Act. General conformity requirements are applied to certain Federal actions within air quality non-attainment and maintenance areas. The General Conformity rule can be considered to contain three major parts: applicability, procedure, and determination. Based on the following evaluation, it has been determined that the anticipated emissions would be sufficiently small that no further action is required. In the case of ozone, the precursor emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are considered. Once these emissions have been evaluated, a determination can be made with respect to the applicability of the rules. If the total emissions are below de minimis levels, the rules are not applicable.
This facility will not emit any contaminants affecting air quality so no impact is anticipated. Therefore this topic was dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.1.2 Noise
Noise is traditionally defined as any unwanted sound. Magnitudes of noise whether wanted or unwanted, are usually described by sound, i.e., a dynamic variation in atmospheric pressure. The human auditory system is sensitive to fluctuations in air pressure above and below the barometric static pressure. These fluctuations are defined as sound when the human ear is able to detect pressure changes within the audible frequency range. Noise regulations have been established at all levels of government, from local municipalities to Federal agencies. Although, there is great variation in the controls established by different municipalities, the Federal guidelines provide widely accepted standards, which are reasonably consistent among the various agencies.
Congress passed the Noise Control Act in 1972, specifically authorizing EPA to promulgate regulations establishing maximum permissible noise characteristics for products manufactured for interstate commerce. In addition, EPA was directed to publish information about the kind and extent of effects of different qualities and quantities of noise, and to define acceptable levels under various conditions to protect public health and welfare. This information was then used by other Federal agencies in establishing criteria applicable to their programs.
This facility will not require routine vehicular traffic and its operation is not anticipated to create unwanted noise disturbances. Therefore this topic was dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.1.3 Threatened and Endangered Species
The US Fish and Wildlife Service website indicates that Troup County is home to several threatened and/or endangered species, including the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Bluestripe Shiner (Cyprinella callitaenia), Highscale Shiner (Notropis hypsilepis), Bay Star-Vine (Schisandra glabra), and Green Pitcher-Plant (Sarracenia oreophila). 
The footprint of the communications facility is in an open, grassy area on a tract of land under the jurisdiction of the local governing body that is being used as a treated wastewater spray field and does not provide suitable habitat for any listed threatened or endangered species stated to be in Troup County. The location for the communications facility at the Hightower Road site was reviewed by the federal, state and local environmental compliance agencies which also addressed potential issues with migratory bird collisions. (Attachment A) The project reviews concluded that the proposed project is not expected to have any impact to threatened or endangered species. Therefore this topic was dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.1.4 Vegetation and Wildlife
The original forests of the southern Piedmont consisted of oak and hickory trees. In this forest pine trees are relatively uncommon, while yellow poplars (Liriodendron tulipifera) make up 20 percent of the forest trees and are large, exceeding 50 centimeters in diameter. White oak (Quercus alba), northern red oak (Quercus rubra), black oak (Quercus velutina), and post oak (Quercus stellata) are important on mesic sites, together with several species of hickories (Carya glabra, Carya tomentosa, and Carya cordiformis). 
The footprint of the proposed site is located within a grassy pasture area owned by the local governing body and currently used for surface applications of treated wastewater. No deforestation was required during site preparation or construction and extreme efforts were made to reduce ecological impacts by limiting land grading during site prep activities. Construction required no permanent loss of vegetative cover and fescue hay continues to be grown and harvested on the site, as was the case prior to construction. All of which has resulted in minimal ecological impacts as a consequence of the construction. 
Therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.1.5 Geology, Topography, and Soils
Geology 
Although no specific geological descriptions were found for Troup County, Precambrian and Paleozoic metamorphic and igneous rocks underlie almost the entire region. The dominant metamorphic rock types include biotite gneiss, schist, slate, quartzite, phyllite, and amphibolite. The dominant igneous rock types are granite and metamorphosed granite. Some gabbro and other mafic igneous rocks also occur, and diabase dikes are not uncommon.

Topography
Troup County is in the Piedmont Upland Section of the Piedmont Province of the Appalachian Highlands, which stretches from North Carolina southwesterly across Georgia and into Alabama. This region is typically described as rolling to hilly upland with a well defined drainage pattern. Streams have dissected the original plateau, leaving narrow to fairly broad upland ridgetops and short slopes adjacent to the major streams. The valley floors are generally narrow and make up about 10 percent or less of the land area. The associated stream terraces are minor. Elevation ranges from 330 to 1,310 feet (100 to 400 meters). 
Soils 
The dominant soil orders in the Southern Piedmont are Ultisols, Inceptisols, and Alfisols. The soils in the area dominantly have a thermic soil temperature regime, a udic soil moisture regime, and kaolinitic or mixed mineralogy. They are shallow to very deep, generally well drained, and loamy or clayey. Hapludalfs (Enon and Wilkes series), Hapludults (Badin, Nason, and Tatum series), and Kanhapludults (Appling, Cecil, Georgeville, Herndon, Madison, Pacolet, and Wedowee series) formed in residuum on hills and ridges. Dystrudepts (Chewacla series) formed in alluvium on flood plains. Udults in the Rhodic subgroup (Davidson, Hiwassee, and Lloyd series) formed in old alluvium on stream terraces or in residuum derived from mafic rocks. 
At the Alternative 2 site location, the soil typically can be characterized as a Ultisol, which is strongly leached, acid forest soil with relatively low native fertility. This soil type is found primarily in humid temperate and tropical areas on older, stable landscapes. Ultisols have a subsurface horizon in which clays have accumulated, often with strong yellowish or reddish colors resulting from the presence of iron oxides. The 'red clay' soils of the western Georgia and most of the southeastern United States are examples of Ultisols. On the tower site, a shovel test performed as part of 2009 assessment indicated that the soil is clayey with 0 to 2 percent slopes. The soil has adequate drainage properties and with no large paved areas being associated with construction, no increased runoff is expected. During construction, a comprehensive erosion and sedimentation plan, as required by local and state regulations, was followed and any direct or indirect adverse impacts from soil erosion were extremely minor and short-term.
Therefore this topic was dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.1.6 Human Health and Safety
Human Health and Safety is closely related to all aspects of the environment and is the primary reason for any environmental study. This impact topic is intended to cover any impacts to the human health and safety that may not have been addressed or fully examined by other impact topics in this EA. It is expected that the communications facility will have a beneficial impact on human health and safety as it would increase communications and improve response times for emergency services. No exposure to human health and safety risks for workers outside of those normally expected for a construction site were encountered owing to tower installation at the existing site. As the completed site is unmanned, was built to existing codes and standards and is placed within a locked fence, no ongoing risks to county workers or others who may be in the vicinity will be expected during regular operations. The chosen site is located in a large field currently utilized by the county as a treated wastewater spray field and fescue production, therefore the opportunity for non-authorized entry to the tower site is reduced. Therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.2 SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT
3.2.2.1 Community Facilities and Services
The following section describes community facilities and services in the vicinity of the Hightower Road communications tower site. The location of the tower will have no adverse impact on any of the facilities and services listed below nor will it require the addition or elimination of any community services. The communications enhancement that it brings will serve to improve the response capability of all emergency services in the area through improved communications.
Churches - There is one church, Gospel Mission Church, located 1 mile north of the site. Due to tree cover adjacent to the church property, there are no visual or other impacts that will detract from the church property.
Schools - There closest schools are approximately two miles northeast of the project site.
Emergency Services – the closest emergency services facilities are as follows:

Fire and EMS Stations
Hogansville Fire/EMS
1101 East Main Street
 Hogansville, Georgia 30230
Police Stations
Hogansville Police Department 
117 Lincoln Street
Hogansville, Georgia 30230

Medical Care Facilities
The nearest medical facilities are located about 11 miles southwest of the site in the city of Lagrange, GA. The physical address is 1514 Vernon Road, Lagrange, Georgia.
Neighborhood Associations - There are no neighborhood associations within the vicinity of the project area.
Therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.2.2 Land Use Planning and Zoning
The project site resides in Tax District 18-Hogansville of the Troup County tax records. The land use zoning is listed as 18-unavailable which designates it as government owned/undeveloped, non-residential property. The site usage is consistent with this zoning and can be dismissed from consideration.
3.2.2.3 Economy and Employment
The median home cost in Troup County is $126,600. The unemployment rate in Troup County is 11 percent (rest of Georgia is 9.8%). The median household income for a family is $41,891. The construction of this facility will have no long-term impact on the region’s economy or employment and therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.2.4 Taxes and Revenue
The county sales tax rate is 3.00 percent. The State of Georgia sales tax rate is 4.00 percent. Tax rates will not be impacted by the construction of this communications tower. A summary of 2006 tax and revenue finances (the most recent year available) is included below.
Troup County government finances in 2006:
· Charges - All Other: $986,000 
Parks and Recreation: $593,000
Solid Waste Management: $269,000
· Construction - Central Staff Services: $4,315,000 
Parks and Recreation: $648,000
Correctional Institutions: $130,000
Regular Highways: $19,000
· Current Operations - Health - Other: $10,686,000 
Correctional Institutions: $9,148,000
Police Protection: $4,067,000
Judicial and Legal Services: $3,920,000
Parks and Recreation: $3,303,000
Local Fire Protection: $3,095,000
Regular Highways: $2,169,000
General - Other: $1,517,000
Financial Administration: $1,486,000
Public Welfare - Other: $858,000
Central Staff Services: $804,000
Solid Waste Management: $716,000
Protective Inspection and Regulation, NEC: $335,000
General Public Buildings: $331,000
Natural Resources - Other: $157,000
Housing and Community Development: $36,000
Sewerage: $8,000
· Federal Intergovernmental - All Other: $418,000 
· General - Interest on Debt: $801,000 
· Intergovernmental to Local NEC - General - Other: $5,650,000 
Libraries: $415,000
Health - Other: $317,000
Solid Waste Management: $208,000
Air Transportation: $64,000
· Intergovernmental to State - Public Welfare: $73,000 
General - Other: $7,000
· Local Intergovernmental - All Other: $742,000 
General Local Government Support: $13,000
· Long Term Debt Retired Unspecified Public Purpose: $9,790,000 
· Miscellaneous - Fines and Forfeits: $2,714,000 
Interest Earnings: $1,046,000
General Revenue, NEC: $635,000
Rents: $19,000
· NEW for 2005 - Long Term Debt Beginning Outstanding - Unspecified Public Purpose: $19,900,000 
Long Term Debt Outstanding Unspecified Public Purpose: $10,110,000
· Other Capital Outlay - Regular Highways: $70,000 
Correctional Institutions: $51,000
General - Other: $39,000
Health - Other: $37,000
Parks and Recreation: $19,000
Solid Waste Management: $14,000
Financial Administration: $12,000
Central Staff Services: $7,000
· Other Funds - Cash and Securities: $21,429,000 
· Sinking Funds - Cash and Securities: $5,000 
· State Intergovernmental - Health and Hospitals: $9,162,000 
All Other: $3,176,000
Public Welfare: $28,000
· Tax - General Sales and Gross Receipts: $19,716,000 
Property: $18,821,000
Other Selective Sales: $1,276,000
Public Utility License: $440,000
Public Utilities Sales: $180,000
Other License: $167,000
Alcoholic Beverage Sales: $149,000
Occupation and Business License, NEC: $53,000
· Total Salaries and Wages: $15,119,000 
3.2.2.5 Aesthetics and Visual Resources
The project area/subject site is located on government-owned property that is currently used as a treated wastewater spray field and for fescue hay production by the local governing body. There are few, if any, residences nearby and the only structure in direct proximity is a county maintenance facility located to the east across Hightower Road from the site. Topographically, the proposed site is at an approximate elevation of 784 feet above msl, and is located on relatively flat land in the middle of a grassy pasture. Therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.
3.2.3 CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT
Tower construction is regulated by the Federal Communications Commission. On October 5, 2004, the Federal Communications Commission released a Report and Order, FCC 04-222, adopting the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement (NPA) regarding the Section 106 National Historic Preservation Act Review Process, signed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO) and amending Section 1.1307(a)(4) of the Commission's rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.1307(a)(4). The following sections will describe how this site does not adversely impact the cultural environment.
3.2.3.1 Area of Potential Effects
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Direct Effects- The APE for direct effects consists of the area directly impacted by the construction of the communications facility. The APE for direct effects is confined to the area(s) of ground disturbance (including the footprint of the facility, construction staging areas, utility connections and access easements) with respect to the potential impact to archeological resources, and to the subject property with respect to above-ground resources.
Area of Potential Effects for Visual Effects- The NPA governing new tower construction indicates that, unless otherwise established through consultation with the SHPO/THPO, the presumed APE for visual effects relative to the construction of new facilities is a) 0.5-mile radius for towers 200 feet or less in overall height, b) 0.75-mile radius for towers greater than 200 but no more than 400 feet in overall height; or, c) 1.5-mile radius for towers greater than 400 feet in overall height. Based on the proposed structure height of 340 feet above ground surface for the communications tower, a 0.75-mile radius was used for purposes of project review established by the NPA. 
3.2.3.2 Archeological Resources
A review of the archeological site files performed as part of the 2009 Environmental Compliance Checklist (Attachment A) indicates that no previously recorded archeological sites occur within the APE for direct effects. 
3.2.3.3 Historic Resources
Section 101(b)(4) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190), as amended, requires the Federal government to coordinate and plan its actions to, among other goals, "preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage...” Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing regulations require that Federal impacts to historic and cultural resources be included as part of the NEPA process. The NPA defines historic properties as:
· Properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places;
· Properties formally determined eligible for listing by the Keeper of the National Register;
· Properties that the SHPO certifies are in the process of being nominated to the National Register;
· Properties previously determined eligible for listing as part of a consensus determination of eligibility between the SHPO and the Federal Agency;
· Properties listed in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties that the Trust has previously evaluated and determined to be eligible for the National Register.
As a part of the 2009 assessment (Attachment A), the methodology for the identification and evaluation of historic resources included a field survey of existing buildings and structures within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) that were previously inventoried by the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) files, a review of  the Troup County historic resources survey files, the Troup County Identified Sites files and a review of the Georgia Natural Archaeological and Historic Resources Geographical Information System database. The file review identified one historic structure within the 0.75- mile APE (Resource TP-592/61313) that “appeared not to meet Nat. Reg. Criteria” because of a lack of integrity (see Figure 3-1). A field visit conducted as part of the 2009 assessment indicated that the structure no longer existed. 
The historic resources review concluded that the proposed project will have no effect on historic properties, and that no further consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act was required prior to project implementation.
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Figure 3-1: Area of Potential Effects (APE)
The 0.75-mile radius APE map below was taken from the 2009 Environmental Compliance Checklist (Attachment A).
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3.2.4 INFRASTRUCTURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
The following sections describe the infrastructure, including utilities, transportation, and waste management, at the site.
3.2.4.1 Transportation
The Hightower Road tower site is in an undeveloped, rural area approximately 1.5 miles southwest of Hogansville, Georgia. It lies between Hightower Road (east) and Mobley Bridge Road (northwest).  US Route 29 is located due east of the site, adjacent and parallel to the CSX Railroad tracks. There is no mass transit serving the area of the site and therefore this topic can be dismissed from further consideration.

3.2.4.2 Telecommunications
A wide variety of telecommunications companies provide wireless and land- line services to the area. The local telephone carrier is AT&T. Long distance carriers include AT&T, T-Mobile, Sprint and additional carriers and resellers of Wide Area Telephone Service (WATS) and Mobile Tele-Systems (MTS). There are multiple Internet service providers.
3.2.4.3 Electrical Power and Gas
The City of Hogansville provides utility services to its citizens. Outside of the city, local electrical membership corporations (EMCs) providing power service to Troup County include Carroll EMC, Coweta-Fayette EMC and Diverse Power. Residents of Troup County can purchase natural gas from a number of marketing companies including Coweta-Fayette EMC Natural Gas, Gas South, Georgia Natural Gas, SCANA Energy and others.
3.2.4.4 Waste Management
No wastes are expected to be generated by the site except for those generated during construction activities associated with the project. Wastes generated during construction consisted of general waste which are not regulated or defined as hazardous, special, or potentially dangerous and which do not require special handling and disposal due to potential hazards to either personnel or the environment. General waste typically includes a varying, non-homogeneous mixture of paper goods, corrugated items, plastics, food scraps, glassware, metal waste, and other miscellaneous organics and inorganics.
All waste generated during construction were managed in accordance with applicable Federal, state, and local regulations. General construction waste was collected and transported by the contractors. As the proposed communications facility is unmanned, no waste will be generated as a consequence of its operation.
The Troup County Landfill is a privately-owned and operated facility located at 174 Parmer Rd, Lagrange, Georgia 30241. Troup County government Department of Roads and Sanitation owns and operates 12 Convenience Centers and 2 Compactor sites for the use of homeowners to dispose of their household garbage and recyclables. Within the City of Hogansville, curbside solid waste collection is a service provided by city employees.
4	ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION
This chapter contains a discussion of the environmental consequences, or impacts, associated with the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternatives of the proposed PSIC-Funded Communications Facility.
Impact Assessment
This section includes an analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment, which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7 – 1508.8). Potential impacts are described in terms of:
· intensity, the effects are negligible, minor, moderate, or major;
· type, the effects are beneficial or adverse;
· duration, the effects are short-term, lasting through construction or less than one year, or long-term, lasting more than one year; and
· context, the effects are site-specific, local, or even regional.

The thresholds of change for the intensity of impacts are defined as follows:
· negligible, the impact is localized and not measurable or at the lowest level of detection;
· minor, the impact is localized and slight but detectable;
· moderate, the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; or
· major, the impact is severely adverse and highly noticeable.
This section also includes information on measures to mitigate the impacts at the end of each impact topic.
4.1 NATURAL AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
4.1.1 AIR QUALITY
The following section discusses the impacts to air quality for the No-Action Alternative as well as the Build Alternative.
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts – Direct impacts from a project on ambient air quality can be caused by construction activities and the operation of the facility. Air quality pollutants can also be generated by the operation of stationary water and space heating equipment, and facility maintenance activities.
Indirect Impacts – Indirect impacts on air quality would occur from traffic generated by the facility.
4.1.1.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed action was not undertaken. Consequently, there was no impact to the area’s air quality. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to air quality occurred.
4.1.1.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
The following are potential emission sources from the communications facility:
· Construction activities; 
· Emergency power generation equipment
Construction Activities
Construction activities will include the use of equipment such as an excavator, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and a crane for tower erection. Project duration was less than 180 days, with a maximum of 40 days of heavy equipment use. Construction activities are expected to have had little impact, with emissions limited in both magnitude and duration. According to EPA, these operations are of greater significance in areas of non-attainment for particulates, which does not include Troup County.
Emergency Power Generation Equipment
Power generation equipment would generate emissions. However, power will normally be provided from the electrical distribution system present at the site. Power generation equipment would only be used in the advent of a power outage to the electrical grid and would not constitute a significant impact in either magnitude or duration.
Conclusions of General Conformity Review
This review has considered the precursors of ozone, VOCs, and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). It is estimated that emissions would fall below the de minimis levels established under General Conformity. Consequently, the General Conformity procedures are not applicable to the proposed action. Best management practices will be followed to minimize effects of the construction on air quality. Construction on the site would therefore have negligible short or long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.
Mitigation Measures for Air Quality
Impacts to air quality will be negligible, however, best management practices will be followed to minimize effects of the construction on air quality.
4.1.2 NOISE
This section analyzes the potential for increased noise levels under the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative for the implementation of the proposed communications project. Noise modeling was not conducted as part of this study.
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts can occur as a result of construction noise generated during site development and permanent site-induced noise during operations.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts may result from the incremental noise from area roadways due to the additional traffic generated by the proposed action.
4.1.2.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction took place. No change in the site’s noise levels occurred because of this alternative. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative noise impacts occurred.
4.1.2.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Temporary increases in noise levels within the immediate vicinity of the project area occurred during construction. The magnitude of the impact would depend on the specific types of equipment used, the construction methods employed. Construction activities included the use of an excavator, dump trucks, concrete trucks, and a crane for tower erection. Project duration will be a maximum of 180 days, with a maximum of 40 days of heavy equipment use. The facility will be unmanned and will therefore generate negligible noise after construction. The area to the northwest and west of the site are forested and the nearest receptors for noise impacts are residences located approximately 1000 feet west, beyond the treed area along Mobley Bridge Road and at the county maintenance facility across Hightower Road. There are no other potential receptors within the project area. Noise impacts were short in duration and had minimal impacts on these receptors. Therefore, a minor, adverse, short-term, direct impact occurred.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts are expected to have affected noise levels as a result of the project.
Cumulative Impacts - There are no other actions now or in the foreseeable future, which, combined with the construction of the communications facility, would have a cumulative impact on noise levels.
Mitigation Measures for Noise Impacts
As noise impacts were short term and minor, no mitigation measures were necessary. Best management practices were followed to minimize effects of the construction on noise levels.
4.1.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
This section analyzes the potential impacts to threatened and endangered species for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative for the implementation of the proposed communications project.
4.1.3.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction took place. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species occurred.
4.1.3.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts - The footprint of the communications facility is within grassy pasture used as a treated wastewater spray field and for fescue hay production. During construction all efforts were taken to reduce ecological impact through minimizing grading operations and good housekeeping. The proposed location for the communications facility at the Hightower Road site was reviewed by the USFWS (see Attachment A). The response letter from the USFWS also addressed potential issues with migratory bird collisions. The proposed tower meets the criteria established in the Interim Guidelines for Recommendations on Communication Tower Siting, Construction, Operation, and Decommission (USFWS, 2000):
· No towers are located in a nearby radius to allow for co-location.
· The tower is lighted light systems designed to comply with FAA circular K1/7460.
· The tower footprint and equipment compound are of a minimal size to prevent habitat fragmentation.
· The tower is not sited in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration areas, in known migratory or daily movement flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered species, or in an area with a high incidence of fog, mist, and low ceilings.
· A significant number of breeding, feeding, or roosting birds are not known to habitually use the tower area.
· Tower guy wires have daytime visual markers.
· The tower was constructed to allow for additional co- locations.
The project reviews concluded that the Hightower Road project is not expected to have any impact to threatened or endangered species.
Mitigation Measures for Threatened and Endangered Species
In accordance with the recommendations of the USFWS, the following mitigation measures will be implemented. No conflicts between FAA and USFWS requirements are anticipated.
· The tower is not located in or near wetlands or other known bird concentration areas, or in an area with a high incidence of fog, mist, and low ceilings.
· The tower has the minimum amount of pilot warning and obstruction avoidance lighting required by the FAA and only white strobe lights will be used at night. Lights will be the minimum number, minimum intensity, and minimum number of flashes per minute (i.e., longest duration between flashes) allowable by the FAA.
· The tower and associated facilities were sited, designed and constructed so as to avoid or minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint.”
· The tower was designed structurally and electrically to accommodate the applicant/licensee’s antennas and comparable antennas for additional users.
· Best management practices were followed to minimize effects of the construction of the facility on Threatened and Endangered Species.
The project reviews concluded that the Hightower Road project is not expected to require any mitigation measures outside of those listed above for threatened or endangered species.
4.1.4 VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE
The following section discusses the impacts to Vegetation and Wildlife for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
4.1.4.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction took place. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts occurred to vegetation and wildlife.
4.1.4.2 Alternative 2 – PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts -The footprint of the communications facility is within grassy pasture used as a treated wastewater spray field and for fescue hay production. During construction all efforts were taken to reduce ecological impact through minimizing grading operations and good housekeeping. The proposed location for the communications facility at the Hightower Road site was reviewed by the USFWS (see Attachment A). The response letter from the USFWS also addressed potential issues with migratory bird collisions. The proposed tower meets the criteria established in the Interim Guidelines for Recommendations on Communication Tower Siting, Construction, Operation, and Decommission (USFWS, 2000):
· No towers are located in a nearby radius to allow for co-location.
· The tower is lighted light systems designed to comply with FAA circular K1/7460.
· The tower footprint and equipment compound are of a minimal size to prevent habitat fragmentation.
· The tower is not sited in or near wetlands, other known bird concentration areas, in known migratory or daily movement flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered species, or in an area with a high incidence of fog, mist, and low ceilings.
· A significant number of breeding, feeding, or roosting birds are not known to habitually use the tower area.
· Tower guy wires have daytime visual markers.
· The tower was constructed to allow for additional co- locations.
The project reviews concluded that the Hightower Road project is not expected to have any impact to vegetation and wildlife.
Indirect Impacts -No indirect impacts are expected to affect vegetation and wildlife as a result of the project.
Cumulative Impacts -There are no other actions now or in the foreseeable future, which, combined with the construction of the communications facility, would have a cumulative impact on vegetation and wildlife.
Mitigation Measures for Vegetation and Wildlife
In accordance with the recommendations of the USFWS, the following mitigation measures will be implemented. No conflicts between FAA and USFWS requirements are anticipated.
· The tower is not located in or near wetlands or other known bird concentration areas, or in an area with a high incidence of fog, mist, and low ceilings.
· The tower has the minimum amount of pilot warning and obstruction avoidance lighting required by the FAA and only white strobe lights will be used at night. Lights will be the minimum number, minimum intensity, and minimum number of flashes per minute (i.e., longest duration between flashes) allowable by the FAA.
· The tower and associated facilities were sited, designed and constructed so as to avoid or minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint.”
· The tower was designed structurally and electrically to accommodate the applicant/licensee’s antennas and comparable antennas for additional users.
· Best management practices were followed to minimize effects of the construction of the facility on Threatened and Endangered Species.
4.1.5 GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY, AND SOILS
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts to geology, topography and soils occur when clearing, grading, and construction activities are conducted on a site.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts to geology, topography and soils occur when erosion of soils, and other ground disturbances during construction leads to sedimentation in local streams.


4.1.5.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction of the PSIC-funded communications facility would take place. Therefore, there were no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to geology, topography, and soils at the site.
4.1.5.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - The scale of the project is minor, requiring minimal grading and excavating. During construction, a comprehensive erosion and sedimentation plan, as required by local and state regulations, was followed and any direct or indirect adverse impacts from soil erosion were extremely minor and short-term.
Indirect Impacts - Under the proposed action, erosion of soils during construction which could to sedimentation in local streams was mitigated through the use of silt fences and other precautions required by the erosion and sedimentation plan. Because an erosion and sedimentation plan would be followed, indirect adverse impacts from soil erosion were minor and short-term.
Cumulative Impacts - The proposed action, when added to past and future projects in the vicinity, would have a minor, adverse, cumulative impact on the geologic, soil, and topographic conditions in the project area. However, the PSIC-funded communications facility would contribute negligibly to these minor, adverse, cumulative impacts.
Mitigation Measures for Geology, Topography, and Soils
Although area soils were disturbed during construction, disturbances were minor and minimal soil loss occurred from disturbance or indirectly via wind or water. Best management practices utilized, such as implementing an erosion and sedimentation control plan using silt fences or hay bales, re-vegetating disturbed soils (e.g. part of landscaping activities) prevented soils from eroding and dispersing off- site.
4.1.6 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY
The following section discusses the impacts to Human Health and Safety for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
4.1.6.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction of the PSIC-funded communications facility would take place. This would result in continued lack of coverage in first response and emergency communications. This lack of coverage would have the potential to have minor to moderate direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts to human health and safety.
4.1.6.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - This tower supports the creation of a larger, regional 800 MHz system in Troup County. Through its construction, local and state radio users will have seamless interoperability without the need for additional intervention by 911 personnel within their respective agencies. This project will fill in local coverage gaps and to ensure 95% coverage for Troup County as well as enhanced coverage in areas previously lacking adequate radio communications coverage in adjacent counties/cities.
In addition, the project serves the needs of several state and local agencies for emergency communication services, including the county police, county fire department and local Emergency Medical Services, as well as Georgia State Patrol, Georgia Bureau of Investigation and Georgia Department of Natural Resources.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts are expected to affect human health and safety as a result of the proposed project.
Cumulative Impacts - The construction of the communications facility is part of a state-wide communications system for public services. The entire program includes upgrades to existing transmission and receiving sites, construction of new telecommunications towers, construction and remodeling of existing fixed-structure dispatch centers or first-responder facilities, improvement of a mobile infrastructure, planning, training, and exercises, and other activities. The cumulative effect of these projects will result in moderate, long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts to human health and safety.
Mitigation Measures for Human Health and Safety
Mitigation measures are not warranted for impacts to human health and safety.
4.2 SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT
4.2.1 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES
The following section discusses the impacts to Community Facilities and Services for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
4.2.1.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes in community facilities and services will occur, therefore, no direct, indirect or cumulative impacts will occur to community facilities and services under the No-Action Alternative.
4.2.1.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Construction of the communications facility would not result in adverse impacts to community facilities and services. Through its construction, local and state radio users will have seamless interoperability without the need for additional intervention by 911 personnel within their respective agencies. This project will fill in local coverage gaps and to ensure 95% coverage for Troup County as well as enhanced coverage in areas previously lacking adequate radio communications coverage in adjacent counties/cities.
In addition, the project serves the needs of several state and local agencies for emergency communication services, including the county police, county fire department and local Emergency Medical Services, as well as Georgia State Patrol, Georgia Bureau of Investigation and Georgia Department of Natural Resources.
Therefore, moderate direct, short and long-term beneficial impacts to community facilities and services are expected.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts are expected community facilities and services as a consequence of the proposed project.
Cumulative Impacts - The construction of the proposed communications facility is part of a statewide communications system for public services which is referred to as the Georgia Interoperability Network, or “GIN.” The statewide GIN program is based upon a gateway system in each 911 center that utilizes the Motorola Motobridge to connect disparate radio systems within and external to local jurisdictions. However, in order to function properly, the GIN requires local investments in upgrades to existing transmission and receiving sites, construction of new telecommunications towers, construction and remodeling of existing fixed-structure dispatch centers or first-responder facilities, improvement of a mobile infrastructure, planning, training, and exercises, and other activities. The cumulative effect of these projects will result in moderate, long-term, beneficial, cumulative impacts to community facilities and services.
Mitigation Measures for Community Facilities and Services
Mitigation measures are not warranted for impacts to community facilities and services.
4.2.2 LAND USE PLANNING AND ZONING
Land use planning and zoning impacts attributable to a project are determined by changes to the site and the surrounding area, including changes in density and use, induced development, spurred revitalization, or increased vacancy. Such changes are typically a function of the scale of the proposed development, proximity of other uses to the project site, existing zoning, the availability of vacant or underutilized land, the condition of surrounding buildings, and outside development forces. The following section discusses the impacts to land use and zoning for the No-Action Alternative as well as the Build Alternative.
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts – Direct land use impacts associated with the proposed action are determined based on physical changes to the development site.
Indirect Impacts – Indirect land use impacts generally include commercial, retail, and residential land use changes within adjacent parcels or a larger study area that result from the proposed action.
4.2.2.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed communications facility would not be constructed. Under this alternative, there would be no changes to land use or zoning at the existing site. Therefore, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to land use planning and zoning.
4.2.2.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - The project site resides in Tax District 18-Hogansville of the Troup County tax records. The land use zoning is listed as 18-unavailable which designates it as government owned/undeveloped, non-residential property. The site usage is consistent with this zoning.
Indirect Impacts - The site will continue its current use by the county as a treated wastewater spray field and for fescue production. Construction of the communications facility is not expected to lead to any indirect impacts to the current land uses.
Cumulative Impacts - The cumulative impact of development of the site, along with past and future development will not result in any changes in land uses at the site.
Mitigation Measures for Land Use and Zoning
Mitigation measures were not warranted for land use planning and zoning as the use of the site was consistent with the zoning designation and county use plans.
4.2.3 ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT
This section analyzes the potential for impacts to Economy and Employment for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct economic and employment impacts occur when there is a change in the number of jobs in an area or a change in the number of businesses in an area.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts occur when daily spending changes in an area due to the increase or decrease of jobs or businesses. These expenditures commonly include gasoline, automobile servicing, food and beverages, laundry, and other retail purchases undertaken in the immediate area because of convenience and access during the course of the business day.
4.2.3.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility would not be constructed. Under this alternative, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to economic or employment conditions.
4.2.3.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Regional economic activity likely increased as local construction contractors and construction firms were hired for the project, however this was a short-term result of the project. The purchase of building materials, construction supplies and construction equipment - as well as spending by the construction workers - possibly added short-term income to the economy. Any impact would have had a minor, beneficial, short-term, direct impact on the regional economy.
Indirect Impacts - Due to the nature of the proposed facility, which is unmanned, negligible indirect impacts are expected.
Cumulative Impacts - No cumulative impacts are expected to economy and employment due to the proposed project.
Mitigation Measures for Economy and Employment
Mitigation measures are not warranted for impacts to economy and employment.
4.2.4 TAXES AND REVENUE
The following section discusses the impacts to taxes and revenue for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.


Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts – Direct impacts to taxes and revenues occur when site improvements or new buildings increase a property’s value and hence increase the taxes levied on it. Direct impacts may also occur if a property’s ownership status changes from public to private or vice versa, as publicly owned properties are tax exempt. Finally, direct impacts can also occur from new job creation or relocation of employees to an area. 
Indirect Impacts – Indirect impacts can occur if a development spurs additional development. Indirect impacts can also occur from spending by employees.
4.2.4.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility would not be constructed. Under this alternative, there would be no changes to state and local taxes and revenues. Therefore, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to taxes and revenues.
4.2.4.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Construction workers employed for the construction period are assumed to be currently employed, and residing and paying taxes in the local Troup County area. Increased sales transactions for the purchase of materials and supplies would generate some additional revenues for local and state governments, which would have a positive effect on taxes and revenue. This would result in short-term, minor, beneficial impacts to taxes and revenue.
Indirect Impacts - As the communications facility, once operational, is unmanned, no indirect impacts are expected to taxes and revenue as a consequence of the proposed facility.
Cumulative Impacts - As the operational communications facility is unmanned, the future operation of the communications facility is unlikely to create revenue for the state, county, or local governments. There will be no cumulative impacts as a result of the proposed action.
Mitigation Measures for Taxes and Revenue
Mitigation measures are not warranted for impacts to taxes and revenue.
4.2.5 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
The area of visual influence or viewshed provides the context for assessing aesthetic and visual resource impacts. Impacts to identified views and vistas were determined based on an analysis of the existing quality of the landscape views, the sensitivity of the view, and the anticipated relationship of the scale and massing of the proposed buildings to the existing visual environment. The following section discusses the impacts to aesthetics and visual resources for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts occur when the proposed development is visible as a background element of a view that includes buildings of a similar mass and scale. Direct impacts occur when the proposed development is visible as a contrasting or dominant element that interferes with views from the representative viewpoint and substantially changes the existing view. Conversely, the development could improve a view or the visual appearance of an area.
Indirect Impact - Indirect impacts may occur if, because of the project, additional development occurs that affects viewsheds.
4.2.5.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed facility would not be constructed.
Under this alternative, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to aesthetics or visual resources.
4.2.5.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - The proposed site for the communications facility is presently a grassy pastureland with no nearby residences and only a county maintenance facility located directly to the east, across Hightower Road. The nearest homes are located approximately ½ mile to the northwest, across Mobley Road near the Sportsplex facility and are at least partially blocked from viewing the tower by trees. Therefore, aesthetic and visual impacts would be minor, adverse, long-term, and direct.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect visual impacts are expected to result from the proposed project.
Cumulative Impacts - Continued development of the county-owned land surrounding the site is not likely to occur. Therefore, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.
Mitigation Measures for Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Mitigation measures will include the use of the lowest intensity lighting allowable by the FCC for tower lighting. Best management practices will be followed to minimize effects of the construction of the facility on Aesthetics and Visual Resources.
4.3 CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT
As described in Section 3.2.3, on October 5, 2004, the Federal Communications Commission released a Report and Order, FCC 04-222, adopting the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement (NPA) regarding the Section 106 National Historic Preservation Act Review Process. Based upon this NPA, The APE for direct effects consists of the area directly impacted by the construction of the communications facility. The presumed APE for visual effects relative to the construction of new facilities is a) 0.5-mile radius for towers 200 feet or less in overall height, b) 0.75-mile radius for towers greater than 200 but no more than 400 feet in overall height; or, c) 1.5-mile radius for towers greater than 400 feet in overall height. Based on the proposed structure height of 348 feet above ground surface for the communications tower, a 0.75-mile radius was used for purposes of project review established by the NPA.
Impacts to cultural resources are based upon the criterion of effect and criteria of adverse effect found in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations (36 CFR 800.5, Assessment of Adverse Effects).
4.3.1 DEFINITION OF INTENSITY LEVELS
For purposes of analyzing potential impacts to historic structures/sites, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:
· Negligible: Impact(s) is at the lowest levels of detection - barely measurable with no perceptible consequences, either adverse or beneficial. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
· Minor: Adverse impact - impact would alter a feature(s) of a structure or building, but would not diminish the overall integrity of the resource. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect. Beneficial impact - stabilization/ preservation of features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
· Moderate: Adverse impact - impact would alter a feature(s) of the structure or building, diminishing the overall integrity of the resource. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. A Memorandum of Agreement is executed among the lead agency and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). The mitigation measures identified in the Memorandum of Agreement reduce the intensity of impact from major to moderate. Beneficial impact - rehabilitation of a structure or building in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
· Major: Adverse impact - impact would alter a feature(s) of the structure or building, diminishing the overall integrity of the resource. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect. The lead agency and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer are unable to negotiate and execute a Memorandum of Agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b). Beneficial impact – restoration of a structure or building in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
· Duration: 
· Short-term – Effects lasting for the duration of the construction activities (less than 1 year); 
· Long-term – Effects lasting longer than the duration of the construction (longer than 1 year).
4.3.2 ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
4.3.2.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility would not be built. The current conditions at site would remain. Under this alternative, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to archeological resources that may exist at the site.
4.3.2.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under Alternative 2, the communications facility was constructed on the Hightower Road site. A review of the archeological site files performed as part of the 2009 Environmental Compliance Checklist (Attachment A) indicates that no previously recorded archeological sites occur within the APE for direct effects. 
Therefore there are no adverse effects to archaeological resources resulting from the construction of the tower.
4.3.3 HISTORIC RESOURCES
The following section describes impacts to historic resources, for the No-Action Alternative and the Build Alternative.
4.3.3.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility would not be built.
The current conditions would remain. Under this alternative, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to historic resources at the existing site.
4.3.3.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Under Alternative 2, the communications facility was constructed and any historic structures within the APE would have the potential to be visually impacted by the facility.
Direct Impacts - As a part of the 2009 assessment (Attachment A), the methodology for the identification and evaluation of historic resources included a field survey of existing buildings and structures within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) that were previously inventoried by the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) files, a review of  the Troup County historic resources survey files, the Troup County Identified Sites files and a review of the Georgia Natural Archaeological and Historic Resources Geographical Information System database. The file review identified one historic structure within the 0.75- mile APE (Resource TP-592/61313) that “appeared not to meet Nat. Reg. Criteria” because of a lack of integrity (see Figure 3-1). A field visit conducted as part of the 2009 assessment indicated that the structure no longer existed. 
The historic resources review concluded that the proposed project will have no effect on historic properties, and that no further consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act was required prior to project implementation.
Indirect Impacts - Since there are no historic properties within the APE for indirect effects, no indirect impacts will occur.  
Cumulative Impacts - Since there are no historic structures within the proposed project APE, no cumulative impacts to historic resources will occur.
Mitigation Measures for Historic Resources
As no impacts to historic resources are anticipated, no mitigation measures are proposed.
4.4 INFRASTRUCTURE
The following section describes impacts to infrastructure, including utilities, transportation, and waste management, for the No-Action Alternative and for the Build Alternative.


Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts to utilities would occur when services are disrupted due to the relocation or extension of utility lines.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts to utilities would occur when construction in rights of way of easements causes traffic delays or increased usage of utilities impacts the supply of these utilities.
4.4.1 TELECOMMUNICATIONS
4.4.1.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility will not be constructed. Gaps in the present statewide (GIN) infrastructure would remain, presenting continued communication difficulties for public safety agencies and first responders. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on communications services.
4.4.1.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - There will be no direct impacts to public telephone, wireless, or Internet telecommunications. The planned expansion and improvement of the Troup County 800 MHz system will enhance communications for first responders, state and local agencies, and therefore, there will be moderate, beneficial, long-term, direct impacts to communications systems.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts to communications services are anticipated.
Cumulative Impacts - The presently proposed action, when combined with reasonably foreseeable actions in the future, will have moderate to major, beneficial, long-term, cumulative impacts on communications systems.
Mitigation Measures for Telecommunications
As no adverse impacts are expected to affect telecommunications, no mitigation measures are proposed.
4.4.2 ELECTRICAL POWER AND GAS
4.4.2.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility will not be constructed. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on electrical power and gas.
4.4.2.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Electrical power for the facility was be provided from the present electrical service connections currently existing on Hightower Road from the proposed site. Underground connections were made by trenching lines from Hightower Road to the telecommunications facility from these existing utility connections. Fuel (LP) for backup electrical power generation will be provided from the proposed fuel tank that will be installed within the compound area. Power requirements for the operation of the facility are expected to be easily accommodated from the present service. Power requirements for the site will consist of a 400-amp service at 240 volts which is a common residential sized service load. The equipment shelter houses a 200-amp service panel and the tower requires only a 20-amp circuit for lighting. Therefore, direct impacts to electrical power and gas utilities will be long-term and negligible. 
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts to electrical power and gas are anticipated.
Cumulative Impacts - The presently proposed action, when combined with reasonably foreseeable actions in the future, will not have any cumulative impacts on electrical power and gas utilities.
Mitigation Measures for Electrical Power and Gas
No mitigation measures are proposed for electrical power and gas.
4.4.3 TRANSPORTATION
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts to transportation would occur when traffic volumes increase and patterns change due to the construction of the project.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts to transportation occur when a project spurs other development, which in turn increases traffic volumes.
4.4.3.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility will not be constructed. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on transportation.
4.4.3.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - Transportation via automobile or rail were not impacted by the tower construction. The Hightower Road tower is marked and/or lighted in accordance with FAA rules. In order to minimize hazards to migrating birds, the lighting will be the minimum number, intensity, and flashes per minute allowable by the FAA in accordance with USFWS recommendations. This lightning will be white, and not red, as per the USFWS recommendations. No conflicts between FAA and USFWS requirements are anticipated. Therefore, no direct impacts to transportation are anticipated.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts to transportation are anticipated.
Cumulative Impacts - The reported action, when combined with reasonably foreseeable actions in the future, will not have any cumulative impacts on transportation.
Mitigation Measures for Transportation
No mitigation measures are recommended for impacts to transportation.
4.4.4 WASTE MANAGEMENT
Explanation of Impacts Affecting this Impact Topic
Direct Impacts - Direct impacts to waste management occur when there is an increase or decrease in waste generation.
Indirect Impacts - Indirect impacts to waste management occur when a project spurs other development, which in turn increases waste volumes.
4.4.4.1 Alternative 1 - No-Action Alternative
Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
Under the No-Action Alternative, the communications facility would not be constructed. Under this alternative, there would be no changes in waste management at the site. Therefore, no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to waste management would occur.
4.4.4.2 Alternative 2 - PSIC-Funded Communications Facility
Direct Impacts - No wastes are expected to be generated by the site except for those generated during construction activities associated with the project. Wastes generated during construction consisted of general waste which are not regulated or defined as hazardous, special, or potentially dangerous and which do not require special handling and disposal due to potential hazards to either personnel or the environment. General waste typically includes a varying, non-homogeneous mixture of paper goods, corrugated items, plastics, food scraps, glassware, metal waste, and other miscellaneous organics and inorganics.
All waste generated during construction were managed in accordance with applicable Federal, state, and local regulations. General construction waste was collected and transported by the contractors. As the proposed communications facility is unmanned, no waste will be generated as a consequence of its operation.
Indirect Impacts - No indirect impacts to waste management are anticipated under the proposed action.
Cumulative Impacts - The proposed facility will not foster any new development and since it is unmanned, will not generate wastes. Therefore, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.
Mitigation Measures for Waste Management
Best management practices were followed to minimize the generation of solid wastes during the construction of the facility, thus minimizing impacts to Waste Management.
5	FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The Department of Commerce, National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzing the environmental impacts from the construction of the Hightower Road Communications Facility located at 52 Hightower Road in Hogansville, Georgia. The project is funded by the Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC) Grant Program. The goal of the PSIC Grant Program is to improve nationwide interoperable communications among public safety agencies.
In February of 2009, the NTIA prepared a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the PSIC Grant Program. The PEA determined that transmitting and receiving sites involving new towers 200 or more feet above the ground, guyed towers, and ground disturbances of one acre or more all require that a site-specific Environmental Assessment (EA) be prepared. The proposed facility falls within the category of Transmission and Receiving Sites with a new tower of over 200 feet in height.
NEPA is intended to help public officials make decisions based on an understanding of environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment. Communications tower construction and the operation of communications systems are regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). Under FCC rules implementing NEPA (47 C.F.R. 1.1301-1.1311) the proposed action would normally be categorically excluded from further environmental processing. The preparation of this EA is required as a result of PSIC Grant funding through the NTIA. This Environmental Assessment (EA) assesses the impacts of two alternatives: The No Action Alternative, and the build alternative. The build alternative (Alternative 2) includes the construction of the tower on county-owned property that has historically been used as a treated wastewater spray field and for fescue hay production. This (EA) concludes that the proposed Hightower Road Communications Facility will have negligible adverse impacts to: air quality, electrical power and gas, and waste management; minor adverse impacts to: noise levels, geology, topography and soils, and aesthetic and visual resources; and no impacts to archeological and historic resources, land use planning and zoning, threatened and endangered species, vegetation and wildlife, or transportation.
The Hightower Road tower project will result in beneficial impacts to: human health and safety, community facilities and services, employment and economy, taxes and revenue, and communications systems.
This Environmental Assessment (EA) concludes that the Hightower Road Communications Facility, Troup County, Georgia, is not a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.
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Attachment A

FCC/NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE REPORT
Prepared By: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, October 2009



Attachment B

Georgia Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC): National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Review - Additional Info Requested  (March 2011)



Attachment C

Photographs of Completed Troup County Communications Tower Facility (September 2011)
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